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13, (Unclassified - GLC) Received a call from Miss Dexheimer,
in the office of Senator Edward Brooke (R., Mass.). She was interested in
receiving Nigerian press summaries for the period beginning with the fall

of Biafra to the present. After checking with| POX1A
I advised Miss Dexheimer that the materials are being prepared and would
be delivered to her as soon as they were available, 25X1A

JOHN M. MAURY
Legislative Counsel
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Monday - 26 January 1970

1. (Confidential - GLC) Guy McConnel, on the staff of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, called on behalf of Bill Woodruff
and asked if the Director could brief the combined Senate CIA Sub-
committees this Wednesday or Friday, 28 or 30 January. I later
advised Woodruff that Wednesday was a National Security Council
meeting day but that the Director could adjust his schedule in order
to give the briefing on Friday. Woodruff subsequently confirmed this
for 10:30 a.m. Friday, 30 January, and said the invitees (Senators
Fulbright, Mansfield and Aiken) would be included. He said the
briefing would be the usual world wrap-up covering the Soviet and
Chinese missile threats and such ""hot spots' as the Middle East,
Vietnam and Laos. He also said that we should be prepared to discuss
Bolivia.

2. (Secret - GLC) Accompanied Mr. Carl Duckett, DDS&T,
to a briefing of Senator Henry M. Jackson (D., Wash.) and Miss Dorothy
IFosdick and Mr. Richard Perle, of the Scnate Subcommittee on National
Security and International Operations staff, on Soviet and Chinese missile
programs. Senator Jackson was present for approximately one hour and
15 minutes of the two hour session. After Senator Jackson's departure,
Mr. Perle asked if he could be provided with documentation on the SALT
talks. Mr. Duckett suggested that he first try former contacts in the
Department of Defense (specifically Johnny Foster).

Senator Jackson took me aside and talked with me about

| | who is presently working for the Air Force in New

Mexico and who is 1nterested in Agency employment. The Senator gave
me a copy of | |resume and a Form 57. We are to look into em-
ployment possibilities forl |and be back in touch with the Senator.

SECRE}
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Friday - 23 January 1970
| 1. (Internal Use Only - GS) Received a call from Miss

Diane McCormick, in the office of Representative Ken Hechler
(D., W.Va.), who requested an employment interview for Mr.

| After checking with| | in 25X1A

the Office of Personnel, I advised Miss McCormick that an
appointment has been scheduled for this afternoon at 3:30.

2. (Confidential - GLC) Called George Murphy, on the
staff of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and told him that
the article in Sunday's New York Times about the Soviets distorting
maps was essentially accurate and that I would discuss this in greater
detail with him the next time I saw him.

3. (Secret - ITMM) Met with Messrs. John Blandford and Frank
Slatinshek, Chief Counsel and Counsel, House Armed Services Committee,
whom I briefed on:

a. recent developments re SS-9 and SS-11;

b. increased infiltration rates in Vietnam;

c. Libya's problems in training pilots and maintenance
personnel for new French aircraft;

d. fact that Agency had no solid information re MyLai
incident;

e. our understanding of reorganization going on among
defense intelligence agencies.
Blandford expressed concern that we '"had been caught flat-footed'

by the Libyan coup (see Memo for Record).

4, (Secret - ITMM) Met with Ed Braswell, Senate Armed Services
Committee staff, whom I briefed on recent developments regarding Soviet
SS~-9 and SS-11 tests and North Vietnam infiltration trends.

Braswell said that Senator Stennis was anxious for a roundup
briefing by the Agency prior to hearing from the Defense Department
on 18 February., Braswell said that main interest would probably center
on Soviet ICBM deployment, MRV testing, and the implications and
prospects of the SALT talks. ‘:Q
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Wednesday - 7 January 1970

1. (Internal Use Only - GS) Received a call from Barbara
Wallace, in the office of Representative Howard Robison (R., N.Y.), ,
who requested an employment interview for | | 25X1A
After checking with| | in the Office of Personnel, I
advised Barbara Wallace that an appointment has been scheduled for
this afternoon at 2:00.

2. (Unclassified - JMM) In response to a request from 25X1A
Sy Friedin, in the office of Senator Thomas J. Dodd (D., Conn.),
regarding | | now in Washington| |

I told Mr. Friedin that we know something about this man but would
prefer not to become involved directly. I suggested that he seek informa-
tion from the State Department, the FBI and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service. Friedin said Senator Dodd had become quite
interested in the case, suspected that | |[was up to no
good, and would undoubtedly follow up with inquiries to Secretary Rogers,
Mr. DeLloach of the FBI, and Mr. Farrell of INS., Friedin said he

would let me know the results of these inquiries.

25X1A

3. (Secret - JGO) Met with Mr. Richard N. Perle, on the
staff of the Subcommittee on National Security and International
Operations, Senate Government Operations Committee, and updated
his security clearances. Appropriate documentation was completed.
Mr. Perle noted in passing that he and Miss Fosdick will be working
with Senator Henry Jackson (D., Wash.) and the Armed Services
Special Committee onﬁf&LT.

4, {Confidential - JGO) Returned to Miss Lorena Daddario,
in the office of Senator Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.), the original
letter from Dr. Held to the Senator concerning reduction of certain
support of Hungarian refugee activities in Paris. This letter was
forwarded by the European Desk, Department of State, for return to
the Senator's files. (See Journal item of 5 January.)
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Harrlet T. (O'Brien) Stevens of Dallas, Texas.
who since thelr marriage in 1877 had ac-
companied him during many travels on the
frontlers and had shared the hardships of
his upward clmb as well as fts compensat-
ing features.

Mrs, Stevens knew her husband’s capacity
and had always encouraged him in accepting
greater tasks. She promptly replied, “Ever

since you left Maine in 1874 you have been’

tralning yourself for this, the greatést engi-
neering project in the world, and now it is
offered you. Please telephone at once and
tell the Séecretary that you will accept.” This
ended Stevens’ reluctance, and Fresident
Roosevelt appointed him as chief engineer
of the Isthmian Canal Commission, effective
July 1, 1905.

Before departing for the Canal Zone, the
_new Chief Engineer visited Oyster Bay, Long
" Island, to ses the President, who described
affalrs on the Isthmus as being in a “devil
of & mess.” Stevens understood the difficul-
ties likely to be encountered, but felt
thoroughly competent to handle the situa-
“tion. However, to avold any possibility of
later mlsunde:rstanding, he outlined to
Roosevelt the conditions of his acceptance:
That he was to have a “free hand in all
matters”; that he was not to be unduly

hampered by any authority, “high or low”;

and. that he would remain with the project
until, in his own judgment, its success or
fallure was determined.

The President approved these terms and
directed Stevens to communicate about the
project directly with him rather than

" through routine channels. When Stevens
pointed out that such procedure might re-
sult in conflicts with the War Department,
Roosevelt waved this point aside, stating that
" everyone there knew his views.

Then, to Impress his desire for action,
President Roosevelt told the story of the
man of sudden wealth speaking to his néwly
employed butler: “I don't know in the least
waht you are to do—but one thing I do
know, you get busy and buttle like hell.”

Arrlving with Chairman Shonts at Colon
on July 25, 1905, Chief Engineer Stevens
found a most desperate condition indeed,
with general disorganization in the canal
work, and with employees “scared ouf of
their boots, afraid of yellow fever, and airaid
of everything.” The only thing that had
kept many on the Isthmus was lack of
transportation to go home. In fact, more
employees returned to the United States on
the ship that carried Stevens to the Canal
Zone than had been brought there on it.

At a conference of high officials the same
evening on the spaclous veranda of Governor
Charles E. Magoon's home in Ancon on the
Pacific side of the Isthmus, attended by the
Governor, Chief Health Officer William C.
Gorgas, and Chairman Shonts, Chief Engi-
neer Stevens correctly estimated the most
urgent needs: housing and feeding of em-
ployees, sanitation and health, recreation
and inorale, anid an adequate and révitallzed
organization. Within the short period of one
week Stevens correctly appraised the ovérall
situation and declded what to do; rehabili-
tate and doyple track parts of the Panama
Railroad, which . ab “then described .as a
“phantom railroad,” €stablish commissaries
for all employees, bulld a hotel, the Tivoli,
- place avallable labor on housing and sanli-
.tary work, design proper track levels in Cul-
ebra Cut and a rail transportation system
for the disposal of spoil in mass excavation,
and organize the forces for construction.
Stevens’ extensive experience in comparable
situations in frontier areas of the United
Stats enabled him to form needed judgments
accurately and quickly.

Stopping all unnecessary canal construc-
tion actlvities, he sent excess men to the
Unitecl States, informed that they would be
notified when to return Others were placed

“on immediate necessities. Having previously

accepted the mosqulto theory of disease

propagation, Stevens became an ardent sup-’

porter of Colonel Gorgas in health and sani-
tation matters.
A man of imposing stature and command-

"ing personality, then 52, Chief Engineer

Stevens tramped the entire length of the
Canal Zone viewing the various works and
observing the topography. Walking with the
energy of youth, he radiated the confidence
of the natural leader. Often speaking to em-
ployees, he told them that there were only
three diseases on the Isthmus: ‘“Yellow fever,
malaria, and cold feet; and the greatest of
these was cold feet.” '

Prior to the appointment of Stevens, Pres-
ident Roosevelt had designated an Interna-
tlonal Board of Consulting Engineers of 13
members to consider and pecommend the
type of canal. Until at”Guestion was an-
swered, Stevens ped seriously handicapped.
Nevertheless, hewent ahead with the excava-
tion of Culp¥ra Cut, which work would be
useful nofMatter what the decision, and on
alternatg’” plans, which he wished to have
anticipation of whatever verdict the

6, this engineering board split. Elght
fmbers, including five Europeans, voted
br the sea-level type; and the five remain-
ihg members—all Americans—for the high-

which reflected the views of Chief En-
g evens, was prefaced by Alfred Noble,

Isthmus, Stevens
esignificant angles

Meanwhile, 3
thoughtfully examined

tially inclined on first arriva.
popular idea of a sea-level cand
proached the solution of the problemwobjec-

lHght of operational and navigational negds,
as well as engineering and construction prop-
lems and the hazards involved, he decidod
for the high-level-lake plan with the Atlan
tic terminal dams and locks at Gatun, and
the Pacific terminal dams and locks in one
group at Aguadulce—a hill south of Mira-
fiores. This was essentially the plan origi-
nally presented In 1879 by the French engi-
neer Adolphe Godin de Lepinay, the origi-
nating and forgotten genius of the basic plan
for the Panama Canal as eventually con-
structed.

In a speclal message to the Congress of
February 19, 1906, transmitting the repg
of the International Board, President Rogse-
velt summarized 1ts main points but stro gly

supported the high-level-lake plan. in-
vited speclal attention to the fact that “the
chief engineer, who will be mainlg-fesponsi-

ble for the success of this mig
ing feat, and who has therefore a peculiar
personal interest in judging aright, 1s em-
phatically and earnestly in favor of the lock~
canal project and against the sea-level proj-
ect.”

When testifylng at Congressional hearings
in Washington in January 1906, Stevens ad-
vocated the high-level plan with a conviction
that no one could shake, and voiced his
determined opposition to the sea-level idea.
But one appearance as a witness by this
engineering leader was not enough.

In June he was again called to Washington
and led in the historic debate. Testifying
before committees of the Congress, prepar-
ing’ refutations to statements by sea-level
advocates, and drafting eddrésses for Sena-
tor Philander C. Knox, Chief Engineer Ste-
vens faced the great crisis of his canal career.

He went to Roosevelt for assistance bus
discovered that the President had become
lukewarm in his stand. As one who believed
in the vigorous handling of superiors as well
as subordinates, Stevens talked to him like

a "Dutch uncle.” Roosevelt was again con-
vlnced and thenceforth stood behind Stevens
like a brick. . )

In the end, with the sirong support of the
President, Secretary of War Taft, and the
Isthmian Canal Commission, the plans of
Chief Engineer Stevens prevailed. In an act
approved June 29, 1906, the Congress adopt-
ed the high-level-lake and lock plan. That
was the great decision in building the Pan-
ama Canal that made Its success possible.
It is no wonder that the statesmanlike ac-
tions of Stevens won the admiration of in-
formed and experiencecd engineers on the
Isthmus!

Regardless of what may have been urged
at the time as to the merits of the so-called
séa-level deslgn, the existing Panama Canal
whs constructed substantially in accordance
with the plan recommended by Stevens, ap-
proved and accepted by the President and
the Congress. It has proved an eminent suc=-
cess in both peace and war. The transit
since opening the canal on August 15, 1914
through June 30, 1968 of 403,230 vessels of
various types of all nations, with Just tolls
measurably reflecting the costs of construc-
tion, maintenance, operation, sanitation, and
protection, completely establishes the wis-
dom of the 1906 decisior.. Moreover, in addi-
tion to its strategic value for national and
hemispheric defense, the Panama Canal has
been of incalculable benefit to world ship-
ping and to the great ports of our country
that serve such shipping. Moreover, the

Canal Zone has been an island of stability

in an area notorious for endemic revolution
and endless political instability.

The day after approving the act of the
Congress as to type, June 30, 1906, President
Roosevelt showed his confidence in Stevens
by appointing him as a member of the
Isthmian Canal Commission in addition to
his position as Chief Engineer. His star was
ascendant.

Unfortunately, the minority report, fol-
lowing previous French studies, provided for
the construction of the Pacific locks in two
sets, separated by the small intermediate-
level Mirafiores Lake. Instinctively recogniz-
ing this division of locks as a serlous error

-In operational design, Stevens, early in 1906,

had recommended to Chairman Shonts in
Washington the combination of all Pacific
Locks at one location, But he did not present
this well-founded proposal with the detailed
functional justification required to secure
the attention it merited. Nor had there been
any ship-transit experierice in the canal upon
which to base such justification.

Returning to the Isthmus on July 4, 19086,
Stevens resumed studies of the Pacific lock
situation. A month later, on August 3, he ap-
proved a plan for placing all Pacific locks in
one group of three lifts, south of Miraflores
with the terminal dam and locks between
two hills, Cerro Aguadulce on the west side
of the sea-level section of the Canal, and
Cerro de Puente on the east. This location
would have provided the same lock arrange~
ment at both ends of the canal, avoiding a
trafiic choke at Pedro Miguel, enabling un-
interrupted summit-level navigation from
the Atlantic locks to the Pacific, and supplied
a lake-level traffic mobilization anchorage at
the Pacific end of the canal to match that at
the Atlantic end—a plan identical with the
original conception of De Lepinay, afterward
urged by Colonel William L. Sibert, a mem-
ber of the last Isthmian Canal Commission.

At that time, however, Stevens was under
great pressure to start construction. Oppo-
nents of any canal at all were seeking some
means to delay the enterprise. Advocates of
the sea-level idea, stung to the quick by their
defeat in.the Congress, were set, ready to
strike at any change in the approved pro-
gram as indicating weskness in the high-
level plan of Stevens. These two forces to-
gether represented a political and economic
power that he could not safely ignore.

In the light’ of subsequent events, it is
indeed regrettable that Steven's foundation
studies for the consolidation of the Paclfic
locks, which were necessarily made in great
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haste, proved unsatisfactory, He did not dare
to jeopardize the project by further delay.
St111 confident, however, that this important
question would rise again, he volded his plan
twenty days later, on August 28, 1306, mark-
ing it, “not to be destroyed but kept in this
oftice,” and proceeded with the plan for sep-
arating the Pacific locks as approved by the
minority of the International Beard of Con-
sulting Engineers. *

Many years later, as a result of World War
II experience, there was developed in the
Panams Canal orgsnization, following the
suspension in May 1942 of the 1939 Third
Locks project then under construction, what
proved to have been the flrst comprehen-
slve plan for the maljor increase of capacity
and operational improvement of the Canal
as derived from marine operations, known
as the Third Locks—Terminal Lake Plan.
Submitted to higher cenal authority it at-
tracted immediate attention and quickly won
approval by the President as a post-war proj-
ect,

Published as a technical paper in the Feb=
ruary ‘1947 issue of the Proceedings of the
American Bociety of Civil Engineers the
Third l.ocks—Terminal Lake proposal, he-
cause of Its inherent loglc and ‘‘compara-
tively low cost,”” has had a wide appeal as
the proper form for increasing the capacity
of the Panamsa Canal. Moreover, it has been
egtrongly supported in the House and Sen-
ate,

Let us now return to events of 1906. Presi-
dent Roosevelt, after the great decision ss
to type of canal had been made, was free to
visit the Isthmus as he had long wished to
do. Umder an itinerary prepared by Chief
Engineer Stevens, Roosevelt’s visit in the U.S,
Canal Zone and to the Republic of Panama,
November 14-17, 1906, marks s highlight
in Isthmian history-—the first time any Presi-
dent of the United States had set foot on
foreign soil.

In January 1907, in the midsi of a crisis
over ‘construction contracts, Chalrman
Shonts, after receiving an offer to heal a
large transportation merger in New ¥York,
resigned effective March 4, 1907. News of this
produced another sensation on the Isthmus.
All promptly looked to Stevens as their nat-
ural leader and a man of destiny. But even
he had been hard pressed for many months
protecting the interests of the canal proj-
ect. Reallzing that he had brought order
out of chaos, that all basic decisions had been
made, that he had formed an effective or-
ganization for completing the canal, anad that
construction was well underway, Stevens felt
his creative mission had been fulfilled and,
on January 30, 1807, wrote his resignation to
ihe President, expressing his desire to re-
{urn to ratlroad work. To his cloge assoclates,
however, he revealed his disgust and irrita-
tion. at Washington officlaldom, governinent
red tape, and frustrations,

Of fwo: ¢ivilian chief engineers, the first
had left after one year's service and now the
second was planning to leave after two years.
The canal could not ke satisfactorily con-
structed with such frequent changes in en-
gineering leadership. Roosevelt acceded to
Bteven’s request but, determined to secure
continuity In direction, said “I propose now
to put it in charge of men who will stay on
the job till I get tired of having them there,
or till 1 say they may abandon it.”

He selected Major George W. Goethals, an
outstanding engineer officer of the Army a8
Steven’s successor, and reorganized the Canal
Commission, effective April'l, 1907. The other
engineering - members were Majors William
L. Sikert and David D. Galllard, and Resar
Admiral Harry H. Rousseau, a Jormer chief
of the Navy's Bureau of Yards and Docks.
Col. William C. Gorgas, the greas sanitarian,
who had come to the Isthmus from Cuba
in 1904 and had been appointed n member cf
the commilssion on reccmmendation of Ste-
vens, was also named. Two clvilian members,

Jackson Smith and J. C. 8. Blackburn, were
laver succeeded by Colonel H. F. Hodges and
Maurice H, Thatcher, the latter afterward
becoming a distinguished member of the
Congress, after whom the Thatcher Ferry
Bridge across the Pacific end of the Pan-
ama Canal is named.

Notwithstanding the resignation of Ste-
vens, President Rooseveit, In recognition of
his tremendous contrlbutions, on March 4,
1907, appointed him Chairman of the Isth-
mian Canal Commission, making Stevens the
first t0 hold both positions of Chairman and
Chief Engineer. It is noteworthy that nei-
ther this reorganized commission nor its
predecessor included members experienced
in navigational cperations.

Stevens planned to leave the Isthmus on
April 7, 1907, when the employees arranged
a mammoth farewell reception at Colon at-
tended by many throughout the Canal Zone
and from the FRepublle of Panama. In ad-
dressing the throng, he gave generous credit
to his predecessor, John F. Wallace, for the
organization that Stevens had inherited. He
revealed that two years previously, on tak-
ing charge, he was almost as overwhelined
by the vastness of the preparatory work to
be done as had been the President. He added
that ‘“‘until Colonel Gorgas had lifted thie
dark cloud which the unsanltary conditions
placed over the work.” he was doubtful of
success.

Appealing to the men as their friend to
take their "'little differences and complalnts”
to Chief Engineer Goethals and not to Wash-
ington, Stevens predicted that the canal
would be open to traffic by January 1, 1915.
That was a very close estimate indeed, for it
was opened on ‘August 15, 1914,

As evidence of the esteem in which he was
held canal employees presented Stevens with
two bound volumes containing 10,000 signa-
tures requesting him %o reconsider his resig-
natton and remain, a gold watch, a diamond
ring, and a silver table set, The last included
8 tray showing the completed canal, Stevens
was greatly moved by the exceptional demon-
stration. He knew thal it marked the end of
an outstanding chapter in his career.

Long before the departure of the S8 8.
Panama, full-dressed in honor of her distin-
gulshed passenger, the largest crowd since
United States occupation of the Canal Zone
gathered on the pier. At noon, the Isthmian

tnal Commission band, which Stevens had
established in 1605, played Auld Lang Syne.
The Panama slowly lei't her dock and headed
toward the sea, amid the cheers of the spec-
tators and whistles on vessels In Limon Bay.
Stevens, standing at the rail with his young
son, John F., Jr., looked on, pale and sad.

After returndng to the United States,
Stevens continued his upward climb in the
railroad industry, becoming one of the most
distinguished rallroad officials of the Nation.
In 1917, after United States declaration of
war against Germany, he went to President
Wilson in search of an active assignment in
the war. As Russia was then an ally and in
urgent need of competent railroad advisers
in eonnection with its war transport prob-
lems, the availability of Stevens was timely.
Appointed as Minister Plenipotentiary and
Chairman of the United States Railway Mis-
sion to Russia, he undertook the difficult
tasks involved in operating and improving
its rail systems. Later, from 1919 to 1923, he
wus president of the Inter-Allied Technical
Board supervising Manchurian Railroads.

In these positions, he observed the start
and early years of the Communist revolution.
Accurately assessing tlie tremendous scope of
that world conspiracy, he was among the first
responsible observers to alert leaders in the
United States as to its significance and dan-
gers, among them his friend, Ira E. Bennett,
distinguished editor of the Washington Post.

Returning horne in 1923, Stevens later be-
came president of the American Society of
Civil Engineers, and received many honors,
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tncluding the John Fritz Medal for great
achievements. He dled at Southern Pines,
N.C., In 1943, at the age of 80, keen in mind
to the end.

The significance of Stevens’' canal contri-
butions, though substantially obscured for
a time, has galned stature with the years and
has been recorded in authoritative writings.
He rescued the project from probable dis-
aster; assembled a major part of the plant
and organized the engineering and construe-
tion foreces, planned the main features of the
waterway and brought about the great deci~
sion for the high-level-lake and lock type
canal, launched the enterprise into the era
of major construction, and guided the work
until its success was a certainty. He clearly
foresaw the necessity for = major change in
the Pacific lock arrangement, for which he
developed a plan. Subsequent studies of canal
operations, in both peace and war, have
established that this plan would have sup-
plied the best operational canal practicable
of economic attalnment- striking evidence
of the high quality of his insight. It is no
wonder that the United States in 1962 hon-
ored the memory of Stevens at the scene of
one of the great chapters of his career by
the designation of Balboa's prinecipal traffic
circle as '‘Stevens Circle.” having at its center
a monument inscribed with Goethals’ words,
“The Canal Is His Monument.”

A man of eminent vision whose great gifts
were hanessed to practicality, Stevens, by
his genius and industry, became the greatest
construction engineer in American history,
His tremendous services can now be viewed
in historical perspective. They establish him
as the basic architect of the Panama Canal.
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SENATOR BROOKE URGES PRESI-
DENT TO POSTPONE MIRV DE-
PLOYMENT

Mr. BROOKE. Secretary Seamans
has testified today that the United
States will begin deployment of the
Minuteman III MIRV system in June of
this year. The continued momentum de-
ployment of this potentially destabiliz-
ing technology is highly disturbing. It
could have the most unfortunate conse-
quences for the impending SALT nego-
tiations.
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I do not know how the Soviet Union V

will react to the United States continued
.efforts on this program but it is unlikely
that they will abandon their own multi-
ple warhead technology-—the technology
which poses the gravest threat to the
US. deterrent—if our own country has
deployed such systems.

There is no military justification for
deployment of the U.S. MIRV on the
" timetable originally planned. The heavy
Soviet defenses which it was designed fo
penetrate do not exist and could not be
installed in the immediate future. In the
interests of serious diplomacy and stra-
-teglc stability, the United Stafes has
every reason to stretch out MIRV de-
ployment. .

We should refrain from premature

commitment to weapons which add not’

to0 our security but only to the complexity
of arms control, In a nuclear age genu-
_ine security must ultimately rest on mu-
tual restraint, not mutual recklessness.
The tragic drift toward deployment of
these dangerous weapons highlights the
- urgency of prompt ‘Senate action on the
resolution ‘proposing a joint Soviet-
American moratorium on MIRV testing.
Unless a moratorlum of this type is
adopted in the coming months, continued
testing of MIRV systems will surely lead
to accurate counterforce weapons which
will threaten the land-based missiles on

which both countries depend so heavily,

Forty-three Senators have cosponsored
this proposal and I profoundly hope that
the Committée on Foreign Relations will
quickly report this vital resolution. It is
essential that the Senate offer its counsel
to the President on this matter.

I urge the President to postpone this
unwise deployment. Such a postpone-
ment could afford time to explore con-
trols over MIRV tests and deployment
when the SALT talks resume next month.
Coupled with other strategic arms limi-

tations, these controls would. be of in—y

estimable value to world peace and
security. Delaymg MIRV deployment
while these issues are exammed will in
no way jeopardize the national interest.
I pray that the President will delay
. MIRV deployment in order to preserve
the maximum opportunity for the dis-
cussions at Vienna to bear fruit. No de-
cision of his presidency will be more
momentous. ’

B

ABA’S POLITICAL OBJECTIONS TO

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION
CARRY LITTLE WEIGHT

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. Pres1dent when
the Committee on Foreign Relations
_ considered the Genocide Convention jn

1950, the opposition of the American Bar
Assoclation was of sufficient importance
and weight to induce the commiittee to
shelve the convention. The ABA’s strong
objection to ratification 20 years ago was
based on its consideration of the consti-
tutional issues involved, The welght and
prestige of the ABA In constitutional
matters was so great that not only did
the Senate committee put aside further
conslderation of the convention, but the

committee also let it be known that 1t

was reluctant to reconsider the issue
until the ABA shifted its position,
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So, Mr. President, the Genocide Con-
vention has remained in obscurity in the
backroom of the Foreign Relations
Committee for the last 20 years waiting
for that moment when a shift in the
ABA’s position accompanied by a posi-
tive message from & new President
strongly endorsing ratification would
again bring it to life.

Hope for reconsideration of the Geno-
cidé Convention was reborn when Secre-
tary of State Rogers asked Attorney
General Mitchell for his views. The At-
torney General, a strict constitutional
constructionist, indicated to the Secre-
tary of State that he found no objections
to American ratification. Secretary of
State Rogers thereupon sent the Geno-
cide Convention to the White House urg-
ing the President to support and endorse
i

t.

‘Shortly thereafter President Nixon
strongly endorsed the Genocide Conven-
tion. He stated that 75 other nations had
already ratified it, and that from the
viewpoint of international prestige and
moral leadership it was essential for the

United States to ratify it as soon .as .

possible, -

I was confident that the strong back-
ing of the President and his closest ad-
visors in the areas of foreign affairs and
domestic-constitutional law would over-
come any remaining hesitation that
might still exist in the American Bar As-
sociation. My confidencé that the ABA
would resoundingly reverse its 20-year-
old opp_omtion was heightened by the
fact that those very divisions of the
assoclation intimately concerned with
questions ‘of eriminal, constitutional, and
international law all strongly came out

" in support of ratification.

By a slim four vote margin, though,
the ABA failed to reverse itself and
falled to endorse the Genocide Conven-
tion. The association rejected the advice
of its own constitutional, criminal, and
international law experts such as Solici-
tor General Erwin Griswold and former
Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach.

But, unlike 1950, the ABA's objections
were no longer based primarily on con-
stitution or legal grounds. Even an op-
ponent of the convention, who had for-
merly opposed it on a constitutional
basls, stated at the ABA’s February meet-
ing that he now agrees that Human
Rights Conventions can properly be the
subject of treaties.

This time, the ABA’s prime concern
on the Genocide Convention was its po-
tential impact on certain groups—for
example, Vietham POW’s, the My Lal
perpetrators, or the Black Panthers and
other dissident groups here at home.
What is significant is that the ABA’s

“newfound concern is essentialy political

and emotional. It is not legal, and it cer-
tainly is not constitutionally based.

Mr. President, while I may have dis-
agreed with the Senate’s reluctance to
take up the Genocide Convention in the
past, I have at least been able to under-
stand the Senate’s deference to the
ABA'’s legal and constitutional objec-
tions. The ABA has great expertise and

influence in this area, and it is possible’

to see why the ABA’s position has been
accorded considerable weight.
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But the ABA is. no longer basing its
main objections solely on these grounds.
It has ventured outside its area of ex-
pertise, and into the political arena. Of
course, I do not question its right to do
this. But I do question whether its opin-
ion in the political sphere should be
treated with the type of deference it has
been accorded in the past.

Mr. President, where political judg-
ments are to be made, the arbiter should
be U.S. Senate. For advice, the Senate
can be expected to turn to the Chief Ex-
ccutive, and his Attorney General, and
his Secretary of State. These offices have
now comnte out squarely for ratification of
the Genocide Convention. These are the
views that should count; not those of the
ABA.

I sincerely hope the Foreign Relations
Committee will keep this in mind when
hearings are held on the Genocide Con-
vention—hopefully in the near future.

OUR ENVIRONMENT: WE CAN SAVE
IT—SPEECH BY SENATOR EAGLE-
TON

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the jun-
ior Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLE-
ToN) has been a valuable addition to the
Subcommittee on Air and Water Pollu=-
tion since he came to the Senate a year
ago. He has quickly become a leader in
the battle to protect our environment.

One of Senator EAGLETON’S most valu-
able contributions to this effort has been
his understanding of what is needed to
turn back the tide of pollution and decay
in America: money. There is no substi-
tute for a strong and lasting financial
commitment. In a speech which the Sen-
ator delivered at the Kansas City Press
Club last month he made this point very
well. “Both government and private
purse strings must be loosened—now.” 1
commend to the Senate Senator EAGLE-
ToN’s analysis of the needs of our pro-
grams to protect and enhance the quality
of our air, our water, and our land. I
ask unanimous consent that his address
be printed in the REcORD,

There being no objection, the speech
was being ordered to te printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

OUR ENVIRONMENT: WE CaN Save It
(By Senator Tromas F, EAGLETON)

Throughout history man has struggled
against his environment, seeking to with-
stand nature's often capricious destructive-
ness and to harness the elements where pos-
sible and make them work for him,

Over the centuries we succeeded well at
this vital game, learning to live In a some-
times uneasy but always respectful peace
with our surroundings.

Msan, with his intelligence, has more often
been the user than the used, but nature
always retained its mastery, bringing flood
and drought, hurricane and torhado, at will.

But 20th century, technological man, un-
like his forebears no respecter of nature has
changed all that—hopefully not irrevocably,
although we do not know,

Man 1s now beating his age-old rival--not
consciously or fairly, not by direct attempts
to control natural forces for some good pur-
pose, but accidentally, indirectly, by the side-
effects of a consumer-oriented technology
that didn’t think or care about what its gar-
bage was doing to the elements on which we
all depend for life, '
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‘You need only look around. America the
Beautiful is rapidly becoming America the
Noxious. We are the richest, most industrial-
ized nation in the world. Befitting that lofty
position, we produce one-half the world's
industrial pollution-—and a vast amount of
human poliution. It is visible everywhere:

In the choking, brownish smogs that hover
over our clties, blotting out what used to he
biue skies, They are the visible part of the
172 milllon tons of smoke and fumes our
factories ‘“prodiice” every year, combined
with the exhaust fumes from our 83 million
cars, which alone are responsible for 607
of urban alr pollution.

In the clogged highways-—-to build which
we pave over 1,000,000 acres of oxygen-pro-
ducing trees annually-—and the even more
packed aute junkyards, into which we dis-
card 7 million cars each year.

In our once-beautiful rivers, lakes and
streams; Alled with human and industrial
waste—b0 trillion gallons of the latter an-
nually. We all know that few of our water-
ways are fit for humans to swim in, Many
of them are no longer fit for fish, either—
more than 15 million fish were killed by
water pollution last year. Or, for that matter,
for the forms of aquatic plant life that keep
waterways “lving.” As I am sure you know,
ecologists say that Lake Erie 1s turning into
8 Dead Sea—aging long before its time-—
because the phosphates and nitrates durmnped
into it by municipal sewage plants and de-
tergent manufacturers, &s well as unre-
stricted agricultural wastes, have killed the
plant life, which deprives the lake of oxy-
gen and therefore fish, and allows weeds 1o
take over. They predict it may turn into a
swamp.

That’s Lake Erie, not just some neighbor-
hood fishing hole. It doesn't sound possible—
but it is more than that. It is a facs,

The litany of dolgful examples Is virtual-
ly endless. So are the statistics: 28 million
tons of waste paper, 48 billion used cans, 28
billion bottles each year.

You know the problem as well as 1 do,
You only have to go outside and take a deep
breath, or try to taste the drinking water
in a glass through the chemicals needed to
purify it.

The heariening thing is that the problem
has finally been recognized—by the air-
breathing, water drinking public—for the
immense and serlous one that it is. And a
growing body of ecologists, with people lis-
tening at last, is capable of polnting out the
dangers and showing ways to surmount them.

There ls one essential component in the
answer to the urgent question of how to re-
verse this dangerous path we have been fol-
lowing: Money. We must spend enough mon-
ey on research, facllitles and the enfcrce-
ment of stringent antl-pollution standards
to clean up our air and water. Anything less
would be ineffective tokenism.

And the American people huve made it
clear that they don’'t want tokenism-——shey
want clean alr and clean water and raore
space for recreation and the removal of eye-
sore junkheaps. They know the cost will be
heavy. They know they will have to bear that
cost themselves, both as taxpayers and as
consumers.

I think we are ready, as a nation, for a
victory over pollution. While the anti-pol-
lution field is new, the “start of the art” in
terms of the necessary technical know-how
is quite advanced in some fields.

Cement plant emissions, for instance, can
bs controlled almost entirely. The know-~-how
is there. Only the will—or the public-gen-
erated demand—to spend the money is lack-
ing among some cement plant owners, Elec~
tric power plants are among the worst indus-
trial air polluters. Their dangerous emis~
sions, tog, can be controlled by existing anti-
pollution devices, at the cost of only an extra
few cents a month on our electricity bills,

Most of the federal legislation needed to

fight pollution is :already on the books,
thanks almost entirely to Senator Edmund
8. Muskle, who autiored the 1963 Clean Air
Act, the 1965 Water Quality Act, the 1967
Alr Quality Act and now has legislation
pending to improve the existing laws. He is
the leading pollution guthority in the Senate
and my eyes have been opened by serving on
the Air and Water Pollution Subcommittee,
which he chairs.

Now President Nixon has joined the pollu-
tion fight. His environmental message to
Congress Tuesday was welcome—it's good to
have the White House with us.

I must point out that nearly all of the
President’s proposals either are contained in
existing law or are logical extensions of ex-
isting law. Most of the new things he said
are alreadly embodied in pending legislative
proposals introducec early this year by Sena-
tor Muskie. A few of his proposals were
brand new and Innovative and merit further

study, but generally these relatrg,w
improvements, rounding off the-r%ltgh edges,

S0 to speak, although his posal that lead
e removed from gasoline ‘was important and
worthwhile, o .

I cannot overemphgsize that what is really
needed to make apti-pollution legislation
work—whether it be:current or new legisla-
tlon—is the commitment of sufficlent money.
This 13 what is mea.x& when we speak of pri-
oritles—we must comymit more to environ-
mental control, a,dml‘tedly at the expense
of other programs.

The federal governmegt is going to have to
make good on its promides to help local gov-
ernments pay for secondaxy and tertiary sew-
age treatment facilities.

Algo, government and the ‘\gublic combined
are going to have to pressurd\reluctant in-
dustry to stop foulirg our air s our water.

Industry must be made to acceps the fact
that it must treat as a cost of doi busi~
ness its anti-pollution devices to cleam up
smoXestack ermlssions and fluid wastés—
which means, of course, that this extra cos
will be passed right slong to the consumer
in the form of higher prices. A bitter pill to
swallow? Perhaps, but I am convinced the
public has decided it would rather swallow
this than the kind of air it has beeh swallow-
ing in recent years.

We must be discriminating in the way we
apply the necessary funds to the problems,
for the solutions to them differ markedly.
Let me sketch the major pollution areas
briefly, one by one.

Water Pollution.—The President's recom-
mendations for river basin plans, regional
treatment facilities, effiuent standards, court
action for the violasion of standards, revi-
sion of enforcement procedures and exten-
slon of standards to navigable waters are con-
sistent with proposals made by Senator Mus-
kle earlier. I think all of these are geod.

What we also need 1s a great deal more fed-
eral money. Ser. Muskle has proposed spend-

-
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Missouri’s two reglons, will take the final
step by setting their implementation plans
detailing enforcement procedures.

I think the Muskie ragional concept is a
sound approach, and I think it will work."

President Nixon has raised the question of
national ambient afr quality standards. His
proposal is extremely ambipuous, but dif-
ferent formulas to accomplish this have been
studied in the past and found severely want-
ing. If his proposal is @ means of assuring
early and equitable air pollution control, I
am for it. If his proposal is & back-door at-
tempt to ellminate public participation in
determining the quality of air people will
breathe, I am against it. :

We need research to step up our techno-
logical capacity to stop pollution of our
air, For fiscal 1970 Congress appropriated
$46 million for research, but the President
has asked for only $27 million for fiscal 1971.
I think his sense of urgency is lagging.

The problem of enforcement of air pollu-
tlon standards on a smokestack-to-smoke-
stack basls is far too great a task for the fed-
eral government to try to cope with. That is
one more reason I believe in the regional ap-
proach advocated by Sen, Muskie. But the
federal government needs to provide more
grant money to regional air conservation
commlissions to acquire the know-how and
manpower to set proper emission standards
and enforce them if the job is to be done.
The Nixon proposal for stiff court fines for
violators is a good one—and one which has
been already proposed by Senator Muskie,

There are two other types of air pollution
I think should be handled in different way.

The first 1s auto pollution, responsible for
the majority of urban smog. When Detrolt
sald recently it would take 10 years to fully
develop the technology to make an emission-
free internal combustion engilne, I have to
say I was astounded,

I have much more faith in the techno-
logical capability of the big auto makers
than that. I think they can do it in much
less time—with the proper encouragement.

his is a case where stringent national emis-
stqn standards set by Congress will be neces-
—and on a strict timetable of achieve-
if HEW will not force the lssue it-
e President has now moved properly
area and HEW is setting a tougher
e of compllance with federal stand-

ards.

Consulners can be of inestimable help here,
too. They must demand cars that do not
pollute and accept responsibility for

~exhaust ears are then the norm.

we are toughening regulations on
capf, we also should be regulating trucks and
Pses, as anyone who has ever waited behind

ing 812,56 billion in the next five years as the- " & bus for a trafc lighit  to change well

federal one-half share for building $25 mil-
lion in municipal waste treatment facilities.

President Nixon has proposed $10 billion
over the next four years, only $4 million fed-
eral and §6 million local. He recommends $1
billion for fiscal 1971, This is five times what
he was satisfled to spend only one year ago
when the popular appeal of pollution issues
had not reached its present intensity. But
it 1s still well below the $1.25 billion which
Congress has elready authorized for water
pollution control in fiscal 1971,

Air Pollution.—The Alr Quality Act of 1967
was & mechanism for combatting air pol-
jution on a regionsal basis with the federal
and state governments acting as partners.

Under the Act, 57 Air Quality Control Re-
gions—covering the mation’s major air pol-
lution problem areas—will be established.
These regions sre meeting the timetable of
the act by setting regional emission stand-
ards, and this year some of them, including

knows,

Then there are emissions from jet planes—
which the Nixon message failed to mention,
The admnistration apparently does not want
any any legislation to be written giving HEW
affirmative power to regulate jet emissions,
as I found out in an Air and Water Pollu-
tion Subcommittee hearing I participated in
last week.

Administration witneszes said they pre-
ferred to go by the current veluntary com-
pliance agreement they have reached, appli-
cable to about half of the commercial jet
planes. This would have the effect of re-
moving 70% of all visible jet pollution from
engine smoke by 1972.

But here agaln the state of the art 1s not
advanced. The voluntary agreement will do
nothing about other, invistble, jet exhaust
pollutants such as nitrous oxide and hydro~
carbons because no way has yet been found
to remove them and keep jet engines run-
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families from moving out of the melghbor-
hood? If we do either, who decides who
moves, who stays?

The example, of course, Is fanciful. We do
none of this. No one has had the political te-
merity to propose a law that would send sol-
diers to pick people up and move them, or to
block the way and prevent them from mov-
ing. No one stands up and says this is the
moral thing to do.

Stated thus baldly, the immorality of do-
ing such things is perfectly clear. No one
thinks it moral to send policemen, or the
National Guard bayonets in hand, to corral
people and force them into a swimming pool,
or a public park or a cocktail party when
they do not wish to go.

No one pretends this Is moral—for all
that anyone may deplore people’s prejudice—
because everyone can see that to do this
1s to make of our society a police state. The
methods, whatever the differences in intent,
would be no different from the tramping
boots of the Communist, Nazl or Fascistic
police states. C
- All this being fanciful, no one proposing
such things, 1t may seem we have strayed
far from the school integration program. But
have we? '

The essence of that program is that we
have tried to apply to our schools the meth-
ods we would not dream of applylng to other
patts of soclety. We have forced the chill-
dren.to move.

There are many things wrong with the
forcible transfer of children from school to
school to obtain the “proper” raclal mix. It
is, for one thing, wasteful of time, energy
and money that coutld better be applied ta
miaking all schools better. .

To this practical objection there is also
the fact that in concept it is arrogant. The
unspoken idea it rests upon is that black
children will somehow gain from putting
thelr black skins near to white skins. This
is the reverse coln of the worst segrega-
tionist’s idea that somehow the white chil-
dren will suffer from putting their white
skins near to black skins.

Both are insolent assertions of white supe-
riority. Both spring from the same bitter
seed.

Still, the practical difficulties might be
surmounted. The implied arrogance might
be overlooked, on the grounds that the al-
leged superiority is not raclal but cultural;
or that, further, both whites and blacks
will gain from mutual assoclation. That still
leaves the moral uestion.

Perhaps it should be restated. Tt is moral
for society to apply to children the force
which, If it were applied to adults, men
would know immoral? What charity, what
compassion, what morality is there in forcing
a child as we would not force his father?

1t is s terrible thing to see, as we have
seen, soldiers standing guard so that a black
child may enter a white school. You cannot
help but cringe in shame that only this
way is it done. But at least then the soldiers
are standing for 'a moral prirciple—that no
one, child or adult, shall be barred by the
color of his skin from access to what be-
longs to us all, white or black,

_But it would have been terrifying if

those same soldlers had been golng about”

the town rounding up the black children
and marching them from thelr accustomed
school to another, while they went fearfully
and their parents wept, On that, I verily be-
leve, morality will brook no challenge.

Thus, then,; the abyss. It opened because
in fleeing from one moral wrong of the past,
for which we felt gullty, we fled all unawazre
4o another immorality. The failure s tragic
pecause in so doing we heaped the burdens
upon our children, who are helpless.

MUST WE TURN BACK? A
Does this mean, as many men of good will
tear, that to recognize as much, to acknowl-
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edge the failure of forced integration in the
schools, is to surrender, to turn backward
to what we have fled from?

Surely not. There remalns, and we as a
people must insist upon it, the moral im-=-
perative that no one should be denied his
place in soclety, his dignity as a human be-
ing, because of his color. Not in the schools
only, but in his livellhood and his life. No
custom, no tradition, no trickery should be
allowed to evade that imperative.

That we can insist upon without violating
the other moral imperative. So long as he
does not encroach upon others, no man
should be compelled to walk where he would
not walk, live where he would not live, share
what company he would shun, think what
ne would not think, believe what he believes
not.

It we grasp the distinction, we will fol-
low a tragic fallure with a glant step. And,
God willing, not just in the schools.

Mr, GOLDWA
week it was the
the Trunk and Phsk Club,
fundraising orghnization, to have had
the Vice Presidknt of the United States,
Spiro AGNEW, address them.

This speech dpvered the legal and eth-
ical questlons ¥f the Chicago trial. It
was so well done that I would like to
afford Senators tqe opportunity of re-
viewing it. I ask unipimous consent that
the speech be printed\n the RECORD.

There being no objecti
was ordered to be printed I
as follows:

ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDEN

The gathering here in Phoenix, Arizo
is a partison one. We can be Justly prou
of our partisanship for President Nixon hes
accomplished much in the past year.

It is tempting—and indeed it may be fit-
ting—to give a partisan speech before a par-
tisan audience. Tonight, however, I would
jike to forgo that temptation and talk to
you and all Americans about a national
problem.

T refer to calculated assaults on our last
bastion of individual rights, the administra-
tion of justice.

The trial of the Chicago Seven—or elght,
as the original docket read—has now been
concluded. The jury has reached its verdict,

he RECORD,

, the address.

>
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As Supreme Court Justice Hugo L. Black’
cautioned in 1966:

“Once you give a nervous, hostile and il1-
informed people a theoretical Justification
for using violence in certaln cases, it's like
a tiny hole in the dike; the rationales rush
through in a torrent, and violence becomes
the normal, acceptable solution for & prob-
lem. . . . A cardinal faect about violence ls
that once initiated it tends to get out of
hands. It's limits are not predictable.”

A corollary conclusion 1s . . . violence
rewarded breeds further violence and per-
petual violence ultimately produces a brutal
counterreaction.

Civil digsobedience, at best, is a dangerous
policy, since it opens the path for each man
to be judge and jury of which laws are un-
just and may be broken. Moreover, civil dis-
obedience leads inevitably to riots, and riots
condoned lead inevitably to revolution. This
is a clear and present danger today.

“Justice 1s founded in the rights bestowed
by nature upon man. Liberty is maintalned

~1n the security of justice.” These two sen-

tences are inscribed on a wall of the Justice
Department building in Washington. I do
not believe the first sentence is true.

I doubt that justice is founded in the
rights of nature, because we know that na-
ture is not always just. Each generation of
youth discovers the beauty of nature anew
and is stunned by the magnitude of it, per-
haps to the extent of confusing beauty with
Justice. Yes, nature is beautiful. But it can
also be brutal and predatory.

~'We might ask what justice exists in the
jungle where carniverous animals devour the
Wweak and gentle? What justice 1s there in life
where disease often cripples and kills the
young and good? ’

What we regard as justice today does not
exist by virtue of nature, but by the free will
of mankind. Justice began the day we re-
jected the nature of savages and started
something called civilization. Civilization
progressed as we challenged and contested
ith the bestiality in ourselves. It advanced
we began to conquer the matural forces
g, flood, famine and disease.

No\I do not believe that natural rights or
humal\ rights or even legislated rights can

without sufficlent definition and
n under a judicial system:

Llong as we have free will, so long
as we a.t,impt to separate right from wrong,

we are pontributors to our own destiny or
our owy doom.

No tural or human right is enforceable
except, a civil right. It is only when society

ledges it as a right and backs it by
ower of the state and the respect of

PN
the judge has passed sentences, and the & majority of its responsible citizens that

peal procedure has begun.

This trial served as the stormy footnote to
the turbulent 1968 Democratic National
Convention. The trial itself should have
tested the constitutionality of the 1968 Civil
Rights Act. I say should have because that
issue may have been obscured by the con-
test of personalities and a script written for
drams rather than the administration of
justice.

I do not intend to comment on the con-
duct of the trial nor the finer points of law.
The point is not what these particular men—
Jjudge, advocates, defendants and specta-
tors—did in this particular time. What is
significant i1s what disruption does at all
times to the system of justice.

I contend that if our courts are not sanc-
tuaries of dispassionate reason we cannot
have justice. We cannot have soclal or civil
progress. Emotional demonstration and guer-
rilla theatre must end at the court house
door. The rights of petition and assembly
do not extend into the halls of justice al-
though they are appropriate when lawfully
exercised outside. Within the courtroom, dis-
sent must be orderly and supported by logle.
The rule is persuasion, not intimidation,

that right exists.

If we consider the time it has taken civili-
zation to progress from primitive savagery to
sophisticated jurisprudence, we realize some
amazing facts. Five hundred million years of
evolution preceded the present state of civili-
zation. Barely 2,600 years have passed since
the early laws of Moses and Hamurabl estab-
lished the foundations of justice. Only seven
centuries ago, the Magna Carta produced
the principle that a nation and 1ts leaders
would “deny justice to none, nor delay it.”

So those who condemn civilization for not
having moved fast enough are wrong. At the
same time those who would be complacent
are just as wrong. A look at Nazl Germany,
Communist China or Castro’s Cuba proves
that ten centuries of civilized progress can
he destroyed overnight.

If civilization is still a veneer, then civil-
ized justice clearly requires constant, tender
and protective care. Out of progress have
come some painful lessons. We have learned
that there must be a framework for Justice.
Tn America, the Constitution provides the
ground rules for freedom, justice and order.
The Constitution establishes basic rights and
in doing so imposes corresponding responsi-
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bilitles. The Constitution also establishes :.
representative government empowered Lo
enact laws and Courts which may rule on
them,

Laws may conflict with other -laws and
with constitutional rights. Constitutional
rights supersede laws. The Courts alone can
resolve these conflicts. They stand independ-
ent of all other lLranches of government.
Federal court judges are appointed for life
to secure their personal independence from
past, present and future influences, Society
has encased its courts in these protective
layers hecause 1t values justice. Justice de-
pends on dispassion and compassion as well
a knowledge of the law. But passion has no
place ih the courtroom. Raw passion has
never.contributed a thing to the adminis-
tration of justice.

Nor has pressure. The citizens of this coun-
try are free to pressure Congress. They may
petition and parade and prolest hefore the
President. They msay howl and yowl and tax
our patience. But when they move open re-
bellion into the court roor, they remove
from our midst all ope of justice,

The case of the Chicago Seven proves this
point. The trial cotild have provided a signifi-
icant test of the constitutionality of the 1968
antiriot law.

As 1t happened, the outrageous courtroom
conduet totally obfuscated the constitutional
question. Instead of a clear test of law we
SaW a perverse display of arrogance, vilifica-
tion and childish braggedocio.

The Chicago Seven were not interested in
the Constitution nor in improving justice.
Defendant Abbie Hoffman said, “this trial
isn’t about legal niceties. It’s a battle be-
tween & dylng culture and an emerging
one.”

Except for ohe traumatic lapse, the Civil
War, our culture has peacefully evolvad for
181 years at an almost revolutionary speed.
We have moved from a conecept of “laissez-
faire liberty” to a recognition that liberty
requires continuous care. We have learned
that it is not enough to say all men are
equal and all enterprise, free. We must as-
sure equal opportunity and secure fair play.

During the course of this century - alone
we have restricted the “anything goes
liberty,” which led to robber barons and
watered stock; which permitted monopolies
and prevented labor unions. We have ad-
vanced individual liberty by providing sccial
security, unemployment insurance, collactive
bargaining, medicare and medicaid. We have
struck down laws giving sanction to dis-
criminatory practices. We have witnessed an
unprecedented—and some feel excessive—
protection of individual liberties. Moreover,
and perhaps more importantly, we have en-
acted laws affording equal opportunity where
the motivation was humanistic and compas-
sonate, not legalistic. .

This pesceful reveoiution has, to a great
oxtent, been the product of our courts, The
Courts are the operaiing rooms of freedom
where eancerous invasions of individual and
group rights are excised by trained judicial
surgeons so that the patlent—our free
soclety—can survive. And while the operation
is performed on an antlseptic atmosphere,
the patient does not remain in (uarantine, He
returns to everyday life strengthened and
Taore vital.

Our courts do not need lectures from self-
appointed social critics. They do not need
the antics of the guerilla theatre. They do
not need lawyers who confuse themselves
with disciples of a new cult, They do need
skilled sdvocates to be catalysts to the cause
of justice and reporters who have not prede~
termined the guilt or innocence of the ac-
cused. -

The Courls have been put above and he-
yond the rough and tumble for a reason. The
Judicial branch does not represent a majority
nor & minority, but all society past, present

¢

and future. Elected officials in the Executive
and Legislatve branches are directly respon-
sible to their elettorate, they are subject to
pressure. The Judiciary is Independent. The
Supreme Court is responsible to its own con-
science anc to posterity. The Courts are a
bastion in defense of individuals and minor-
ities. But decisions are made to favor the
majority not the minority but to fairly in-
terpret the Conititution and laws of the
United Statss.

The case of the Chicago Seven econcerns
neither the rights of the majority nor the
minority. It concerns the right of society
to be protected agiainst a mob. It points once
again to the dangetous confusion between a
minority and a mob. A responsible minority
has rights and any law-ablding political mi-
nority has the right under our Constitutional
system to persuade our people to make it
a majority.

A mob represents neither a political ma-
Jority nor a minority. A mob is & mob—un-
ruly, mindless, passionate, inchoate, coercive
and oppressive. It tepresents only a dangerous
threat to democracy, individual clvil rights
and progress. It invites tyranny and re.
pression.

Today’s leit-wing extremists like to invoke
the revolutionary principles of our nation’s
founding fathers as their precedent. There
is no parallel. That is the New Left’s Big
Lie.

The founding fathers rebelled against a
system which deprived them of the right
to be represiented and the right to dissent.
Today's revolutionary has both of these
rights. But lacking a constructive purpose,
he finds no lagical way to bring others to his
point of view. So he engages in destruction
for the sake of relfeving his frustration with
himself.

The founding fathers proposed a positive
system of government .. the most superb
social organization in human history. Today’s
radical thought is solely negative and nihilis-
tic in content.

Those who advocate revolution and those
who encourage them pervert the ideals of
our founding fathers and distort the facts.
Those who smash windows and seize uni-
versity buildings destroy by their Injustice
whatever justice their cause ever had.

If we confuse these people with legitimate
political minorities, we do a cruel disservice
to every minority group in this country.

If we romanticize the revolutionary’s role
in present Araerica, we diminish the efforts
of every responsible, conscientious citizen.

If we capitulate before their terroristic
tactics, we endanger the fabric of our free-
dom.

We stand at an e¢xiraordinary moment in
our nation’s history--a moment which de-
mands nobility from ordinary men,

We are challenged to exercise calm in the
face of moral outrage.

We must erforce the law with dispassion
and disregard the provocation of Ppassion.

We must distinguish the mob from the
minority and not find any minority guilty
for the sins of a mob,

We must not tolerate abuse nor violence

2y a mob yet contlaue to assure the rights

of petition and publie assembly.

These are formidable challenges for hue—
mans without inexhaustible batience, In a
time of incessant confrontation, it is all too
casy to begin to hate. It is all too effective
to initiate repressive measures. Yet, if -we
fall prey to hate aad repression, the mob
has won. Destroying a mob is relatively easy:
the difficulty lies in not destroying our-
selves.

One of the wives of the convicted Chicago
defendants sald, “we will dance on your
graves.” We cannot let this happen anymore
thah we can permit our court rooms to be-
come circuses; our campuses, bedlams; our
sireets, battlegrounds.
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We are not going io retreat to Dark Age
repressiort and we cannot g0 forward to en-
lightenment without sanity and reason.

50 we are going to stand our ground with
patience and dignity

The months and vears shead will not be
easy. But no one has ever said that freedom
was easy. And I am confident that our cul-
ture will emerge stronger and wiser for the
test,

Conirontation is not novel to our citizens,
only its form is new, We have faced dictators
before . . . only they had foreign accents
Now we face an ernemy within, and, as
Abraham Lincoln said: “If destruction be
our lot we must oursclves be its author ans
finisher. As a nation of freemen we must live
through all time, or dis by suicide.”

Ladies . and gentlemen, suicide is alien to
the American spirit. Ours is the spirit of
John Paul Jones; we “have not yet begun

to fight.”

THE SALT _NEGOTIATIONS--PROS-
PH! FOR LIMITING THE ARMS
RACE

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re-
cently Mr. Boris Yarochevsky, corre-
spondent for the Soviet Union Tass news
agency interviewed me here at the Capi-
tol and I took the liberty at that time to
give him my thoughts about the possi-
bilities of improved relationships between
his country and the United States,

In view of the objective reporting of
my statement, I ask unanimous consent
that the Tass news story be inserted at
this point in the Recorp.

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

STATEMENT BY SEnATOR SYMINGTON

(By Tass Correspondent B. Yarochevsky)

WASHINGTON, February 20.—The idea about
the need to éstablish control over arms race
is gaining ground among the wide circles of
U.8. public and is ever stronger supported by
U.8. Congressmen.

Senator Stuart Symington gave an inter-
view to a Tass correspondent in which he
commented on the strategic ‘arms limitation
talks between the Soviet Unijon and the
United States that will be resumed in April
in Vienna. Senator Symington said that these
talks provide an excellent opportunity to
start tackling the problem on which the
destiny of entire mankind largely depends.
If we fail to stop the dangerous and costly
race of missile and nuclear armaprents, 1 -
history might not give us another such
chance he said.

We pin great hopes on the talks with the
Soviet Union, Symingtou said. If further and
even more dangerous spiralling of the arms
race is prevented, more funds, efforts of the
best scientists and material values will be
given to the improvement of life of our peo-
ples and the solution of the problems facing
mankind,

The Senator said that the talks in Vienna
must provide basis for the improvement of
relations between the Peoples of the Soviet
Union and the United States, must help re-
move distrust and suspicions. The fact that
every one of the two countries can destroy the
other binds us to approach the program of
arms limitation with complete responsibility
and with the awareness of its importance for
the destinies of our peoples and entire marn-
kind.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President I always felt
that the fight for environmental quality
must be a cooperative venture. Citizens,
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all levels of government, and private in-
dustry must recognize the problems and
work hand in hand to solve them. Armco
Steel Corp. with large plants in Penn-
sylvania has shown a willingness to
move forward. I ask unanimous consent
to reprint in the Recorp the attached
letter from Mr. C. Willlam Verity, Jr.,
president of Armco Steel Corp,, and ex-
cerpts from Armco’s booklet describing
its poliution control efforts.

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

ArMco STEEL CORP.,
Middletown, Ohio, February 18, 1970.
Hon. HucH ScoTT, !
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Drar SEnaTOR ScoTr: The spotlight of na-
tional publicity has created increased public
awareness of the gserlous problems of air and
waber pollution. But the picture is not all
dust and dirt, smog and grime.

Armco and many other companies have
been quietly meeting and solving pollution
problems for years. Armco is committed to
clean water and cléan alr at all of our opera~
tions. We are sincerely proud of our accom-
plishments and would like you, as & cOn~
cerned public official, to know where we
ptand as we enter the 1970’s.

Since we launched our accelerated air and
water pollution control program in 1964,
Armco has Invested about $75 million in
equipment to improve our environment. Sev-
eral of our major plants are now virtually
pollution-free. By the end of this year or
enrly in 1971 every Armco Steel plant will be
operating new facilities to control alr and
water quality.

Our efforts in this important fight are now
gaining increasing national recognition. A
few days ago the National Society of Pro-
fesslonal Engineers selected the air and
water pollution systems at our Middletown,
Ohio Works as “one of the outstanding engi-
neering achievements of 1969.”

Enclosed 1s our new booklet which con-
tains a progress report and our commitment

40 bring our share of industrial pollution
under full control.

We would be happy to have your com-
ments, suggestions and support in this chal-
lenging, costly, but vital long-range effort.

Bincerely,
: Brui, VERITY,

~ ARMCO STEEL CORP.

There was a time when clear-water creeks
and a walk around the block for a fresh
breath of air were taken for granted in this
country. LT
~ No more. “Unsafe for Swimming” warnings
and dust-stained sldings are becoming signs
of the times. i :

What went wrong? Nothing—and every-
thing. We jJust found that we could live a
whole lot better If the things we need could
be mass produced. That resulted in the in-
dustrial revolution.

Smoke-filled skies were once a §ign of
prosperity. Now they're a sign of destruc-
ton. As a result, millions of Americans are
%owﬁ concerned with the pollution prosperity

uilt. T

This booklet is a progress report that was

created to show you how one company—

Armcgf—lj;as set about to analyze and correct
tts part of the growing problems of air and
water ponutiqn. o ' e
We're proud &f the distance we've comé,
and we're determined to continue this cost-
ly and difficult job until we cén report that
pollution at Armco has been licked. }
There 1g still a lot of work to be done. But
we feel it's important that you realize that
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pollution abatement to Armco isn’t just a
couple of nine-letter words.

They're fast becoming a very large reality.
A reality that had already cost Armco OVeEr
$97 million by the end of the 1960’s. To elimi-
nate all existing sources of pollution will
require an additional $50 million.

A reality which commands the talents of
engineers, research scientists and operating
employees working around the clock to cor-
rect old problems and make sure we don't
create new ones. Consistent with Armco’s
policy, all new facilities will be built with
the best available air and water pollution
abatement equipment.

“xwordsworth sald, ©. . . and ’tis my bellef
that every flower loves the air it breathes.”
1t is our belief that you and your farmily
and thelr families for generations to come
should be able to breathe the alr they love.

BUTLER WORKS

A remarkable example of the tendency of
man to pollute his environment was found in
the earliest existence of the Greclan city of
Troy. Archeologists say that the people of
Troy merely dropped thelr food scraps on the
floor (bones and everything else apparently)
and went on living on top of them. Gradually
the fioor level rose and eventually the door
would not open, Their solution? They merely
adjusted the door.

Armco’s pollution abatement started 40
years ago at the Butler, Pa., Works. As early
as 1929, the plant safety pumped mill waste
to large settling basins. An acld neutraliza-
tion plant came along in 37 and a second
pickle liquor treatment facllity was installed
in 1943.

In 1953, management authorized an ex-
perimental water clarifier that served as the
forerunner of many of today’s modern clarifi-
cation techniques.

At the start of the *70’s, Butler Work's six
old open hearth furnances are part of the
dusty past.

Tn October, 1069, Butler began operation of
a modern electric furnace shop. The new,
bright blue shop 1Is complete with high
energy scrubbers which wash dirt particles
from the air.

Very clean air, however, often results in
very dirty water. So Butler engineers literally
had to move mountains to make room for the
second of three water clarification units.
Engineers whacked the tops off a couple of
good sized Pennsylvania hills before they had
room to locate their electric shop and new
anti-pollution equipment.

All-in-all, the effort Butler Works has put
into pollution abatement has underwritten
the future of the lush, green country that
surfounds the plant and nearby Conneque-
nessing Creek, As of November 1969, this
plant ranked among the cleanest industrial
plants in the world.

AMBRIDGE WORKS

The Ambridge, Pa., Works is located on the
banks of the Ohio River where the river defies
common knowledge and flows north. North,
that is, before it starts winding its way 1,000
miles to the south, bound for the Gulf of
Mexico. )

Ambridge Works hasn’t really ever had to
worry about population. The smoke that once
rose from & lone power plant stack was
brought under control in 1962 by a ‘“dry
cyclone” dust remover.

Water problems were eliminated from the
plant two decades ago. Today, water that
{sn’t cleaned snd recirculated is allowed to
settle clear, then skimmed free of oil before
peing allowed to flow back into the Ohlo—
well above state standards for water purity.
There are now ho polution problems at Am-
bridge.

’ ’ THE FUTURE

But what of the future? In nature there’s
neither reward nor punishment—just con-
sequences. Armco therefore, has chosen to

Approved Eor Release 2002/05/06 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300040018-3
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

S 2833

attack the pollution problerns of the future
instead of sitting on its abatement laurels.

For example, Armco now has a special sec-
tion of research and technology devoted to
fundamental studies in pollution abatement,

A new process for separating waste olls
that was developed in this laboratory is now
being successfully used in full-scale oper-
ation.

When Armco engineers design any new
facility, they automatically build In-ample
pollution controls. No more clean-up and
add-on.

Armco scientists devote themselves to pol-
Jution problems far in the future. Take nolse
pollution. Instead of building, then correct-
ing inherent noise problems, our scientists
and engineers are striving to design noise-
free facilities.

Then there’s the problem of by-products.
Today the disposal of solld residue is a con-
tinuing operating cost, but research is under-
way to develop means of reusing some of
these by-products to help defray a part of
the cost of pollution abatement.

One of the steel industry’s remaining un-
solved pollution headaches is that of periodic
emissions of gas and smoke from coal coking
operations. The company is working with
other steel companies, universitles and the
government to develop rellable control tech-
niques to solve this difficult operating prob-
lem. Control devices will be added to all
Armco coke plants as soon &s such devices
are developed.

We've about reached a point in history
in which our society will deny any group,
steel company, motorist, city sewage plant
or homeowner the right to threaten our en-
vironment.

As the Armco Policy on Pollution Abate-
ment states, with support from legislative
hodies, private groups—and you—It is ‘real-
istic to hope for improvement, and to dream
of 8 day when our lakes and rivers and skies
are clean again.

Whatever needs to be done, it's clear that
a major clean-up has started. The immediate
challenge, we believe, 1s not only to stop
pollution from becoming worse as both
popuilation and industry continue to grow,
but to roll it back.

1t is our belief that you and your families
should be able to enjoy the earth you've in-
herited.

At Armco, pollution is out. Clean air and
water are in. You have our pledge.

MENTAL HEALTH OF CHILDREN

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
board of trustees of the American Psy-
chiatric Association have recently
pledged full support for the thoughtful
and far-reaching conclusions contained
in the Report of the Joint Commission on
the Mental Health of Children which was
published in 1969.

In the February issue of the Journal
of American Psychiatry the trustees give
their “enthusiastic approval and support
of the spirit and principles underlying
the findings of the Joint Commission on
Mental Health of Children.”

As one who supported the formation
and work of the Joint Commission and
is committed to implementing its major
recommendations, I am encouraged and
heartened by the trustees’ statement.

With the full consultation and assist~
ance of many interested persons, we are
now preparing a ‘program to implement
the major recommendations of the Joint
Commission report to establish a nation-
al child advocacy system. As a result, I
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hope to introduce legislation on this sub-

ject in the near future.

Mr. President, the excellent statement
of the American Psychiatric Association
is worthwhile reading for everyone, T ask
unanimous consent that it appear at this
point in the Recorp.

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

POSITION STATEMENT ON CRISIS IN CHILD
MENTAL HEALTH: CEALLENGE FOR THE 1970’s,
THE FInaL REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMIS-
SION ON MENTAL HEALTH OF CHILDREN

(This statement was approved by the
Board of Trustees of the American Psychi-
atric Associatlon on December 12, 1969, upon
recommendation of the Association’s Task
Force on the Report of the Joint Commis-
slon on Mental Health of Children, com-
prised of: J. Cotter Hirschberg, M.D,, Stanis~
laus Szurek, M.D.,, Milton E. Senn, M.D,
Kent Zimmerman, M.D., Exle Welsch, MD,,
Richard S. Ward, M.D, Walter E. Barton.
M.D., and Robert L. Robinson, ex officio

(The trustees have requested the task
forde to continue its work of studying and
recommending positions on the technical re-
ports of the Joint Commission as necessary,
and also to advise on implementation of the
Joint Commission’s recommendations.)

FOREWORD

The final report of the Joint Commission
on Mental Health of Children is vast in scope
and detail. Its many recomnmendations.
reaching into all areas of national life, do not
lend themselves to blanket endorsement.
They d¢all for extensive study, adaptation,
and modification to accord with political,
social, and economic realities in the long-
range process of implementation. In the
course of that process in the years ahead,
the Assoclation will be called upon to adopt
many “‘positions” on specific proposals ¢f the
Commission, But there is, we believe, an ob-
lgation on the part of the Associatisn to
offer an initial reaction to the report and
some extended commentary about its find-
ings and recommendations by way of sug-
gesting a stance of organized psychiatry with
which i} is hoped the overwhelming majority
of psychlatrists will agree.

The following commentary is offered in
that context. It is largely based on the find-
ings of a task force appointed in 1968 to
formulate a position statement on the Com-~
misston’s final report for consideration by
the trustees. The trustees are most grateful
to the task force for its assistance.

APPROVAL AND COMMENDATION

The trustees hereby record their enthusi-
astic approval and support of the spirit and
principles underlylng the findings of the
Joint Commission ou Mental Health of
Children. The Assoclation may be prideful
that it ‘was instrumental in initiating the
Commission in 1965. We wish to express cur
grattitude and congratulations to all who
‘made possible so great an achiecvement, and
most especially to Senator Abraham Ribicofl,
who spearheaded the authorizing legisiation
in the Oongress, t0 the many allied orga-
nizatlons and agencles that participated, to
the officers and staff of the Commission, gnd
to the hundreds of professionals and con-
cerned citizens from our own and cooperat-
ing disciplines who gave to the effort so
much' of thelr knowledge and time.

It is the intent of the Commission in its
final report to alert the nation to its pPast
fallures in meeting the needs of young peo-
ple from birth to adulthood, the price that
we are paying and must pay for our failure,
and the promise that lies in remedying that
neglect. It pleads for a new kind of society,
a child-respecting society, and it projecis a
comprehensive blueprint for structuring it.
in the new society there will be three pri-
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orities of equal emphasis: 1) the provision of
comprehensive services to ensure the main-
tenance of the health and mental health of
all children and youth; 2) the provision of
all needed remedial services for all children
in trouble—the mentally ill, the delinquent,
the mentally retarded, and other handi-
capped children and youth; and 3) the estab-
lishment of a highly structured advocacy
system at every level of government to ensure
that the first two goals are in fact realized
and sustained.

In our view the Commission’s program is
thoroughly in accord with the American tra=
dition and, in our afuent soclety, is eco-
nomically feasible. If such a prograim were
to capture the imagination of the American
people and their leaders, its gradual imple-
mentation would bring about desperately
needed changes in the quality of American
life and would, in clue time, vastly strengthen
the nation’s resolve and capacity to deal
with 1ts awesome problems, Adoption of the
goals and the intent of the recomirenda-
tions would, in the Commission’s own words,
“rekindle the spirlt of generosity, of mag-
nanimity, of neighborliness, of gentleness
and compassion, and of zest and adventure
that are part of the American heritage.”

SPECIFIC COMMENTARY AND INFERPREEATION

Some matters qj/é?npham‘s

It is important that she psychiatrist reader
understand that the final report goes far
beyond an assessmént of the clinical needs
of the mentally ill/ind retarded children and
youth. Indeed, whfle the report pledges équal
priority to soclal, @sonomic, and educational
measures to prorﬂ te mental health on the
one hand, and to d¢medial measures to meet
the clinical needs cX the mentally ill on the
other, by far the grea portion.-of the text
is devoted to the form

The fact that so man

program for the nation is, of cour
the report’s outstanding virtues and i
to it a quality of great historical significa

Nevertheless, the srustees feel compelled
point out that had the work of the Commisg~
sion and its final report been closely focused
around the peychiatrist’s view of the needs
of the child, the relative emphasis on pre-
ventive and remedial needs would have been
more balanced. While the clinician's view of
the needs of the emotionally ill child is ade-
quately and even admirably stated in parts
of the report, it is by no means highlighted.
Nor have the lengthy sections dealing with
environmental reform been properly concep-
tualized to relate to the cliniclan’s view of
the child’s néeds in varlous stages of devel-
opment.

Because they are. not sufiiclently high-
lighted in the repor:, we urge upon sall con-
cerned with carrying out the Commission's
program that the following general consider<"
ations are by far the most critical ones in
planning comprehensive health services for
children aged one to five.

Provision for identification, comprehensive
ciagnosis, and treatment of childhood men-
tal disorders 1is, indeed, of equal importance
with provisions for prevention and the pro-
motion of mental health.

There is telling need and promise of ex-~
tremely productive results in improving our
presently inadequate medical services to the
child in his first five years of life, especially
by providing family planning services, sound
prenatal care, improved obstetrical manage-
ment, and comprehensive pediatric services.-
Tn the age range one to five it is the general
physician, the obstetrician, the pediatrician,
and the child psychiatrist who can play the
most telling roles in providing these services.

Well-baby clinics have been the principal
agency to serve mother and child after birth.

But in general they are of service only during

the first year of life and, in the main. are
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primarily limited to pediatric assistance
Also, our day care centers, as presently con-
ceived, are inadequate to meet the needs of
children under five because of their relative
divorcement from the interplay of child and
Tamily., A new mechanism, a8 new “thing,”
something that might be titled “child and
family development ceater,” is needed to en-
sure the availability of comprehensive health
services, Including not only pediatric care
but also genetic counseling, child neurology.
child psychiatry, obstetries, gynecology, and
related services,

We also urge—as the Commission has not—
that the newly developing community men-
tal health centers be viewed as a major po-
tentlal resource for the delivery of services to
children. Indeed, we helieve that provision
for such services should be specifically added
to the present five requirements of commu-
nity mental health centers in their regula-
tions governing federa} funding of such cen-
ters,

In projecting the kinds of needs that must
be met in & total network and continuum of
services, we would have them structured
around the following headings:

1. Services to normatl children and normal
families concerned with developmental and
situational tasks. These services are both pre-
ventive and actual and include such com-
munity resources as pre- and post-natal
health services, well-baby clinics, day nurs-
eries, preschool programs, family and chil-
dren’s agencies, public health nursing, ahd
other public health services.

2. Services to normal children with prob-
lems in growth and development, which
would not require specialized psychiatrie help
hut could be handied by such community re-
sources as the famlily physician or pedia-
trician. school health clinics, recreational
services, vocational services, and the come
munity resources offered within many
church-related activities.

3. Bervices to familles in trouble.

4. Services to children who demonstrate a
need for early intervention for minor emo-
tional disturbances of an order that can be
handled by psychologically and education-
ally aware agencies and educational pro-

rams and remedial services.

5. Bervices to emotionally disturbed chil-
dien who need speclalized psychiatric treat-
mént but who are still able to reside in their
families and their own communities.
services would include special educa-
1 programs in the schools, pediatric-
piatric outpatient siervices, community
mental health clinics, therapeutic nursery
schopls. group casework and group psycho-
Py, and therapy for parents and fam-

6/ Services for emotionally disturbed chil-
drgh who need placement away from their
; ilies either because of their own degree

~of emotional illness or because of disrupted
family structure, but children who are still
able to function within their own commu-
nities. Such gervices wouid entail foster care,
boarding families, adoptive homes, group
homes, and community vouth centers.

7. Services to children with severe emo-
tional iliness requiring hospitalization in res-
idential treatment centers, or inpatient psy-
chiatric centers, or children’s psychiatric hos-
pitals for treatment and rehabilitation to
facilitate their early return to famlily and
community. Such services may be provided in
a general hospital, in a community mental
health center, or a specialized psychiatric
hospital for children followed by aftercare
and rehabilitation. Child psychiatric hos-
pital care must be upgraded to ensure ade-
quate staffing and treatment programs, the
provision of proper schanting and vocational
rehabilitation, as well as concomitant case~-
work with the parents an« often with the en-
tire family.

With reference to stal» hospital care for
emotionally i1l children, the Commission has
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-ployees violates the provisions of the U.S.
Constltution relating to freedom of speech
and the freedom to assemble peaceably to
petition for the redress of grievances. This
portion of the Executive Order may be un-
constitutional and void also due to their
“chilling effect” on the right to peaceful
effectuation of change thrqugh legislative
means and on the right of legitimate con-
certed activities of working people.

Also under Section 19, the provision is
made in the Order that unless the complaint
of violation of this section is covered by a
grievance or appeals procedure, the com-
plaint will be filed with the Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor who will decide the case and
direct appropriate remedial action (see Sec-
tion 6(a) (4) and 6(b)). Thus, the remedy
mey be available in this Executive Order for
disciplinary action against supervisors or
meanagement officlals who violate employee
or unifon rights; it all depends on how the
Asslstant Secretary of Labor interprets this
section of the Order. To-date, the Assistant
Secretary of Labor for Labor-Management
Relations, Mr. Usery has given no indication
that he intends to interpret his pawers under
the Order so as to allow him to take dis-
clplinary action agalnst supervisors or offi-
clals in management.

8ection 20: The use of official time for con-
sultation and meelings between manage-
ment and unions is made subject to negotia-
tion between the parties. In President Ken-
nedy’s Executive Order such consultation and
meetings were on official time. Now, it is a
matter of negotiations between the parties.
Employees representing unions who are en-
gaged In negotiating agreements between
labor organizations and government agencies
will 7ot be on official time. Management, of
course, may be on official time during nego-
tiations.

Section 21: Allows agreement between
unions and government agencies for volun-
tary dues check offs from employees’ pay.

Section 22: Adverse Action Appeals: No
change from Executive Order 10988.

Section 23: Federal government agencies
are required to lssue policies and regula-
tions for the implementation of Executive
Order 11491, no later than April 1, 1970. “In-
sofar as practicable,” agencies must consult
with representatives of employee organiza-
tlons in connection with implementing this
part of the Order. It will be interesting to
see how much and what kind of consultation
will be provided by the various government
agencles in issuing policies and regulations
t0 implement the Order.

Section 25: Provides for the collection and
dissemination of labor-management infor-
mation needed by government agencies, labor
organizations and the public. This is poten-
tially a very important part of the Executive
Order; again, it all depends on how it is
Interpreted and carried out by the Depart-
ment of Labor and the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission.

Section 26: Executive Order 11491 was
slgned on October 29, 1969, and is effective on
January 1, 1970, except Sections 7(f) and 8,
relating to formal and informal recognition
(see Sectlons 24(b) and 24(c)). President
Kennedy’s Executive Order 10988 and his
Memorandum of May 21, 1963, entitled
“Standards of Conduct for Employee Orga-
nizations and Code of Fair Labor Practices,”
are revoked as of January 1, 1970.

In conclusion, the new Executive Order
holds out a promise for the establishment
of better labor-management relations in the
federal service. Meanwhile the NALC must
and will continue its attempt to establish
labor-management by law as a solution to the
problems facing employees and employee
unions in the federal service,

It is our opinion that the value of the
executive order now depends upon meaning-
ful regulations since the order itself left us
wanting.
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OFFICE ON WHEELS

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 26, 1970

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
for almost 2% years now I have been
using a mobile office to keep in touch
with my constituents. On Saturdays, I
travel to different communities through-
out my district to find what help people
seek and to get their suggestions on leg-
islation. Recently a college studert; Mr.

‘Robert W. Russo 1c;i;(lozflieysville, Md.,
wrote a paper for To of his classes using
S

my office on W as a subject. Bob was

kind enouy give me a copy of his
delightfylarticle which I should like to
share with my colleagues today:

OFFICES ON WHEELS

very two years the people of America go
the polls and elect their government offl-
ials. For the majority of voting Americans
casting their ballots may be their only in-
volvement in politics., We have created a
communications gap between elected officials
nd their constituents due to a lack of dia-
regarding key issues.

e D. Long, Democratic member of
Representatives from the Sec-
District of Maryland, real-
heen the downfall of
decided to make
an unknowing
the House
he has

ond Congressi
izing that this gap
many elected officials,
an exception to the rule
constituency. Since his electlo
of Representatives seven years aj
been traveling to local Post Offices,
bring his political message to the people,
rather to hear their problems, suggestion
and to determine how he can best serve those
he represents. Two and one half years ago,
the Congressman purchased a small van-bus
and created what is today a popular and
welcome sight in Baltimore and Harford
Counties—the Office on Wheels. !

The Office on Wheels is the Congress-
man's traveling headquarters. Every other
Saturday you can find Mr. Long inside the
van, weather permitting, talking to his peo
ple. “It’s a problem solver. The purpose
the Office on Wheels is to find out whay‘fhe
people want.” According to the Cangress-
man, “It helps me find out just what the
people are thinking about.”

With the Congressman are four staff mem-
bers. One, his secretary, Mrs. Marge David-
son, keps a tally of requests, records names
and addresses, and specific requests. "Mrs.
Hope, quite an appropriate name, is the other
secretary who deals only with employment
problems. When called upon she can pro-
duce & listing of governmental and private
business openings which the Congressman
can recommend to these people. Ed Andrews,
& member of the Washington staff, is the
Initial contact for the people. He has them
fill out a mimeographed form with their
names, addresses, and problems or sugges-
tions. When asked if the records were kept,
Mr, Andrews answered, “You'’d bhetter be-
lieve it! I just carried 10 boxes of them into
the office for processing.’” Chris Pfrommer,
who has been with Mr. Long since his elec-
tion, acts as a lialson between the people and
the Congressman, making sure all the in-
formation is filled out on the form then
introducing the people to Mr. Long.

This reporter traveled to the Essex Post
Office to find out just how effective the Office
on Wheels is. At least 40 people had already
seen the Congressman that morning and
in the next hour 20 more came in. Mr. An-
drews sald that it was a rather slow day.
Usually 70 to 100 people saw the Congress-
man each tdme the Office rolled. The majority

of Remarks

of people were over 40, well-dressed, and
seemed a little nervous.

A quick polling of the people indicated
that 1t was their first visit. One woman sald
that she was having trouble getting foster
children from the Welfare Department. She
had applied and was gualified, but the red
tape had kept the children from her for over.
a year now. After many letters and phone
calls, she was here to see If Congressman
Long could help in any way. “I have raised
two children of my own. They're both mar-
ried and have familles of their own. I know
there are a lot of children without homes
and we want to help. But every one at the
Welfare Department passes the buck. That's
no way to treat a taxpayer.” When she left
Congressman Long’s office, she had a smile
of confidence on her face. “He said he would
write a letter for me. I 'know I'll get the chil-
dren real soon.”

“It is not very often that I get complaints
about my work in Congress, or Congresslional
work at all. Usually, people have requests to
make,” said the Congressman. Most people
need help in solving a prcblem where they
haven't been able to get satisfaction any-
where else. Getting draft ceferments, social
security payments, and helping high school
kids get into college are the most popular.
Topping the list are veterans bhenefits and
employment problems. Most of the people
are satisfied after they talk with their Con-
gressman, and according to his staff, most of
the people get what they need, if the request
is reasonable.

“But we get some good ones,” the Con-

gressman stated. “One man came into the van
carrylng g dirty old towel, which had really
seen its best. He told me this was taken out
of his stomach, having been placed there by
an army doctor during an emergency oper-
ation. The towel had really messed up his
-system. I was a little skeptical, but he had
documentation from a doctor at Johns Hop-
ins Hospital. He wanted me to get compen-
shtion for him. I found out later from a law-
yer friend of mine that he had carried this
mgn’s case to the Supreme Court, and lost.
Byt most of the people are guite nice about
ir requests. The great majority are rea-
nable, and we try to help.”
“We have saved literally hundreds of lives
and placed countless people in jobs. One
soldier came to me with a big problem. He
had been railroaded by an Army court on
homosexual charges. I spent a whole day
arguing to get him a new ftrial. Finally, they
granted him a new trial and he was exon-
erated from all guilt. The klame was placed
where it belonged.”

Congressman Long is very satisfied with
the results of his Office on Wheels. He said,
“The biggest problem in government today
1s communications. The higher up you get,

the more isolated you get. 'There is nothing .

more isolated than a big General. I Just
wish Generals and the President would get
out and meet the people informally, not car-
rying a specific message, just to hear what
the people want.” When asked about the
Office on Wheels, Congressman Long said,
“It’s like radar: you give out a beam and you
get a reaction, People who get remote make
mistakes.,”

Over the last two and one-half years the
Oftice on Wheels has traveled extensively in
Baltimore and Hartford Counties just to lis-
ten to the people; and over 6,000 people have
had problems solved, found jobs, and gotten
veterans payments. The Office on Wheels is
a red tape cutter, a sounding board for prob-
lems and ideas, and a way for the Congress-
man to learn what his people want. The Of-
fice on Wheels is a unique service from Con-
gressman I.ong to his people. It has made
him truly a representative of the people, for
the people, and by the people; and made him
one of the most popular Congressmen to
date receiving 59.1% of the vote in 1968. In
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ds of Congressman Clarence D. Long,

Jrat from the Second Congressional

{et of Maryland, the Office on Wheels

sat.” And that is the opinlon of almost

of the 6,000 people who have visited the

obile headquarters of their representative
“to Congress.

CAN ‘§_A‘L_’_L_STOP MIRV?
HON. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD

) OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 26, 1970

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr, Speaker, un-
fortunately, with each passing month,
the chance for a meaningful flight test
moratorium on the MIRV gets less likely.
The word is, in fact, that the flight test
program is being speeded up, thus, nar-
rowing even further the already slim
hope of a moratorium with the Soviets.

I would like to recommend, for the
attention of my colleagues, an article ap-
pearing in the New York Times Mae.gazine
section on February 1, 1970, “Can SALT
Stop MIRV?” by the nuclear physicist,
Ralph Lapp.

The MIRV is a perfect example of a
weapons system that completely eluded
the scrutiny of the Congress. In fact, if
we could have effectively frozen the test-
ing of this program a year ago we would
have had a unique chance of reaching a
plateau in the arms race. However, 1
would venture to say that 90 percent of
the Congress had never heard of the
MIRYV until it had been in produetion for
over 1 year: This is a tragic lesson T hope
we do not repeat.

1 insert the above-mentioned article
in the Recorp at this point:

CAN SALT Srtop MIRV?
(By Ralph E. Lapp)

Next October the arms race will enter a
new and deadly phase as the U.S.8, James
Madison leaves the Groton, Conn., yards and
begins its sea trials. The 825-foot-long SSN
827 is currently being refitted with 18 over-
size launch tubes capable of holding a Posei-
don ballistlc missile. Each Poseidon will
mount 10 nuclear warheads having more
than twice the explosiveness of the atomic
bombs dropped on Japan.

The Madison is the first of 31 mnuclear
submarines to be converted to carry
MIRV's—multiple independently targeted
re-entry vehicles. A single Poseldon misslle
is thus capable of striking at 10 Soviei tar-
gets which could become 1C¢ super-Hiro-
shimas. Beyond that, however, the nppear-
ance of the MIRV raises the terrifying pos-
sibility that the nuclear deterrent could be
in the process of being transformed from 8
retaliatory, second-strike weapon to a “‘firsi-
strike” weapon—i.e., one that would remove
the deterrent by enabling one side to
¥nock out the other’s missiles belore they
could be fired, thus leaving the victim largely
helpless to strike back. By 1975, when the
last Poseldon-firing submarine leaves 158
yard, a total of 4,960 MIRV's will be deploy-
able at sea—or, to be more precise, under-
sea. By that time the U.8. Navy will have
spent -a grand total of $l8-billlon on the
Polaris-Poseidon Strategic Missile System.

This programed multiplication of US.
Naval nuclear firepower represents & quane
tum jump in the arms race and as such it is
a prime item on the agendsa of the SALT
(strategic arms limitation talks) meeting ab

Vienna this spring. The men at the SALT
table must ponder such questions as:

Is a MIRV test ban negotiable? Would a
stoppage of tests arrest this ballistic develop-
ment?

If each side arms its missiles with MIRV’s,
can any mesningful limit be made for sira-
tegic missiles?

Given a limit to nuclear missiles, would
varifieation of comnpliance be possible?

If there sre mainly negative answers to
these questions then the SALT talks will
not lead to a treaty limiting arms and the
world may witness a vast expansion off
strategic-weapon arsenals. It Is no exag-
geration to state that today the United
States and tihe Soviet Unlon are perched on &
narrow plateau separating the destructive
technologies of the past decade from those
of the sevenvsies.

MIRV, then, is an apocalyptic acronym.
It is a newcomer o public print, having first
been officially released in the Sept. 20, 1967,
1ssue of Life magazine in an interview with
Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara. “We
can now equip ouvr boosters with many war-
heads,” sald the defense chief, “each of
which can be almed at a separate target. We
call this MIRV. . . .7

Mr. McNamara also disclosed that the
United States had two MIRVed missiles—
the Poseidon and the Air Force's Minuteman
YII. The latter is & 60-foot-long, three-staged.
land-based intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM, Type LGM-30G) carrylng three nu-
clear warheads. Each of these three MIRV's
is 10 times more powerful than the A-bomb
that destroyed Hiroshima. -

Actually, Hanson Baldwin had revealed
Poseldon’s MJRV nature in a New York
Times account on Aug. 13, 1967. The former
military editor of The Times wrote: “Be-
cause of its greater power, Poseidon can car-
ry multiple warhoads and each of them might
be individually programed against separate
targets.’”” All thaj Mr, Baldwin omitted was
the acronym. That was itself classified “SE-
CRET” by the U.8. Air Force, thus confining
even official discusslon of the new develop-
ment to & very tight community of persons
within defense clrcles.

The MIRV coricept was first aired in the
trade press by Space Business Daily. whose
Aug. 9, 1965, report referred to a MIRV con-
tract to bie awarded to Boeing. The same
publication had reported in its April 21, 1964
issne: “The Air Force Ballistic Systems Di-
vision planted to issue a request for proposal
on April 28, 1964, for a program of investi-
gation to determine the feasibility of de-
veloping @ guldance system for multiple
maneuvering warheads that could be dt-
rected toward a variety of targets.”

The first details of MIRV technoiogy were
revealed on Dec. 13, 1967, when Dr. John S.
Foster, Jr. gave a speech in Dallas, Tex. The
Pentagon’s director of research and engineer-
ing, who has devoted his professional career
to weaponty, disclosed that MIRV stands for
“multiple independently targeted re-entry
vehicle,” Pr. Foster, however, preferred to
call it a “space bus,” because the payload
is a cumbersome package “which contains
many individual re-entry vehicles with ther-
monuclear warheads.”

Enough is now known about MIRV tech-
nology to permit an accurate description of
this modern Hydra. For example let us
make a hypothetical projection to that most
calamitous day in history when the Presi-
dent of the Urnlted States 1s compelled to
press the button suthorizing and com-
manding the U.S. Minuteman force to be
launched. This is not to suggest that the
United States plans to use its MIRV’s for a
first strike-—althiough such a possibility must
occur to the minds of Soviet military plan-
ners. Doorasday date 1s Nov. 7, 1978,

Once the button is pressed, man turns the
entire lssue over to computers. The latest
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satellite-acquired data .on Soviet targets
have been coded and stored on magnetic
“targeting tapes.” Now this magnetic mem-
ory is “implemented.” Through an elabo-
rate communications linkage—MICCS (Min-
uteman Integrated Command and Control
System)-—an innoccuous-logking computer
card bearing the code numbers is slipped
into a computer at each Minuteman contro!
site. At the root tips of MICCS, underground
command posts go into high gear, carrying
out swiftly the various double-lock and veri-
fication procedures nhizeded to launch the
roissiles from their concrete underground
silos.

At the silo site, art automatic sequence
of aperattons is set in ‘motion. Inside the
giant three-stage missile, the flight control
system is readied, the MIRV “brain’’ receives
its target instructions, should they be dif-
ferent from those already programed. The
massive reinforced steel silo cover begins to
slide back. The process is completely auto-
mated; the nearest human being is a sugar-
beet farmer a mile down the road from the
fenced-in Minuteman site.

A thousand buried missiles are polsed.
ready for ignition, cepable of being stopped
now cnly by a countermand. It never comes.
The huge first stage of a Minuteman III
pased In North Dakota at the Minot Air
Force Base ignites with a roar and a huge
blast of flame fills the tower chamber.
Slowly, it seems, almost lazily, the glant
missile emerges above earth, freeing itseli
from its concrete nest, and, gathering speed.
zooms straight up tarough a thick cloud
layer. Stage 1 burns out, is decoupled by
explosive connectors, and the second stage
ignites as the less-heavy missiles streaks ut-
ward on its ballistic course. It, too, cuts out
on command and the third stage accele-
rates the “payload” to its 4-mile-per-secont
velocity.

At this point, only tour minutes after the

* President pressed the button, the space bus

L

and its three nuclear warheads are commit-
ted to a ballistic course of some 5,000 miles
in range and they wili climb to & zenith some
700 or 800 milles above the earth’s surface.
A ballistic course'is essentlally that of a rock
thrown in space; in the absence of a retard-
ing atmosphere, its range is fixed by its final
velocity and its angle of projection, just as
in the case of an artillery shell.

The space bus begins to function by
shedding the upper shroud that protec ted i
on its travel through the resisting alr. I
is important to stress that the vehicle is enh-
tirely on. its own; it is not linked to earth
for command, An entirely independent guid-
ance system l1s packnged in microriniatur-
ized form and includes accelerometers, gyro-
scopes  and a sophisticated computer. Tie
fast-spinning gyros, an ingenious triple set
of whirling “tops,” serve to establish a stable
platform in space for the vehicle so that
changes in direction can be sensed. Accelera-
tors are gadgets capable of measuring minuie
changes in velocity, the all-lmportant factor
in determining the range of the MIRV. The
computer must absorb’ the various data in-
puts on the velocity and orientation of the
space bus and at the same time check with
its memory bank, where it has stored the
target information.

The wizardy of sprce navigation was made
evident by the uncanmily accurate flights of
Apollo XI and Apollo XII. These, of course.
were masterminded 2t the Houston control
center. Minuteman III uses essentially the
same technical base for its guidance, How-
ever, in our hypothetical and disastrous ex-
ample, we shall target Novosibirsk, a city
with a population of more than a millior,
rather than a dead spot on the moon.

The Minuteman I[I computer reads out
the target coordinates of Novosibirsk, queries
its instrument colleagues aboard the space
bus for their information, computes the im-
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pact point and calculates the velocity and
direction changes required to dispatch the

first-round MIRV on target. The computer

then directs the space bus to execute this
corrective maneuver by firing small “vernier”
Jets for the proper number of seconds. This
accomplished, the guidance unit rechecks for
accuracy and, reassured, the computer gives
the electronic command: “Fire One.” MIRV
“A” 1s nudged on its course and flies free.

MIRV “B” is given very slight guidance
changes to target an Industrial section of
Novosibirsk and to back up MIRV “A” in
case a heavy antiballistic missile (ABM) de-
fense is encountered.

The third round of the Mark 12 nuclear
ammunition 1s then directed to Stalinsk, a
city of half a million people some 180 miles
southeast of Novosibirsk. All three rounds
are fired within a minute. They soar over the
© North Pole and arc down across Siberia,

Having dispatched its trio of lethal mis-
siles, the space bus adds insult to injury by
detonating a series of small TNT charges
that blow it into several dozen pieces. These
proceed to descend on still another target
area, presenting enemy radars with a vexing
problem of identification,

The three MIRV's themselves are sleek re~ |

entry vehicles of “super beta” design, with

needle noses and flared tails, Nine feet lgng

and two feet in girth, they are engineered to
produce minimum images on radar screens
and thus make detection difficult. With their
metallo-ceramic heat shields, they easily sur-
vive the heat of re-entry, and each explodes
high over its target, triggered by an altitude

fuse, The high air burst maximizes the area .

of destruction on the city below it, spread-
ing heavy damage over 15 square miles.

The mechanics of MIRVing introduce
cumulative errors in accuracy. The first
round, for example, explodes a guarter of a
mile from the aim polnt, but the third
round veers slightly off course, exploding

0.4 miles from the alm point—not a matter .

of much solace to the citizens of Stalinsk,
however.

Cities are large targets and the projected
MIRV accuracles are greater than necessary
to it the vast majority of Soviet city targets.
Striking at a hardened missile silo, on the
other hand, calls for highly precise fire, Our
hypothetical attack would Impose heavy

damage out to a radius of more than two .

miles from the aim pélnt in the case of a
clty. A Minuteman IIT warhead would have to
impact within 400 yards of a missile silo
in order to knock it out of commission, It is
because U.S. experts feel that most Min-
uteman MIRV’s would not come within this
impact distance of an alm point that they
feel the Soviets should not worry about the
U.S. striking first with a wave of Minute-
man launchers. But by 1978, MIRV technol-

ogy will be far advanced over itg present .

status. . |

Soviet planners must assume the worst-—
& flrst strike on Soviet missile silos. This first-
strike psychosis, although normal for a mili-
tary mentality, is absolutely catastrophic
for the arms race, since it goads each side
into making more missiles to survive a pos-
eible first strike and present the attackers
with nuclear retribution. Given an emer-
gency In which the United States found it
was under attack with warheads almed at
1ts misslle silos, it might out of fear un-
leash ‘Its entire Minuteman force in a vast
spasm response, This would be the path
to nuclear demnation. .

In effect, the MIRVed ICBM is a magaszine-
loader mechanism that multiplies the war-
head throw power of each missile launched,
It 1s this multiplying power that so con-
founds the problem of strategic arms limi-
tatiom, since a count of missiles silos would
not he meaningful unless one could also
count the warheads inside. Orbit cam-
eras routinely send back to earth detalled
photographs of missile sites, but they cannot
peek under the silo covers and see what is

S e ] G~£—’ ot “ b - .
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Inside. Even If the silo covers were thrown
open for inspection, the MIRV nose cone
gives no clue as to its contents. One needs a
screwdriver to make an inventory of how
many MIRV’s are inside. Not even the most
optimistic SALT man hopes for screwdriver-
type inspection.

Poseidon, a two-stage missile, 34 feet in
length and 30 tons in weight, also is MIRVed
on the space-bus principle. Each missile has
14 barrels, but not all are used for warheads.
Some are used to hurl decoys or other pene-
tration aids, such as radar-blinding alumi-
nized glass fibers, called chaff. A number of
lightweight decoys can be substituted for the
weight of one Poseldon warhead, which
weighs about 200 pounds. Decoys are used.
to feint the defenders into using up anti-
beallistic missiles, thus allowing real warheads
to penetrate to their targets.

While the MIRV technique allows
separate targets, it also allows a s
to be bombarded with a sequ
spaced warheads, This is a
tive technique to outwit

keyed to these developmen
deterrence today balances on
each side has for the other’s nuc
power,

e respect

U.B. strike forces built up to a level of 1,
Minuteman ICBM's, 54 Titan II’'s and 6
Polaris SLBM's (submarine launched ballis-
tic missiles). Total throw power: more than
2,600 warheads as of 1970. :

‘The Soviet strategic arsenal includes about
280 85-9 heavyweight ICBMs, slightly more
than 1,000 other ICBM’s—mostly lNquid-
fueled 88-11's of Minuteman warhead power
and solld-fueled SS5-13’s of less power—and
roughly 300 SLBM’s, Total throw power:
about 1,700 warheads. However, the big U.S.
worry is that the SS9 can be adapted to
carry three huge warheads or as many as 20
MIRV’s of Minuteman III power.

Boviet tests with thelr enormous SS-9 mig~
sile show that they are using a triple war-
head, although presumably most of the dé-
ployed S8-9% still mount a single warhead.
There Is much controversy within the U.S.
intelligence community about the nature of
the 85-9's multiplication technique. Sepa-
rate warheads have been observed to splash
down in a triangular pattern, leading de-
fense officlals to fear that the S8-9 is aimed

at knocking out Minuteman silos. Whatever_.

the present SS-9 warhead dispatc
niques, it is certainly reasofiable 1o asswme
that military technologies on both sides of
the Iron Curtain are convergent—i.e., pro-
duce the same or similar weapons systems.

From the U.S. standpoint, the most peace-
ful move the Soviets could make in the next
year would be to terminate deployment of
the 88-9's. Continued production of these
mighty missiles will make more pronounced
the Pentagon’s fears that the Soviets are
building up & frst-strike force. Such a
move by the Soviets would infuse optimism
into the SALT discussions on arms control,

A number of persons deeply concerned
about the stopping of the arms race believe
that the best thing that could come out of
the SALT talks would be a moratorium on
MIRV tests. They hope, more than believe,
that cessation of the missile tests would pro-
duce an unfinished technology and leave the
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military reluctant to deploy unproved weap~
ons systems,

The - difficulty with a MIRV test ban is
that it is very late in the day to stop the
technological clock that seems remorselessly
to tick away. To understand this situation
we need to go back-and trace the origins and
development of MIRV.

The top authority on the subject, Dr.
Foster, described the origin and purpose of
MIRV in an exchanhge with Senator Mike
Mansfield of Montana that is buried in Part
4 of Fiscal Year 1969 Defznse Appropriations
(Page 2310) :

Q. Is it not true that the U.S. response to
the discovery that the Soviets had made an
initial deployment of an ABM system around
Moscow and possibly elsewhere was to de-
velop the MIRV system for Minuteman and
Polarls?
~~.%)_11: entirely. The MIRV concept was
originally generated to increase our target-
ing capabillity rather than to penetrate
ABM defenses. In 1961-62 planning for tar-
geting the Minuteman force it was found
that the total number of aim points exceeded
the number of Minuteman missiles. By
splitting up the payload of a single missile
(deleted) each (deleted) could be pro-
gramed (deleted) allowirg us to cover these
targets with (deleted) fewer missiles. (De-
leted.) MIRV was originally born to imple-
ment the payload split-up (deleted). It
was found that the previously generated
MIRV concept could equally well be used
against ABM (deleted).

Dr. Foster's “aim points’ could scarcely
have been confined to Soviet cities. The
U.S.8.R. has only about 50 city targets of
Hiroshima size and a fotal of some 200 cities
with populations greater than 100,000. A
Soviet planner reading Dr. Foster’s state-
ment would not have to overly suspicious
to assume that the United States was target-
ing Soviet misstle silos with Minuteman
ICBM’s.

Target experts call clties “soft” and mis-
€ silos “hard.” In general, a first strike

on the attacker. A second strike
in response to a first strike would
at destruction of the attacker's
cities and\ industrial complexes, but it is
primarily the great loss of life that is the
knife-edge which mutual terror is bal-
anced. B

It would b4 tragic in the extreme if a foe
were to be igrjorant of the damage he would
sustain in thg event of nuclear war. For this
reason, Deferjse Secretary Robert S. McNa-
mare providgd the Soviet leaders with a
Pentagon prfnt-out of thie probable damage
to be expecled by an attack with “X” hun-
dred Minyteman warheads. The Strange-
age table which follows was re-
r publication Feb. 1, 1968:

TET POPULATION * AND INDUSTRY DESTROYED

: Total Industrial

Number of delivered population capacity
warheads fatalities 2 destroyed
(percent)

47,000, 000 59

52,000, 000 72

74,000,000 76

96, 000, 000 77

109,000, 000 77

116,000,000 77

19%\“ urban population of 116, 000, 000 is assumed for the year
2 Fatalities are calcutated on the basis of “‘prompt response’‘—
i.e., death within 24 hours.

McNamara’s advertisement of overkill
probably confirmed the secret damage tables
already compiled by Kremlin experts. The
important thing here was not to communi-

-cater what Soviet military experts already

knew, but to make absolutely certain that

-
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Soviet political leaders were not in the dark
about the degree of national damage they
would suffer in the event of nuclear war.

The Pentagon's damage table contains a
gualtfication whieh is turning out to be a
prime energizer of the arms$ race and an
immense obstacle to the sucecess of the SALT
talks. It is the word “delivered,” applied to
warheads. U.S. military planners cahnot
count on having every missile’warhead reach
Its target. For example, a Soviet first strike
could KiIF a Minuteman ICBM in its silo, or
the missile might fail to launch, or fo he
correctly guided. Or, ut the other end cf the
trajectory, the warhead might be killed by
a Soviet antiballistic missile. .

MIRV, defense officials explain, is the “We
shall Overcome’” answer to Soviet ABM's. By
multiplying the total number of warheads
attacking Soviet targets, we Insure perieira-
tion of a gufficient number of them to inflict
unacceptable damage. In a second strike, of
course.

But do the Soviets interpret the vast ex-
pansion of the U. 8. strategic strike force—
approaching 10,000 MIRV's in 1976-—as
merely insurance of a second-strike capabil-
ity? Or do they look upon it &s a first-strike
force? ’ )

Soviet sirategists may be excused for being
skeptical when they look over U.S. pro-
nouncements on MIRV. We may add {o Dr.
Foster’s answer to Senator Mansfield the fol-
lowing:

President Johnson on Jan. 18, 1965, stated:
“Poseidon will have double the payload of
the Polaris A-3, and will be twice as accu~
rate. Its effectiveness against a hardened
target will be greatly increased through in-
sorporation of pentration alds.”

A Jan., 1968, Defense Department state-
ment on MIRV’s reads: “They will be far
better suited for destruction of hardened
enemy missile sites than any existing misslle
warheads.”

Defense Secretary Laird on April 1, 1969,
asked for additional funds “to significently
improve accuracy of Poseidon (MIRV) mis-
siles, thus enhancing its effectiveness against
hard targets.”

Dr. Foster on May 13, 1869, testified before
the Senate Armed Services Committee: “The
Polaris-type submarine is ideal &s & second-
strike weapons system, although it could be
used in first-strike operations.”

The feasibility of using MIRVed warheads
In a first strike at missile silos hinges on the
matter of accuracy. In the early nineteen-
sixties, ICBM’ had a C.E.P. of two to Lhree
miles—I.e., the circular probable error, or the
radius of a circle within which B0 per cent
of the warheads hit, was two to three miles.
By 1969, the C.EP, had dropped below one
mile and was headed down to half a mile.
in five years, given more testihg. the asccu-
racy should shrink to a quarter-mile, and by
the late nineteen-geventles some experts be-
lieve guidance systems will land warheads
within several hundred feet of the aim point.
It should be added that some experienced
missilemen are skeptical of such claims.

The U.S. Defense Department has concen-
trated its best efforis on’ development of
MIRV asecuracy. A total of $2.2-billion was
spent on MIRV programs by midsumimner of
1960, when the first flight tests of Minute-
man III and Poseidon were made. This pro-
gram is scheduled for completion by June.
1970.

Senator Edward W, Brooke (R., Masd.), a
member of the Armed Services Committee,
noped to interrupt the seemingly inexorable
course of technology when he proposed, last
April 24, that the two great nuclear powers
suspend testing of MIRVed missiles. He
noted that “if MIRV is not controlled prior

to deployment, it will probably not be con- *

trolled at all,” and that ‘“the present oppor-
tunity for strategic arms control is highly
perishable. Indeed., it is measured In
months.”
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Nine months have passed since Sen.
Brooke’s proposal, and MIRV tests are still
going on—and the James Madison is moving
ever closer to receiving Poseidons. Accuracy
attained in MIRV tests for Poseidon sppear
to satisty the U.S. Navy's strategic require-
ments for nucléar rotaliation. But even when
the Poseidon research and development
phase is completed next June, it is unlikely

that the Navy will place much confidence in |

the new weapons system unless it can be
periodically tested at the Atlantic Missile
Range. Data released in mid-December show
that the U.8. Navy conducted 167 tests of
its Polarls A-2 missile and 142 tests of the
A-3. Many of the tests are belleved to have
been ‘“reduncdant’-—i.e., not absolutely es-
gential to operational confldence in the
weapons system.

By June of this year the U.8, Navy
will have spent $1.3 billion so far on de-
velopment of the Poseidon system, and $3.4
billion ofi submarine conversion and missile
procurement.

The U.S. Air Force appears to have put
more emphasis on missile accuracy than has
the Navy. Confusion on this score must in-
tensify Soviet worries about a U.S. first
strike. Is the Air Iforce preoccupation with
missile accuracy simply an exercise in per-
fectionism—in stretching technology to its
attainable Hmits? Or is it a deliberate accu-
rate enough to dig Soviet missiles out of
their protective silcs? )

These perturbing questions are not re-
solved by the extreme secrecy surrounding
MIRV. One thing seems clear; no nation
would want to meke a first nuclear strike
at another using a weapons system that had
not been adequately tested. Therefore. a
MIRV test ban might be a very useful re-
straint of technology, provided that it is
agreed to before -elther side tests enough
MIRV’s to be confident of the system. And
onie must add an Important gualification—
namely, the test ban would have tc come
before either side believes the other to have
reached this point of confidence,

The Air Force has carried out almost 150
tests of its Minuteman I and II midssiles.
If a MIRV test ban occurs before the Air
Force completes its current series of Minute-
man III tests, one might jump to the con-
clusion that a test ban would undercut mili-
tary confidence in this new weapons system.
The facts are that developmental tests will
be completed. this spring, and that the sys-
tem is already under production. While more
tests will be programed, these will come
under the heading of rellability and readi-
ness testing. In the case of Minuteman III,
many of the subsyitems common to Minute-
man I and Il have already been extensively
tested. When the Soviets first made overtures
about SALT talks two years ago, a MIRV
test ban would have been a highly useful
device, but tihe MIRV clock has been ticking
away steadily and a test ban this year would
be much less valunble. .

If & MIRV test ban is to be accepted by
the United 3States there would have to be
provision for inspection of test violations.
U.S. suthorities privately make much of the
fact that thne Soviets have deployed the
mammoth SS5-9 missile—each -one costing
greater
value for a first strike than the Minuteman
II1. To understand this asymmetric situation
we need to take a cloger loock at the 58-9.

A cloge-up look at the 85-9 is something
that a U.S, strategist would dearly love. As
it is, he must be content with blowups of
photographs taker by satellite cameras, and
with studying the ballistic data about SS-9
tests, U.B. intelligence experts have con-
cluded” that the $5-9 is a highly accurate
missile  capable of hurling a single warhead
having the power of 20 to 26 megatons—
roughly a thousand times the power of the
bomb that eviscerated Nagasaki. If this im-
mense payload is split up into three separate
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re-entry vehicles (RV's) then each RV could
carry from 3 to b megatons, depending on its
design and how it was targeted. (If 889
RV'’s targeted points hundred of miles apart.
the megatonnage would be reduced because
propellant would have to be pravided to
stear the warheads to their widely separated
targets. Defense officials now glve conflicting
testimony about the S8-9’s RV’s, some say-
ing they are independently targeted, and
others saying that they are capable of being
thrown only in a cluster.)

Whatever may be the status of the SB8-9's
present technology, few doubt that it is ca-
pable of carrying five or 8ix times as many
warheads as Minuteman III. It is this asym-
metry that so alarins many defense officials.
They feel that at the rnte the Soviets are de-
ploying the S50 missile, they will scon be
capable of targeting the entire force of 1,000
Minuteman ICBM's. This was, in fact, the
very basis of Defense Secre Lajrd’s case
for turning the Sentine! antiballistic missile
system into a mesans of protecting Minute-
man silos.

Any quid pro quo in arms limitation is
obviously made very difficull when the stra-
tegic systermns to be lmlted represent un-
equal fire power. One could arrange & quota
systemn for battleships because there was
little ambiguity about such naval vessels.
But land-based missiles can and do mount
payloads of quite dissimilar power. MIRV up-
sets the simple aritlimetic of one-for-one
missile Iimitation and introduces a complex
calculus.

The SALT negotiators will need great in-
genuity to work out the higher mathematics
of arms control and, perhaps, even greater
inventiveness in educating thelr constituents
in the new math of swrategic arms limita-
tions, 'That this will be o slow process is seel
by the fact that in the 1889 meetings at Hel-
sinki the SAUT rhen did not even get around
to discussing MIRV techinology.

The basic dilemma cf the would-be arms
controllers is that they have no simple rule
to equate nuclear fire power on either side
of the Iron Curtain. The SS-9 and Minute-
man III represents very considerably differ-
ent throw welghts, If the S5-9 can be fitted
with six times as many re-entry vehicles as
Minuteman III, the SALT talkers must fix
some limit to SS-9 deployment that will
satisfy U.S. experts thai no Soviet first-surike
capability will exist in the future. Since the
Soviets have continued deploying S8-9s,
they will soon have 300 of them.

According to a statement made last month
by Defense Secretary Laird, the Soviets are
increasing the rate of the S$S-9 deployment.
This 85-9 deployment is viewed a§ constitut-
ing an apnihilatory threat to the U.S. land-
based ICBM’s, Many Scnators hold the view
that the Soviet Unlon has a very specific in-
tent for its SS-9 capability. SBenator Sirom
Thurmond, for example, recently stated:

“To sum up, then, Soviet strategic think-
ing contemplates a first strike, the Sovietls
have the. capacity to build towards first
strike, and they expect to be able to desiroy
our IOBM's without receiving & crippling
blow in return.”

Senator Thurmond did not reveal his
reveal his source of iniclligence, but clearly
the fear of a first strike now dominsates the
defense scene.

The arms-control deadiock s s0 serious
that = number of defense intellectusls have
pbecome convinced thai some bold step will
have to be taken to make any headway. Some
of these men have turi:ed heretical and have
urged that the Minuternan ICBM system be
abandoned, arguing that a system so shaky
that it has to have its private ABM defense,
which in turn is so shaky that it needs inner
defenses to protect its vadars, is not much of
a deterrent. Rather, it hecomes an invitation
to aggression.

Asking the U.S. Air Force to give up its
land-based missiles is resl heresy. The fact



N
v

Approved For Release 2002/05/06 CIA-RDP72- 00337R000300040018 3

F ebruomy 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of R

’ tha.t. it is serlously proposed 1ndlcates how
intractable the arms-control situation is be-
coming. It would undoubtedly precipitate a
controversy that would make the Air Force-
Navy clash on the B-36 look like a tea party,

But it 15 becoming painfully evident that a
failure to plan for the future control of weap-
ons systems has brought us to our present

impasse.

A way out of the arms race might be an
agreement to work toward eliminating all
land-based strategic missiles, felying instead
on ocean-based systems like Poseldon. In
this case, the size of the submarine hull and
its practical limitation impose a near equal-
ity on the throw power of each side. In effect,
by golng to submarines as the sole basis of
missile deterrence, we more or Iess stand-
ardize the size of the “first stage” of a “three-
stage” missile. In this case, the first stage is
the submarine itself. The submarine becomes
the unit of fire power, and neither side at-
tempts to limit MIRV; it simply accepts the

throw power of all the missiles carried on

board.

If the arms race cannot be brought under
some measure of control in the early nine-
teen-seventies, the problems of agreements
at a later date will be severely complicated
by the onrush of weapon technology MIRV
is by no means the ultimate in the instru-
mentatlon of war. It is, in fact, only a pref-
ace to a whole serles of acronyms—ABRES
ULMS, SABMIS, SAM-D and others to0 secret
for alphabetical obscurity. ABRES, for ex-
ample, stands for Advanced Ballistic Re-en-
try Systems. It is a defense program involv-
ing MIRV technology started in 1965; to date,
$640-million has been spent on this develop-
ment. By the late seventles, weapons will
come into existence that will make even to-
day's emerging MIRV's look crude. Instead
of “dumb” warheads that pursue a fixed
ballistic course, the new systemnis will feature
“'semismart” reentry vehicles that home on
their targets—and even take evasive action
to avoid interception.

The art of projecting bombs is very old,
dating back to very early days of “warfare,
but it did not start to become a science until
Niccolo Fontana Tartaglia, an Itallan mathe-
matician, studied trajectories. His treatise
on gunnery, first published in 1537, con-
tained an observation that bears reprodl.'tc-
tlon now:

“One day, meditating to myself, it seemed
to me that 1t was a thing blameworthy,
shameful and barbarous, worthy of severe
punishment before God and man, to wish to
‘brlng to perfection an art da.ma,geable to
one’s nelghbor, and destruction to the hu-
man race.”

Tartaglia's Self-admonition seems most re-
mote from the ballistics of the James Madi-
son, which puts out to sea this year and
which In January of next year will be de-
ployed with Poseidons on board. But Tar-
taglia was surely on target with his thoughts
when we realize that a single nuclear sub-
marine could visit the nuclear destruction of
160 Hiroshimas on another nation,

s

THE GREAT AUTOMOBILE
: CONSPIRACY

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 26, 1970

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker Amerlca,ns
throughout the country have begun to
realize how very serious the prob em of
pollutiof is—in the air, in the water, and
on land. )

Many of them have also come to re-
alize that they must do whatever they

personally can to help improve our en-
vironmental quality.

One type of pollutlon—that in the
gir, is costly in dollars and in health.
And one of the primary polluters of the
air is the automobile.

Some people feel that their personal
involvement in the fight against pollu-
tion equipment when they buy a new
car. Such equipment is available as a
result of the strict automobile emission
standards in the State of California.

But recently, there have heen reports
that some people have been virtually
prevented by the automobile industry
from making their automobiles pollu-
tion free.

According to Jack Anderson, whose
column today discusses this “Car Run-
around,” both the Ford and Chrysler
motor companies are attempting to dis-
courage the sale of the auto pollution
‘equipment on new cars being ‘sold in
States other than California. And for
those who are determined enough to in-
sist upon the antipollution equipment,
the companies make it a slow and
arduous process.

The question is why is the Federal
Government so far behind the govern-
ment of the State of California? Cer-
tainly, there should be national auto
emission standards egqual to, if not
greater than, those of California.

For too long, the automobile com-
panies have been promising that they
would do their utmost about the prob-
ler of pollution. But promises they made
15 years ago are still unfulfilled. Little
or nothing has been done despite the

fact that automobile pollution has been
. & problem for years.

It is obvious that the American peo-
ple cannot allow the automobile indus-
try make the decision for them as to how
soon the automobile will be pollution
free,

The time for begging and cajoling the
industry to do something has gone. We
must have action, and the way to spurn
such action would be for the Federal
Government to get tough with the
manufacturing.

We have been too lax, too long about
adequate automobile emission stand-
*ards and by doing so, we have slowed
do;rn the antipollution process.

he State of California has taken
the lead. The time has come for the
Federal Government to take its rightful
place in the leadership against automo-
tive pollution.

If American citizens are willing to pay
for antipollution devices on their cars,
they should be able to obtain them.

The time has come for the Federal
Government to stop pussyfooting around
with the auto industry.

The time has come for the Pederal
Government to show the automobile
manufacturers that it means business—

‘that alr pollution is destroying our envi-

ronment and will be wiped out.

I include in the REcorp the portion of
Jack Anderson’s “The Washington
Merry-Go Round” which appeared in
the February 26 Washington Post and
deals with this subject:

THE WASHINGTON MERRY GO-ROUND:
CAR RUNAROUND

If anyone outside California walked into a

Ford or Chrysler showroom and ordered a
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new car with the advanced alr pollution
equipment now required by Californla law,
he would be told he couldn't have it.

Although the devices are the best avallable,
this column has learned that Ford and
Chrysler are actively discouraging their sale
outside California.

The price manuals issued by both com-
panles to their dealers across the country
state unequivocally that the special anti-
pollution equipment is available on Cali-
fornia cars only.

Furthermore, the Chrysler computer sys-
tem is programmed to reject automatically
any order for the equipment should one
come in from one of the other 49 states.

Spokesmen for both ¥ord and Chrysler,
nevertheless, acknowledged to this column
that there was no reason why a determined
huyer, willing to wait a little longer for his
new car, could not obtain the special device.

Thus both companies admit they have
issued false information to their dealers,
which is bound to discourage the purchase
of pollution-control équipment.

The equipment in question is a sysiem
which curbs pollution from the evapora-
tlon of gasoline in fuel lines, tanks or car-
buretors. It costs about $40.

A TFord spokesman said the company
‘“thought it was advisable to test this system
for a year to perfect the design and service
techniques”  before making the equipment
available nationally,

He acknowledged, however, there was no
doubt that the system worked effectively and
he sald no particular service problems had
been encountered.

Remarks

YOUTH SERVES AMERICA

HON. ROBERT PRICE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 26, 1970

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, as
we are all too well aware, militant youths
have vented their venomous spleen on -
many of our social institutions. In the
process, the police departments in many
of our Nation’s cities and towns have
been targets of vicious attacks.

To find a vivid illustration of the type
of behavior I am referring to, one need
turn no further than the just concluded -
Chicago conspiracy trail. Regrettably,
behavior such as the defendants exhib-
ited before and during the trial has been
the subject of extended treatment by
the media and the press. In fact, it seems
that whenever youthful groups of mili-
tant malcontents gather and demon-
strate, the media and the press is there
to record and circulate their outrageous
activities. While I am confident that such
is not the case in every instance, this
happens so often that in the minds of
many adults, American youth in general
is becoming increasingly suspect.

As a direct result of this growing cli-
mate of dissatisfaction with youth, there
is a tendency on the part of some peo-
ple to overlook the fact that most Amer-
ican youths are not militants of anar-
chists. On the contrary, many of them
are vitally concerned with the state of
the Nation. In addition, their concern
takes a positive rather than a negative
direction.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring to
the attention of my colleagues one ex-
ample of the kinds of positive actmns
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that youth is taking in an effort to con-
tribute to soeiety.

An editorial  appearing earlier this
week in the Washington Evening Star
stated that more than 125 college stu-
dents have registered to take the civil
examinations for the New York City
Police Department. These students are
not attempting to join the police force in
an -attempt to fulfill childhood dreams
and fantasiers; rather, they are trying
to render a greatly needed community
service. They realize what the militants
ignore; namely, that creative involve-
ment in social problem-solving, and not
senseless destruction of social institu-
tioms is the true measure of individual
concern.

The students in the New York ex-
periment are not fleeing to Canada to
evade their military obligations; neither
are they traveling to Cuba to harvest
Castro's sugar cane. Instead, they are
working within society in an effort to
improve society. This is the right way,
this is the American way.

I urge all my colleagues to read the
following editorial. Perhaps the budding
New York program should be experi-
mented with throughout the Nation.
After all, municipal police departments
deserve the best of everything America
has to offer. Both the needs of social
order and the needs of social justice de-
mand nothing less.

The editorial follows:

’ CoLLEGE Cors

In New York Clty, more than 125 upper-
classmen at Harvard, Yale, and Princeton, as
well as Union Theological Seminary other
colleges, have signed up to take the New
York City examination for the police force.

They are not dropouts, actual or potential.
They are, presumably, students concerned
with the future of their society and their
owrn contributton to that future. They also
are students who have heard the poweriul
persuasion of New York Police Sergeant
David Durk, a 1057 Amherst graduate now a
Ph.D. candidate in public administration and
soclology at New York University.

8gt. Durk’s plea is simple and to the point.
“If you really care about cities,” he telis po-
tential recruits, “if you really care ahoub
individual people, don’t join the Peace Corps
or VISTA. Become a policeman.”

This statement files in the face of ihe
conventional wisdon: of the New Left, in
which police are ‘‘pigs” and oppressors of the
masses, but as 8gt. Durk goes on to say, “The
vietims of crime today are overwhelmingly
poar and mainly black. As a cop you carn have
a real and emnmediate iImpact on the lives of
people that is totally unlike any other alter-
native before you.”

8gt. Durk’s program makes sense from
every point of view: the raising of the sights
of the police force 53 a community service
organization, the channeling of youthful
idealism into effective outlets and ever such
more distant goals as the breaking down of
false occupational barriers raised by the in-
crease of the college population.

The program he speaks for is a very hope-
ful one as part of the continuing attack on
the problems of the cities. May it be success-
ful in New York end be adapted to other
cities, inecluding our owi.
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CALIFORNIA BANK BURNED-—
COMMUNIST AGITATION AND
FROPAGANDA—IIL

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, Febryary-26:-1820
Mr. RARICK,~Mr. Speaker, a wie
service story
recounts th

nlly referred to as a “disor-
e Isla Vista community, 6 miles
e campus of the University of
a.

story also reports that Willianm M.
er, who is under sentence for
nal contempt of court in Chicago,
‘a “campus speech’” which was fol-

riers to ‘“take to the
of the revolution.
de is typical of the
standard technique of €pmmunist agita-
tion following conviction™af any of their
number, It is the course of wetion which
all of us can expect as long ®s there is
any possible gain for the subvessives.
Since Kunstler is supposed tosdefend
H. Rap Brown in another riot and ar-
son case in Maryland next month, it is
not a bad idea for the appropriate ‘au-
thorities in the Free State to consifer
whether or not his conduct as an offider
of other cotirts merits his admission
an officer of the Maryland courts. eve

his young 1 ‘
streets” in suppo
The California ep'

pro hac viee, or whether he should bet
denied g forum for further incitement to \

violence.
Notably, the appropriate authorities in
the District of Columbia are looking into
disciplinary proceedings in the case of
Virginia ACLU attorney Philip Hirsch~
kop, sentenced for a similar contempt by
s Federal judge heve.
Pertinent newsclippings are included
in my remarks:
[From the Washington Star, Feb. 28, 1970]
ErcuaT HUNDRED PrROTESTERS BURN Bank I
SANTA BARBARA

Sawta Barsara, CaLIF—Rampaging ce
strators protesting the “capitalist est;
ment” burned down a Bank

and firemen watched help) R

Police reinforcernents were called in as
about 800 protesters watched the flames burn
out the insidz of the one-story, brick build-
ing. Then a golid front of 240 helmeted offi-
cers swept through the campus community,
Isla Vista, dispersing the crowd without a
confrontation.

Retreating protesters threw rocks at ad-
vancing policemen, injuring 15 to 20 of
them——none seriously—deputies sald,

Police sald they arrested 34 young persons
for investigation of failure to disperse.

Deputies eald later the situation weas
“pretty much under control” and thats offi-
cers were dispersing about 200 stragglers
scattered along streets and alleys.

T Santa Barbara, Calif.y,

urning of a bank in what is %5t
£ \gest capitalist establishiraent thing around.”
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The one-square-mile Isla Vista commiinity
is populated mainly by apartment-dwelling
students from the adjacent University of
Californis campus six miles north of Sante
Barbara.

The demonstrators, numbering 1,000 iast
night, sald they were protesting the war in
Vietham, the “capitalist establishment” that
financed it, and what a student spokesman
called “increasing police Fepression aimed at
stifling political dissent.’

One demonstrator, Fevin McElhinny, 17,
San - Jose, Calif, said jhe bank was under
siege “because it was there, it was the hig-

: Another demonstrator who wouldn’t give
His name said the bank “is an example of
American capitelistn which is killing people
all around the world and in the United
States.”

The outbreak of fire: and window smash-
ing followed a campus speech yesterday aft-
exnoon by William M. Kunstler, a defense
attorney in the Chicago riot trial. All the
windows of the same bank bhranch were
smashed in the start of the trouble Tuesday
afternoon.

Sheriff James W, Webuter had described the
situation as “completely out of hand” last

ovening. He asked Gov. Ronald Reagan for

National Guard troops, but Guardsmen were
not mobilized.

The bank fire was sel by several protesters
who rolled a gasoline-soaked trash bin in
through & smashed window, and set it ablaze
against a wall, deputies said. Students from
a nearby fraternity put out the blaze, but
protesters fired 1t up again just before mid-
night.

Before the sweep of the area, helicopter
officers using a bullhorn and a powerful spot-
light ordered the demonstrators to disperse,
but few did.

Shortly before the bank fire, demonstrators
overturned and burned s, patrol car after the
two outnumbered deputies fled. It was the
second patrol car burning of the three-day
disturbance.

The bank manager said an undisclosed
amount of money was in the bank’s fireproof
vault and he «id not expect to find it
maged. :

Firemen had been ordered to stay away
om the bank blaze for fear demonstrators
ight attack them.

“We went to the fire but the sherifi’'s men
lihed across the street wouldn't let us by,
d Fire Capt. Clarcace Salettl. ““They
ared for our lives because of the demon-
rators.”

[From the Washingtor: Star, Feb, 268, 1970]
Court DiscirLine PaxsL Proees “D.C. 9"
" LawveR
(By Donald Hirzel)

Lawyer Philip Hirschkop, who received a
30-day jail sentence for contempt during the
recent trial of the “D.C. 9,” has been referred
to the U.8., District Court’s Committee on
Admissions and Grievances  for discipli-
nary action.

Hirschkop's case was turned over to the
cominittee by Judge John H, Pratt, who pre-
sided at the trial of the nine defendants
charged with vandalizing the Washinglton
offices of the Dow Chemical Co.

The committee could reprimand Hirsch~
kop, suspend him from practice or disbar
him.

The judge refused to comment on the sit-
uation yesterday, but it was learned that the
committee already has reviewed the tran-
script of the trial for evidence of contempt
by Hirschkop.
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write to these people—phone these
people—tell them what is happening to your
chiidren. Ask them to help. Ask them to
call on their Congressmen and Senators for
help.

Finally, we must all remember that we are
right. That in the end, right will trlumph,
even though there may be a rough road ahead
for a few months. Right and justice are on
our side, and we shall prevail.

So let’s all work together, confident that
what we do to protect our children will
gucceed.

Freedom of cholce is still the law of the
land, and the law of the land is on our side.

ACDA, STATE, AND DOD REPLY ON
U'S. GOALS AT SALT TALKS
__w . N

'HON. LEE H. HAMILTON

- OF INDIANA ‘v
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 5, 1970

Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. Speaker, I
thought it would be of interest to my
colleagues to read some recent corres-
pondence between the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, the State Depart-
ment, theé Defense Department and my-
self on the issue of our goal at the SALT
talks. The letter to the ACDA is identical
to those sent to the other two agencles.
While I found part IV of Secretary Rog-
ers’ speech, included below, most infor-
mative, I am still rather disappointed at
the minimal amount of information
being glven to the Corigress on this most
urgent topic. Our need to be adequately
priefed on the issues must not be slighted.

The material referred to follows:

' DiceMezr 8, 1969,
GERALD C. SMITH, oot Cf i
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Washington, D.C.

Drar Mz. Smrra: I would like to know what
our goal is at the SALT talks. -

Are we seeking a formalized treaty ar-
rangement, or a more informal agreement to
pursue parallel strateglc arms limitations?
The distinction is an important one.

T look forward to hearing from you on this
matter.

_Bincerely,
. : LrE H. HamIirToN, M.C.

———

U.S. ArRMs CONTROL
- - AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY,

- Washington, D.C., December 11, 1969.
Hon. Lee H. HAMILTON, :
House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C. :

DeAR CONGRESSMAN HAMILTON: Thank you
for your 1étter of December 8, 1969 inquiring
‘about the arrangements that might emerge
from SALT.

A most helpful statement regarding “the
goals of these talks was made by Secretary
Rogers In his speech of November 138. I have
enclosed a copy Of that speech. Also en-
closed is a copy of the President’s message
to Mr. Smith at the opening of the talks.

At this time I believe 1t is too early to
forecast preclsely what form the ultimate
arrangements might take. Those arrange=
ments would, of course, have to be consistent
with the requirements of the Constitution
and the relevant statutes. ’

1 hope the attached material will be help-
ful, and we appreciate your interest in this
most important subject. '

Sincerely, o
© Wiriam W. HANCOCK,
General Counsel.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions

ADDRESS BY HonN. WiLLxam P. ROGERS, SECRE+
TARY OF BTATE, NOVEMBER 13, 1969

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS

Next Monday in Helsinki the United States
and the Soviet Union will open preliminary
talks leading to what could be the most criti-
cal negotiations on disarmament ever un-
dertaken. The two most powerful nations on
earth will be seeking a way to curb what to
date has been an unending competition in
the strategle arms race. .

The Government of the United States will
enter these negotlations with serious pur-
pose and with the hope that we can achieve
balanced understandings that will benefit
the cause of world peace and security. Yet we
hegin these negotiations knowing that they
are likely to be long and complicated and
with the full realization that they may not
succeed,

While I will not be able to discuss specific
proposals tonight, T thought it might be
helpful to outline the general approach of
our government in these talks.

I

Nearly a quarter of a century ago, when we
alone possessed nuclear power, the United
States proposed the formation of a Unlted
Nations Atomic Development Authority with
a world monopoly over all dangerous aspects
of nuclear energy. This proposal might well
have eliminated for all nations the dangers
and burdens of atomic weapons. Unhappily,
as we all know, 1t was rejected.

The implications were obvious. Others in-
tended to develop nuclear weapons on & na-
tional basie. The United States then would
have to contlnue its own nuclear program.
1t would have to look to its own security in
a nuclear-armed world, Thus we established
a national policy of maintaining nuclear
weapon strength adequate to deter nuclear
war by any other nation or nations. It was
our hope then, as it is now, to make cer=
tain that nuclear weapons would never again
be used.

The intervening decades have seen enor-
mous resources devoted to the development
of nuclear weapons systems. As both sides
expanded their force levels an action/reaction
pattern was established. 'This pattern was
fed by rapid progress in the technology of
nuclear weapons and advanced delivery sys-
tems. The mere availability of such sophlsti-
cated technology made it difficult for either
side by itself to refrain from translating that
technology into offensive and defensive
strateglc armaments.

Meanwhile, strategle planners, operating
in an atmosphere of secrecy, were obliged to
make conservative assumptions, including
caleulations on what became known as the
“worst case.” The people responsible for
planning our strategic security had to take
account of the worst assumptions about the
other’s intentions, the maximum plausible
estimate of the other’s capabilities and per-
formance of our own forces, The Soviets no
doubt did the same.

Under these circumstances it was difficult
during these many years for either side to
conclude that it had sufficient levels of
destructive power.

11

Yet that point in time has now clearly
been reached, As absolute levels of nuclear
power and delivery capability increased, a
situation developed in which both the United
States and the Soviet Union could effectively
destroy the society of the other, regardless
of which one struck first.

There are helpful mutual restraints in such
a situation. Sane national leaders do not
initiate strategic nuclear war and thus com-
mit their people to national suicide. Also
they must be careful not to precipitate a
conflict that could easily escalate into nu-
clear war. They have to take elaborate pre-
cautions against accidental release of a nu-
clear weapon which might bring on a nu-
clear holocaust.
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Tn brief the nuclear deterrent, dangerous
though 1t is, has worked. -

The present situation—in which both the
United States and the Soviet Union could
effectively destroy the other regardiess of
which struck first—radically weakens the
rationate for continuing the arms race.

Competitive accumulation of more sophis-
ticated weapons would not add to the basic
security of either side. Militarily it probably
would produce little or no net advantage.
Economically it would divert rescurces need-
ed elsewhere. Politically it would perpetu-
ate the tensions and fears that are the social
fallout of the nuclear arms race.

So a capaeity for mutual destruction lead$
to a mutual interest in putting a stop to the
strategic nuclear arms race,

Nonetheless technology advapces remorsé-
lessly. It offers new opportunities to both
sides to add to their offensive and defensive
strategic systems. Both sices find it difficuit
to reject these opportunities in an atmos-
phere of rivalry and in the absence of a veri-
fiable agreement. It raises temptations 5
seek strategic advantages. Yet now such ‘ad-
vantages cannot be hidden tor long, and both
sides will certainly take whatever counter-
measures are necessary to preserve their
retaliatory capability.

This is the situation in which the two sides
now find themselves. Where national security
interests may have operated in the past to
stimulate the strategic arms race, those same
national security interests may now operate
to stop or slow down the race. The question
to be faced in the strategle arms talks is
whether socletles with the advanced intel-
lect to develop these awesome weapons of
mass destruction have the combined wisdom
t0 control and curtail them.

III

In point of fact, we have already had
some successes in preliminary limitations.

We have 2 treaty banning military activi-
ties in Antarctica.

We have a treaty banning the orbiting of
weapons of mass destruction in outer space
and prohibiting the establishment of mill-
tary installations on the moon or other
celestial bodies.

We have reached agreement with the Soviet
Union on the text of & treaty forbidding the
emplacement of weapons of mass destruction
on the ocean floors, about to be considered
at the United Nations General Assembly.

These are agreements 1not to arm environ-
ments previously jnaccessible to weapons.
Manifestly there are fewer obstacles to such
agreements than there are to agreements
controlliing weapons already deployed or
under development.

But even in already “contaminated” en-
vironments there have been two important
control agreements:

.We have negotlated and ratified a Test
Ban Treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear
weapons in the atmosphere, under water, and
in outer space.

We have negotiated end are prepared at
any time to ratify simultaneously with the
Soviet Union, a Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. .

It should be pointed cut, though, that the
main objective of a Ntuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty is to prevent non-nuclear powers
from acquiring atomic weapons. The treaty
does not restrain any of the present nuclear
powers from further development of their
capabilities. The non-nuclear countries
therefore tend to look upon the treaty essen-
tially as a self-denying ordinance.

Accordingly, during the negotiations they
insisted upon assurances that the nuclear
powers would seriously pursue strategic arms
negotiations. We concurred and incorporated
a paragraph in the treaty which would re-
quire us to do s0.

I mention this to underscore two points.
First, that the disarmaraent agreements pre=-

of Remarks
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viously concluded have widely been regarded
as confidence bullding, preliminary sieps
which hopefully might lead fo more mpan-
ingful agreements on strabegle arms. Second,
when the United States apd the. Soviet
Unlon ratify the NPT, they will agree to
undertake negotiations in good faith for a
cessation of the nuclear arms race.

Héwever, given the complexity of the sira-
tegle situation, the vital national interesis
involved, and the traditional impulses to
seek protection’ in military strength it is
easy to be cynical about the prospects for
the talks into which we are about to enser.

Nonetheless some basis for hope exists,

First 1s the fact that the talks are being
held at all. The diplomatic exchanges lead-
ing up to these $alks were responsible in
nature. And the talks themselves will require
discussion of militery matters by both sides
in which the veil of secrecy will have to be,
if not lifted, at leamst refashioned. These
factors lead us to the hope that the talks
are being entered intc seriously.

Second 1s the matter of tlming. Previous
disparity in nuclear strength has been suc-
ceeded by the situation of sufficiency of
which I have already spoken, And because
this condition will continue for the foresce-
able future the time then seeins to be pro-
pitious for considering how to curb the race
in which neither side 1n all likelthood can
gain meaningful advantage.

Third 1s a mutuality of interest. Under
present circumstances an equitable limlta-
tion on strategic nuclear wsapons would
strengthen the natlonal security of both
sides. If this 18 mutually perceived—if both:
sides - conduct these talks in the light, of
that perception—the talks may accomplish
an historie breakthrough in the pattern of
confrontation that has characterized tae
postwar world.

May I pause to polnt out agzin that I do
not wish to predict that the .talks will be
easy or thai progress is imminent or for
that matter likely. Mutuality of interest for
states acecustomed to rvalry is difficult bo
perceive, Traditions are powerful, Tempta-
tions to seek advantage run strong. Develop-
ments in other areas are bound to have &n
impect on these discussions.

Both parties will approach the talks with
great cautlon and pursue them with im-
maculate eare. The United States and the
Soviet Union are entirely capable of pro-
tecting their vital iuterests and can be
counted upon o A6 s0. So there is little
chance that either side would accept an out-
come that leads to its net national disac-
vantage. In our case also we would not agree
to anything adversely affecting the national
interests of our allies, who will continue to
be consulted as the talks develop.

On the other hand we must also recognize
that a prime nigue of international pol-
ities—as of other itics—is talk, If these
talks are serious t ey ecan lead o better
understanding on both sides of the rationales
behind strategic weapons decisions. This in
itself mighi provide a climate in which to
avoid compulsive declslons.

Talks need not necessarily cali for an ex-
plicit agreement at any particular stage.
Whether we can slow down, stop or even-
tually throw the arms race into reverse, re-
mains to be seen. It also remaine to be seen
whether this be by a formal treaty or trea-
ties, by a series of sgreements, by parallel
action, or by a convergénce of viewpoints re-
sulting from a better understanding of re-
spective positions,

What counts at this point is that a dinlogue
is beginning about the management of the
strateglc relations of the two superpowers o
A better, safer, cheaper basls than uncon.
urolled acquisition of still more weapons,

The United States approsches the talks as
an. opportunity to rest our security on what
1 would call a balanced strategy.
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In pursuit of this balanced strategy of
security we will enter the Helsinki talks with
three objectives:

To enhance interrational security by main-
talning a stahle US-Soviet strategic relation-
ship through lmitations on the deployment
of strategic armame:nts.

To halt the upward spiral of strategic arms
arl avpid the tenslons, uncertainties, and

costs of an unrestralned continuation of the

strategicarmsrace.

To reduce the risk of an outbreak of ny-
clear war through a dialogue about issues
arising from the strategic situation.

Some say that there will be risks in such a
process. But it is easy to focus too much on
the risks that would acecompany such a new
anvironment snd too little on the risks of
the one in which we now live. Certainly, such
risks are minimal compared to the henefits
“or mankind which would flow from success.
f am confldent that this country will not let
down its guard, lose its alertness, or rail to
maintain  adeguate programe to protect
against a collapse or evasion of ‘any strategic
Arms agreement. No delegation to any dis-
armament negotiation has ‘ever been better
vrepared or better qualified than the United
State delegation. Tae risks in seeking an
agreement seem to b2 manageable, insurable,
and reasonable ones to run. They seem less
dangerous than the 1isks of open-ended arms
competition—risks about which we perhaps
have become somewhat callous. .

v

I have mentioned the rewards of progress
in terms of international security, world
crder, and improved opportunities for re-
placing a stalemated confrontation with
4 process of negotiations,

But there are also other stakes in these
talks that come closer to home. On both
sides of this strateglc race there sare ur-
gent needs for resources to meet pressing
domestic needs. Strategic Weapons caanof
solve the problems of how we live at home,
or how we live in the world in this last third
of the Twentieth Century. The Sovlet Union,
which devotes a mucl larger proportion of its
national resources to armaments than do we,
must see this as well.

Who knows the rewards if we suceceed in
diverting the energy, time and attention——
the manpower and brainpower—devoted to
ever more sophisticated weapons to other
and more worthwhile purposes?

Speaking before ths United Nations Gen-
eral. Assembly two months ago, Presldent
Nixon said that he hoped the strategic arms
talks would begin socn because “there is no
more important, task before us.” And he
added that we must “make a determined ef-
fort not only to limit the build-up of slra-
tegic arms, but to reverse it.”

Just last week President Podgorny of the
Soviet Unlon said: “A positive outcome of
the lalks would undoubtedly help improve
Soviet-American relations and preserve and
strengthen the peace.” To that I 83y “Amen.”’

He added that: “The Soviet Union is striv-
ing te achieve precisely such results.” Well,
50 are we; and in this we have the support
of the military ssrvices, of the Congress, and
of the American people,

To that end this Government approaches
the Strategic Arms Limitations Talk in sober
and serious determination to do our Tull
part to bring a halt to this unproductive
and costly competition in strategic nuclear
armaments.

MuSSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT TO AMBABSADOR
JERARD SMITH AT THE OPENING OF THE
TRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION ‘TALKS AT
HELSINKI, FINLAND

You are embarking upon one of the most
momentous negotiations ever entrusted to
an American delegation.

I do not mean to belittle the past. The
Antarctle Treaty, the Limited Test Ban
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Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, and most
recently the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which
‘we hope will soon enter into force, were all
important steps along the road to interna-
tlonal security. Other tasks remain on the
agenda of the United Nations and the Con-
ference of the Commitive on Disarmament.
Today, however, you will begin what all of
yowr fellow citizens in the United States and,
I believe, all people throughout the world,
profoundly hope will be a sustained effort
not only to limit the build-up of strategic
forces but to reverse it.

I do not underestim:ne the difficulty of
your task, the nature of modern weapons
makes their control an exceedingly complex
endeavor. But this verv fact ircreases the
importance of your effort.

Nor do I underestimate the suspicion and
distrust that must be dispelled if you are to
succeed in your sssignment.

I am also conscious of the historical fact
that wars and crises besween nations can
arise not simply from the existence of arms
but from clashing interests or the ambitious
pursuit of unilateral inierests. That is why
we seek progress toward the solution of the
dangerous palitical issues of our day.

I am nevertheless hopeful that your ne-
gotiations with representatives from the Sa-
viet Union will serve to ‘ncrease mutual se-
curity. Such a result is possible il we
approach these negotiations recognizing the
legltimate security intercsts on each side.

I have stated that for cur part we will he
guided by the concept of maintaining “suf-
ficieney"” in the forces required to proteci
ourselves and our allies. ! recognize that the
leaders of the Soviet Union bear similar de-
fense responsibilities, I halieve it is poksible,
however, that we can Carry out our respec-
tive responsibilities under a mautually ac-
ceptable limitation and eventual reduction
of our strategic arsenals,

We are prepared to discuss limitations on
all offensive and defensive systems, and to
reach agreements in which both sides can
have confidence, As I stated in my address to
the United Nations, we are prepared to deal
with the issues seriously, carefully, and pur-
pesefully. We seek no unilateral advantage.
Nor do we seek arrangements which could
be prejudicial to the interests of third PAar-
ties, We are prepared to engage in bons fide
negotiations on concrete issues, avoiding
Ppolemics and extraneous niatters.

No one can foresee what the outcome of
your work will be. I belicve your approach
to these telks will demonstrate the serious-
ness of the United States in pursuing a path
of equitable accommodation. I am convinced
that the limitation of strategic arms is in
the mutual interest of our country and the
Soviet Union,

DEPARTMYNT OF STATE,
Wushington, D.C., December 17, 1969.
Hon. Lee H. HAMILTON,
House of Representatives,
Washingion, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN HAmMILTON: The Secre-
tary haes asked me to reply to your letter of
December 8 concerning SALT.

I understand that Mr. William W. Han-
cock, the General Counssl of ACDA, has
already written to you in response to an
identical letter you sent to that Agency. As
he pointed out, it is too 2arly to forecast
what form possible arrangements that might
emerge from SALT would take. Whatever the
arrangements, they would. of course, be de-
signed to conform to Constitutional and
statutory requirements.

Thank you for your interest in these
negotiaticns, As the Secretary has indicated,
progress thus far in the preliminary talks
has been encouraging.

Sincerely yours,
H. G. TORBERT, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Secreiury for Congres-
sional Relations.
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ASSISTANT SECR‘ETARY oF DEFENSE,
Washmgton D.C., December 22, 1969.
Hon. LEEH, HAMILTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DearR Mg, HamILTon: The Secretary of De-
fense has asked me to reply to your letter of
December 8, 1969, concerning our goal at the
SALT talks.

I agree with you that there is an important
distinction between a formalized arms limita-
tion treaty and an informal agreement. How-
ever, at this early stage of our contacts with
the Soviet Union, it would be inappropriate
for the Department of Defense to make any
statement on the desired form of agreement.
The results of the complex negotiations on
the content of a possible agreement will cer-
tainly influence-the President’s decislon with
respect to its form.

I trust you will understand that we cannot
supply a more expliclt response to your
question at this time.

1 s )
Bincerely,
o “YUAN-L1 WU,
Deputy Assistant Secretary.

A 16-YEAR- OLD <] MA’I‘URE RF‘FLEC-
TIONS ON THE CONSTITUTION

W,

HON. VANCE HARTKE
OF INDIANA .

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, Februagry 6, 1970

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on a
recent trip to my native soil in southern
Indiana my attention was called to a

speech given not long ago by a 18-year-

old student, at Tell City High School, Mr.
Willlam Harry Hollander. Presented to
Post No. 2113 of the American Legmn
the speech stresses those dynamm and
creative elernents in our Constitution
which help to keep it a vital and livihg
document in a changing world,

I was so struck by the thoughtfulness
and, cogency of young Mr. Hollander’s
remarks that T wanted to share them
with Senators. I, therefore, ask unani-
mous consent that Mr. Hollander’s
speech be printed in the REcorp.

There being no obJectlon the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: .

THE CONSTITUTION. IN A CHANGING WQRLD

In 1787 one of the most important docu-
ments in the history of mankind was writ-
ten, The United States Constitution, draffed
at a critical point in our nation’s history, was
“Intended to bind the young nation bogether
and it did that job well. The United States
had suffered through & permd of economic
and political instability in the years imme-
diately Tollowing thé revolutionary war. The
weak framework for the law of the land, The
Articles of Confedeération, was clearly not
strong enough to hold the nation together
for very long and so the states demded to
strengthen the Articles by calling a conven-
.. tlon to reform them in 1787. Fortux}ately, the

mén appolnted to the conyention were fore-
sighted enough to see that the arﬁcles should
be discarded and a new constitution written.
“The whole human race ‘will be a.'ﬁected by
the precedings of this convention®, said Gov-
ernor Morris, who headed the commn,tee that
eventually wrote the final draft. The dele-
gates faced a tremendous challenge. The ex-
amples of the past suggested the seeming
impossibility of a large-scale republic. But
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this revolutionary generation was not dis-
mayed and eventually that is what they
called for. When the convention was finished
Benjamin Franklin, who was one of the dele-
gates, was asked by a a lady, “Well, Doctor,
what have we got a republic or a monarchy?”
“A Republic,” replied the sage, “if you can
keep it.”

Remarkably, America has kept it. The fail-
ure of others to do so points up the stability
of our constitution. In the period of Ameri-
can history since the constitution was
adopted France has gone through five con-
stitutions and has switched from a republic
10 a monarchy and back to a republic. In
1789, again in 1848, and once again in 1871
France was hit with uprisings not planned
and instigated by conspirators but rather
spontaneous revolutions by the mass of the
French people and in 1948 virtually the en-
tire continent of Europe was hit as well. Rus-
sia may provide the best example of a revolu-
tionary climate. Its’ rulers frankly proclaimed
autocracy the first and best principle of
government. In 1917 the autocrats fell and
the gommunists took power. But these are
not the only examples, History is filled with
the stories of governments that fatled to keep
up with times and were overthrown.

Somehow, America has escaped violent rev-
olution. Only once in our one hundred-
ninety year history has the strength of the
government been seriously jeopardized. It is
not that America has not had its dark mo-
ments. Many foreign governments would have
toppled during the depression of the 1930's
but even at that time the American govern-
ment remained stable, sustained by a new
President elected in the midst of that de-
pression. Political assassinations have top-
pled governments in other nations, yet the
United States passed sadly but smoothly
through the assassinations of four American
Presidents in its relatively short history.

What is the key to America’s stability? I
feel that it lies in the Constitution, the
backbone of our system. Certainly few na-
tions can boast of a constitution that has
not been rewritten in two centuries and
fewer still can boast of a more stable gov-
ernment today.

Viclent revolution is virtually impossible
in a nation whose political system is, by
definition, concerned with the rights and
interests of every citizen. But, in a nation of
200 million it is easy for the system to become
detached from the people and if a nation is
to survive it must keep in touch with the
people, and with the times. That is where
the American system, as outlined in the Con-
stitution excels.

History shows us how times change. The
French monarchial system had worked for
many years but by 1789, when it was over-
thrown, It was obviously not working. For
years the Russian people lived under autoc-
racy but finally in 1917 they grew tired. In

both cases the times had changed but the

governments had not. Here in the United
States one could hardly expect a constitution
written when only four million people lived
in this country and the best roads were those
of packed mud to effectively govern a nation
of 200 million in the jet-age without chang-
ing drastically. And it is true: America’s
Constitution has changed. The ideas set
forth in 1787 remain but the forms of these
ideas are unrecognizable.

The United States Constitution has many
built-in methods of change. Three are very
obvious. The first one is perhaps the most
exciting and the most dramatic example of
democracy in action. That is, of course, the
election, Through a national election every
four ‘years and periodic state and local €lec~
tions, Americans can vote to in effect “over-
throw” their government. Certainly the re-
sults of many past electlons have made radi-
cal changes in government policy. But, it
must be pointed out that these changes were
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made peacefully and by the will of the
majority of the people. The second method,
making amendments to the constitution is
used less frequently, but can make just as
dramatic a change in the nation. The United
States Constitution has been amended only
fifteen times since the Bill of Rights was
adopted in December of 1791. But some of
our most important and controversial
changes have come about by amendments.

The third method is probably used the
most, yet recognized the least. That method
lles in the awesome pcwer of the courts to
interpret the constitution. By changing in-
terpretations to fit the times the federal court
system is largely responsible for keeping the
constitution one of the most important and
respected documents in our changing world.

But, if this document 1s to help us solve
the problems facing cur natlon today we
must first resolve to live under it. Those who
preach violent revolution, no matter how
small a minority they are, are ignoring the
basic idea of the constitution: peaceful
change, They cannot be allowed to inflict
their methods on the government, though if
we, as a government, are to survive we must
at least listen to the views of all people. We
must learn from the historles of other gov-
ernments that a group of people whose views
are not listened to ancl heeded by the gov-
ernment are inclined to do away with or at
least violently change that government, We
have seen that America’s Constitution pro-
vides for the peaceful change that can make
violent change unnecessary. But, we must
make sure at all times that our machinery
for change is in good working order for if it
falters for even a moment we will be in
serious jeopardy. In these changing times the
constitution is facing a serious cheallenge but
it has been challenged before and it has
always survived. The Constitution was not
meant to be an old, musty document, spoken
of only in history books but rather a live,
changing guideline for a nation on-the move.
As “Time"” magazine observed in its January
5th issue of this year, “Most middle Ameri-
cans and most radicals share one blind spot:
they tend to forget that both the form
and the content of the United States govern-
ment have undergone enormous changes over
the years and that the Constitution will tol-
erate much more change without having
the entire system collapse.”

Defending the American Constitution alone
is not enough. We must make sure that the
Constitution is in fact keeping up with the
times, is not alienating large groups of so-
ciety, and thus is not in itself breeding revo-
lution.

Abraham Lincoln said in 1861, ‘This coun-
try, with its institutions, belongs to the peo-
ple who inhabit it. Whenever they shall grow
weary of the existing government they can
exercise their constitutional rights of amend-
ing 1t or their revolutionary right to dis-
member or overthrow if.” To me those lines
represent the most valuable section of the
United States Constitution:—the section
that provides for changing what is wrong.

Today, it may be that our political parties
are growing too detached from the people,
that too few people are choosing our candi-
dates. It may be that younger people, with
increased education, deserve the right to vote
at an earlier age. Dozens of other possible
problem areas in our government have been
pointed out; certainly zll do not need chang-
ing, but the least we can do is explore into
them. .

That is the challenge of the 1970's: to find
what is wrong and change it while holding
on to what is right. If the constitution will
continue to change, and I think it can, Amer-
ica will gain from the experience.

As Benjamin Franklin told the lady after
the Constitutional Convention, “you have a
republic if you can keep it.”

-

of Remarks
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ADDRESS BY JAMES D. HITTLE

HON. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN
IN THE Hovséroﬁlﬁggsmﬂnvzs '
Thursday, February 5, 1970

NMr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, re-
cently I was privileged Yo introduce the
Honorable James D.*Hittle, Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Manpower and
Reserve Affairs, to the Greater East
Lansing Chamber of Commerce, East
Lansing, Mich., who gave a most enlight-
ening, provocative speech on the current
situation In Vietnam. I commend it to
the attention of my colleagues and in-

- ¢lude his remarks in the RECORD:
REMARKS BY HONORABLE JamEes D. HITTLE,

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE Navy (Mawn=
- POWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS), AT THE AN-

NUAL MEETING OF THE GREATER Eas

LANSING CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, KELLOG

CENTER, MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY, EA

LANSING, MIcH., JANUARY 15, 1970

' INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ]

It 1s & pleasure for me to be with yoii th
evening. I'm glad to be here for the very
simple but real reason that I can join with

- you in remembering the man who was your
friend and my father.

* Por me to be present on the oceasion of
the first “Senator Harry F, Hittle Award” is
an experience which I cherish and will long
remember. It; 1s not necessary t0 speak to
you regarding my father’s contributions %o
our State, his old-fashioned concept that
public service is a normal duty of citizenship,
and that our form of government is one of
the finest achlevements of man, ~

However, I do want to tell you that from
the rare vantage point of a son observing
his father, T was impressed early in life by
his devotion to_our principles of law, our
form of governmient, and the essential comm-~
mon sense of our citizens. In his quiet and
gincere way, he had a deep and abiding affec-
tion for all of you in this community. As
many of you will recall, he was & mian ‘of
great moral strength, and firmness of spirit,
and had the determination to achiéve that
which needed to be done for the betterment
of our community, oo

At the bame time, along with such
strength of character, he had, as many of you
will also remember, deep compassion for his
fellowman. He was a worthy antagonist in
the courts and in the political forum, Yet, I
well remember that he never had a personal
enemy. He refused to personalize opposition.
In & real sense he Hved by the wise, but oft-
“forgotten proverb, that life is too short to
engage In personal animosity.

And s0 tonight, on behalf of my mother,
my sister, and for myself, I take this occasion
to thank you for remembering my father
_wlith this first annual award which you have

“so generously éstablished in his memory.

... ‘Tonight I would like to talk with you
about what we all recognize as one of the
most Important issués of our time. I refer
to the Vietnam War. I would like to pass
on.to you some of my thoughts 'as to those
who are fighting there for freedom, and also,

.mYy. opinions, based on repeafed visits to
Vietnam, as to the §ogndne§s of President
Nixon’s policies of Vietnamization. ST

Let me say right at this point that any-
one today who has serious ilsgivings about
the character and the patriotism of Amerl-
can_youth should go to Vietnam~—and those

+misglvings will be dispelled. ’

. Officers and NCOs who have commahded
in World War II, Korea, and now in Viet-
nam, are high in their praise of todaj’s
young American Hghting man. They say

-would take place on the other side of th

- from the moral standpoint:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of

today 1s by far the best we've ever had in the
Armed Forces. ) :

Of course, the reference to the magnificent
services being performed by young Americans
gserving In Vietnam brings us squarely face
to face with probably the most important
single issue facing our Nation.

Tt is the issue of supporting our Nation
and our Commander-in-Chief—The Presi-
dent—in this difficult time. :

It is the natural role of responsible and
understanding American citizens to make it
crystal clear, through a show of patriotic
solidarity that the protesters, the dissenters,
and the faint-hearted are not the majority of
the American people.

During my recent visit to Vietnam, I was
repeatedly told by our fighting men, many

serving i tours of duty there,
that y hoped tha e President would
be pported fully in khis Vietnamization

icy and the resulting erly timed
pasured withdrawal of U.S. rces. They
sald that If he gets this backing from the
Amerlcan people—as I am sure he will—thelr
efforts in South Vietnam will come out suc-~
cessfully.

I know that I need not tell you of the dan- -

ger of the proposals for a precipitant with-
drawal of U.S. forces from South Vietnam.
The President of the United States clearly
forth the pitfalls of such a dangerous
when he spoke in clear terms to the
le a few months ago.

ent so well pointed out, such
e precipitant w awal would allow the
Communists to repe e massacres which
followed their takeover In™X Vietnam 15
years ago. At that time the unists
murdered more than 50,000 people an&-hun-
dreds of thousands more died a slow de
in the slave labor camps.

And, of course, our precipitant withdrawal
would endanger well over a million Roman
Catholic refugees who fled to South Viet-
nam when the Communists took over in the
north, These are people who value freedom
of religion and the desire to worship God in
their own way above all worldly possessions.
They left their farms, their homes, their
personal possessions and fled south, often
with little more than their Bible.

On one of my visits to Vietnam I had the
opportunity to talk with one of these Catho-
lic refugees from the north. We sat in a
gulet corner of a slde street tea-room in
Salgon. He has, today, a very modest Job—

-but enough to provide food and some sort of

roof for his family. And, he has, he sald,
freedom, I asked him what would happen 1f
the Communists should take over South
Vietnam. He thought for a moment and said,
“The answer is stmple, There would be noth~
ing but torture and death for my family
and myself.”

Are those -who are today advocating a
precipitant pull-out willing to sacrifice a
million people, such as this man and his
family. Apparently, such sacrifice is accept-

- able to some.

Just because the bloodletting and torture

world doesn't make it aRy more accep

There's one thing that 5 should
well know: that freedom is visible, and
that the destruction of freedom anywhere
means the destruction of some Ifreedom
everywhere.

A precipitant withdrawal from South

‘ Vietnam would mean also, as the President

so pointedly stated, that it would be the

' first defeat in our Nation’s history and that

it would end worldwide confidence in Amer-

" ican leadership,

You and I know full well that no nation

' can survive and reach the fulfillment of its
" destiny by letting down its friends, breaking
! " its word, and running scared before the
without exception that the young serviceman

oppressor,

February 6, 1970

If history teaches anything, it is that
nations, like people, cannot with impunity
break their pledge or shirk their respon-
sibilitities.

I am confident that we all shared a sense
of reassurance and new confidence when
the President told the Nation on November
3rd that he was not golng to take the easy
way out; he was not going to endanger the
quest for peace by a precipitant withdrawal.
That he would not, in effect, preside over a
retreat that would trigger a disaster of im-
mense magnitude.

By leading us in a policy of standing firm~
on our word, by our pledge, to our allies and
friends, and being iaithful to ourselves, the
President also is moving toward the goal
that Americans devotedly hope for. That
goal is a firm and honorable peace.

We Americans treasure peace but we know
that peace at any price is the easiest thing
to get. All we have to -do to get that kind
of peace is to surrender. We also know that
peace at any price is not really peace. It's
the silent peace of the concentration camp—
the blood splattered wall—the mass graves.
But achieving an honorable peace is not a
unilateral endeavor. After listening to the
President’s point-by-point account of the
actions he has initiated in the quest for
peace; one can only come to the simple but
inescapable conclusion that failure to
achieve peace in Vietnam rests firmly with
Hanoi and not with the United States and
our allies. )

In his search for the end to the conflict,
the President has adopted the policy of Viet-
namization of the struggle in South Viet-
nam. It means to shift gradually the respon-
sibilitles of peace winning to the South

Remarks

- Vietnamese.

Of course, those, including the faint-
arted, who criticize our stand in Vietnam
aghinst oppression say that the South Viet-
st won't ecarry thelr own load and
that \hey won't-fight, Well, let me say that
this chuld very well be sheer falsehood and
viciouspropagandsa,

Let give you a few facts about the lie
that the\South Vietnamese won't fight.

Let’s ajproach it this way: the number of
battle cadualties is a good indicator of the
willingnesk of a people to fight. So, let’s take
the matted of South Vietnam’s military com-

ing their
gression.

If we project South Vietnam’s casualties
into our/U.8, population, which is about 13

is tfe equivalent of over one million combat
dedd for the United States.

This means, in turn, that on a percentage
of population basis, the total of military
war dead suffered so far by South Vietnam
is: More than 13 times our total in World
War I; over three tires our total in World
War II; about 36 times our total in the entire
Korean War.

Therefore, when judged on a relative basis
with what our own nation suffered in our
great struggles against oppression, South
Vietnam measures up extremely well.

South Vietnam has, by every measure, set
forth a high example of opposition to com-
munism, and of sacrifice, devotion to free-
dom and determination to keep It.

What South Vietnam has paid and is pay-
ing in blood to stay free deserves the com-
mendation, not the condemnation, of free-
dom-loving people.

And still the South Vietnamese are fight-
ing and dying to turn back Communist ag-
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policy questions which mjight arise during
the review, The Committee has alsa requested
GAO 1o limit the distribution of .the report
brior to its release by the Committee.

Medicare is administered by the Soclial Se-
curlty Administration (Ssa), Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). Illi-
nols Medical Service (Blue Shield) has been
operating under a contract with. SSA to
-make payments of Medlcare clalms, for physi-
- clans' services in several counties in Ilinois,

Ancluding Cook County,

In eccordance with certain SSA regula-
tlons, issued In August 1967, bayments under
the supplementary medical insurance por-
tHon (part B) of the Medlcare program could
be made for the professional services ren-
dered to Medicare patients by supervisory or
teaching physicians In a hospital in cases
where the physicians are the patients’ at-
tending physlelans and provide personal and
‘identifiable direction to interns and residents
who are particltpating in the care of thelr
patlents. =

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

From April 1968 to Apri} 15, 1969, when, at
the direction of SSA, Blue Shield suspended
“making payments of APCCH claims, APCCH
had received about £1.6 million in payments
under part B of the Medicare program for the
‘gervices of attending physicians.

The GAO review of patient medical records
of Cook County Hospital indicated that the
.professional services billed by APCCH and
paid by Blue Shield had been furnished, in
almost all cases, by residents and interns at
the hospltal and showed only limited in-
volvement of the attending physicians in
whose names the services had been billed.

"The GAO review of the hospital medical
records applicable to selected Medicare claims
‘for attending physicians’ services showed
that:

For 60 of the 72 initial visits for which
billings had been made, the medical records
Bupporting the specific services billed dis-
‘elosed no. involvement of any sttending
‘Physiclans, although the SAA regulations
provided that the attending physicians
whould, review the batients’ histories and
Pphysical examipations .and bersonally ex-
‘atilne the patients within reasonable periods
wfter admission., (See p. 29.)

For 129 of 747 follow-up visits billed, no
fNotations had been made by any physicians,
Ineluding residents or Interns, to indicate
that physiclans had seen the patients. For
the remaining 618 visits, which were sup-
Jported by physicians’ notatlons, attending
Physlelans had been identified as involved in
providing the services for only 35 visits and
residents and interns had been _identified as
Pproviding the services for nearly all the re-
malining visits, (See p. 31.)

The medical records applicable to 38 con-
sultations for which the Medicare program
had been billed disclosed no Involvement of
the attending physiclans in whose names the
services had been billed. {See p. 34.)

Hospital records in nine of 18 cases in-
‘volving charges for operating room surgery
did not indicate thaf attending physicians
had been present during the operations.
(See p. 37.) ;

Hospital records in 31 of 39 cases involy-

" ing charges for minor surgical procedures
dld not indicate that attending physicians
“had been specifically involved. (See p. 40.)

Officials of APCCH and Cook County Hos-
pital advised GAO that generally the serv-
tces weré provided to the patients under
the direction of sttending physicians respon-
#ible for the patients care but that evi-
dence of such direction was not incor-
.porated into the, patients’ medical recorgs.

- RECOMMENDATIONS OF, SUGGESEIONS
. sdlthough In April 1969 SSA Issued new
and more comprehensive -guldelines which
were Intended to clarify and supplement the
criteria for making payments for the sery-

dces of supervisory or teaching physicians,
GAO suggested that SSA inquire further into
the propriety of the charges being allowed
when the circumstances outlined above
existed at hospitals, -

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED IESUES

HEW pointed out that SSA, by letter dated
April 9, 1969, had directed Blue Shield to
‘suspend further payments to APCCH. HEW
stated that it would inquire further into the
specific circumstances described by GAO,
(See p. 68.)

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the unanswered questions
here are: First, Who forget these false
medicare claims? Second, to whom and
for what purpose has the money been
diverted? And third, why was the Social
Security Administration so late in taking
action to protect the taxpayers’ interests
once these discrepencies were discovered
and who in this Government agency was
responsible for this laxity? [

- o ot
WE NEED PRESIDENTIAL LEADER-

SHIP FOR WAGE-PRICE GUIDE-
LINE

ROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
er Price Index advanced by 6.1
last year. Thus, in a year when
Inistration proclaimed that it
ting inflation, prices continued
an exceedingly high rate.

inistration relied almost ex-
clusively on ti money as a means of
stopping inﬂatiMrtainly proposed
very little in the “fiscal®field where Con-
gress intervened to cut k the Presi-
dent’s requests by $5.6 bill n. If the
President had really tried, he wauld have
broposed large cuts last year in ?ni\litary
spending,’a reduction in space sperdi

vocacy of the SST directly contradicts
the rhetoric of fighting inflation.

In addition to failure in the fiscal
policy field, there has been failure else-
where too. The major area where much
more could have been done and should
have been done is in leadership from the
White House against large wage and
price increases. I am not talking abo
controls; I am talking about guidelizts.
These are important because in-
dustries involved, in most ca&ss, are far
from competitive in the classical sense.
Prices are “administered,” or there are
only two or three firms so that “jaw-
boning” can work.

It did work in the past. In 1968, those
industries subjected to White House jaw-
boning had price rises of only 1 percent
compared with almost 3 percent else-
where. ,

But in 1969, without “jawboning,’ the
same group had a price rise of 6 percent
while others moved up only 3.5 percent.

On Sunday, Hobart Rowen, in the
Washington Post, wrote about this issue
in some depth, quoting Arthur Okun, for-
merly of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, and the work of Gardiner Means
and Adolph Berle, among others. I ask
unanimous consent that Mr, Rowen’s
article be printed in the Recorp.

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

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 25, 1870]
‘ALL WOoN’T BE SOLVED BY BALANCED Bupcer
(By Hobart Rowen)

This time, President Nixon came down,
hard on the problem of infAation; a year ago
(and this is admitted privately in high ad-
ministration councils) the problem was
¥astly underestimated.

For a while, it may be recalled, the Presi-
dent wasn’'t sure that the income tax sur-
charge needed to be extended. And it wasn’t
until early March, 1969, that the administra-
dlon understood the extend of the business
Investment boom.

But now, says the President, he can think
of no action more important than “for the
Congress to join this administration in the
battle to stop the rise In the cost of living.”

The pity of it, however, is that the Presi-
dent seems just as determined this year as he
was last to give labor and management a
free hand to get whatever the traffic will bear
in wages and prices,

We may—hopefully—learn more Ifrom the
Economic Report due to go to Congress

"shortly. But the President’s entire anti-infla-
tion program, is based on the classic Repub-
lican belief that all will be solved by bal-
ancing the budget.

Excessive federal expenditures, uncompen-
sated by a sensible tax policy, have doubtless
contributed to inflation. But the federal gov-
ernment has been running a surplus for
more than a year, in company with a mone-
tary policy so tight that interest rates are
the highest in more than 100 years.

Still, prices move up. Even as the economy
failed to show real growth in the fourth
quarter, the consumer price index was rising
at a faster rate than when Mr, Nixon took
over,

There is always a lag, we have been assured,
between the tmposition of a policy of re-
straint and actual results in terms of lesser
rates of inflation. But the time has dragged
on, and some administration insiders con-
fess that there should have been results long
ago.

Last year's rate of Inflation—86.1 per cent
of the consumer index—cannot be sustained.
Yet, even the most optimistic adminigtra-
tlon men warn that there cannot be much
rogress this year.

gested by former
Robert V. Roosa. This was openly espoused
last week by many builders and moneymar-
ket men at the National Association of Home
Builders convention in Houston. Even more
of them urge selective controls on credit by
the Federal Reserve.

- But the President seemsg determined to re-
ly on expenditure control--and. on that
alone.

Perhaps the most significant phrase in the
speech was this: “It is time to quit putting
geod money into bad programs; otherwise,
we will end up with bsd money and bad
programs.”

This reflects the urging of Arthur F. Burns
that more attention be paid to “zero-base
budgeting”—the requirenent that an agency
Justify each year the case for its entire ap-
propriation, not just the Increase over a
previous year’s.

No doubt, this is sound doctrine. It could
lead to ellmination of rauch bureaucratic
federal waste. But it isn’t likely to do much
about 1970's inflation.

The President properly assigns a good
share of the blame for inflation to his Demo-
cratic predecessors. But he is stuck with his
own record for 1969—anc. not the least of
administration failures has been its own in-
ability to limit expenditures, as it promised
&0 do. -
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Beyond that, however, Mr. Nixon refuses
to recognize that in the absence of any pres-
sures from the White House on what Arthur
Okun calls “responsive” industries, prices
shoot up higher than they otherwise would.

There is more than just politics in this
charge. Okun, who was Lyndon Johnson’s
Economic Council chairman, recently re-
vealed that LBYs jawboning was far more
extensive than publicly reported. And 1t paid
off.

In 1968, for example, those industries that
were pressured to minimize their price hikes
boosted prices an average of 1 per cent,

h)

CHANGES IN PRICTS OF SELECTED COMMODIT
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while all other commoddities on the indus-
trial wholesale commedity index (including
those that rejected LiJ's urgings) rose 2.9
per cent.

But last year, after Mr. Nixon made it
clear that jawboning was out, the ‘‘respon-
sive” group rose 6 per cent, while all others
moved up 3.5 per cent. (See table below.)

Okun's data makes clear that there is a
wide area of price discretion in some seg-
ments of American irdustry. This has been
amply documented over the years by Gar-
diner Means anc Adolph Berle; and in a re-
cent study of 1969, Means suggests thet a

£S--1969 COMPARED WITH

January 26, 1970

realistic inflation-control policy must deal
directly with corporations and unions who
have & unique power to generate a part ot
the Inflation. ’

For example, can the admainistration con-
tinue to ignore the spectacle of sharply ris-
ing steel prices at a tlme when steel produc-
tion, if not agtually dowii, is barely stable?

1f the President's anti-inflation program
for 1970 is nothing more shan contained in
the State of the Unlon message, 1870 is likely
to be just as troubled a year as 1969. It
could, in fact, be worse: at least, in 1969,
‘there was no recession.

PRIOR PERIODS

Relative
impor-
k(ance Annual rate, percent change ?
per- ——— -
cent)t 1969 1966-68 1968 1967 1966  1961-65
s.elected petroleum products: Laundry equipment_.___
i 2.772 3.5 ~0.6 -—-09 -—36 28 -0.9 Selected steel products:
. 843 4.8 1.2 T .9 12 -1 Finished_______ .-
1,083 3.7 29 -L3 59 L6 .4 Semifinished_.. ...
Suifur products: } Selected nonferrous met
1T S, 014 --33.2 18.1 7.7 39.3 9.8 1.6 Aluminum ingot._.
Sulfuric acid..__ . 085 0 9.3 3.7 2.0 6.0 L2 Algminum ingot,
Tires and tubes_. 1.221 2.2 3.9 1.7 42 3.1 -2 atloyed.. ... ..
Paperboard. ... .. . 669 5.0 —-1.8 ~-2.8 --3.3 7 -1 Aluminum shapes_. ...
Glass containers. - .375 5.3 3.3 9.1 0 L .6 Copper wirebar___. ...
Cigarettes..... .- . 890 6.6 3.6 1.6 50 4.2 8 Copper and brass
Newsprint, standard . 426 23 2.2 0 2.1 4.6 -.3 shapes. .. ...
Photograpﬁic suppli . 346 3.4 2.2 2.6 5.1 —.5 .8 Wire and cable.__.
Passenger cars.. 5. 818 Lg 1.2 1.2 1.9 .3 -1 Listed items_._. .
Tin-cans...._ .30 2.7 2.3 30 1 0 2.3 All other (nonlisted
industrials______
Al industrials. .. ..

Relative
impor-
t(ance Annual rate, parcent change *

pef- ———— R
cent)t 1969 1966-68 1968 1967 1966 1961-65
L2482 1.2 1.7 2.4 2.8 —-0.1 —1.3
4,247 6.8 1.6 2.2 1.3 13 .4
272 5.7 1.4 .3 29 1.0 .3
.143 87 1.7 3.0 20 © —1.2
. 058 7.2 2.5 4.6 1.9 10 ...
.660 6.7 1.2 2.4 1.1 .2 —2.5
.38 24.3 53 10.2 59 0 3.7
L7438 279 41 4.2 57 1.5 3.8
.809 222 1.7 -—-3.8 2.3 1.0 —3.5
22,463 6.0 1.7 1.0 1.9 2.1 .1
77.537 3.5 2.3 2.9 19 2.3 .5
100.0 10 2.2 2.9 1.9 2.2 4

e s e et e e A

< Fraction of industrial whoesa'e price index in December 1968
: Year figute represents changa during year- €.8., 1969 is peri
cember 1960, 1966-68 is thus December 1965 to December 1968,

accounted for by commadity.

od ‘rom December 1968 to De- ({f the wholesale price index

Note: Extra inflation? -The above table, compiled by Dr. Arthur
fie believes responded to the administration pressure

#1. Okun, shows components
from 1966 to

1969. He conciudes that samewhere between 14 and 1 percent of ext:a inflation in the wholesale
index can be attributed to President Nixon's annouriced intention not to sttempt to influence price

and wage actions.
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LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC ARMS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Alaska (Mzr.
GravEL) is necessarily absent from the
Senate today. I ask unanimous consent
that a statement which he had planned
to make, along with an article published
in the Scientific American magazine, be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no cbjection, the state-
ment and insertion were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GRAVEL

The January, 1970, issue of Scientific
American contalns & closely-reasoned &and
challenging article by two of the lesding
U.8. authorities in the field of arms control
and disarmament, Professor G. W. Rathjens
of Massachusetts Institute of Technology and
Professor G. B. Kistlakowsky of Harvard Uni-
versity. Their artlcle, entitled “The Limita-
tion of Strategic Arms,” provides one of the
vest argumients I have seen for giving first
priority in the forthcoming SALT talks with
the Soviet Union to a ban on MIRV testing
and deployment and » freeze on further ABM
development. :

1 made a similar plea in my speech in the
Senate on January 20, entitled “SALT-—The
Case for An In-Place Halt.” I share the view
that only through a comprehensive initial
agreement to freeze the strategic balance be-
tween the United States and the BSoviet
Union at the current level of rough parity
can we begin to halt the expensive, danger-
ous, and futile armis race in which we are
now engaged.

In my speech I did not stress the budge-
tary impact of guch an agreement, although
it would be tmmense. The Scientific Amer-
ican article présents what I belleve are re-
alistic projections for the next decade, which
show that the annual savings In our stra-
tegic-forces budget of a halt in MIRV and

ABM development would be roughly $1 bil-
lon in fiscal 1971, from $6-10 billion by fiscal
1975, and as much as $11-15 billlon or more
by flscal 1979. All these figures are stated
in constant-value 1869 dollars.

1 scarcely need to overemphasize the tre-
mendous opportunitles for progress in such
sields as education, urban development, and
enhancement of our environment that such
. redirection of resources could mean.

[From Scientific American magazine,
January 1970]
THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC ARMS

(By G. W. Rathjens and G. B. Kistiakowsky}

The preliminary phase of the strategic-
arnis-limitation talks (“SALT”) between the
US. and the U.8.8R. was conducted in a
sonvivial atmesphere and with a refreshing
lack of familiar rhesoric. The road ahead for
the negotiations nonetheless remains a steep
and slippery one. The fact that the talks
were delayed for as long as they were by
both sides is not an encouraging sign. The
initial unwillingness of the Russian leader-
ship to negotiate because of the American
involvement in Vietnam and the subsequent
unwillingness of the American leadership 1o
negotiate hecause of the Russian intervention
in Czechoslovakia both reflect a fallure to
perceive the extraordinary and possibly fleet-
ing nature of the opportunity presented at
this particular juncture in the arms ra:e ard
a failure to recognize that the strateglc-arms
confrontation can and should be largely de-
coupled from other sources of conflict bhe-
tween the two superpowers. More recent de-
lays, first by the U.S. and then by the U.S.S.R.
relnforce the view that on both sides there
has been a fundamsntal fajlure in the order-
ing of priorities—a failure to recognize that
the dangers to national sectirity associated
with arms-control agreements can be jar less
than those Inherent in the ongoing arms
race,

As the substantive phase of the arms talks

is about to begin, it is still not obvious that
policy-making circles of the two superpowers
have consonant views about such basic ques-
tions as what objectives strategic forces serve,
what relative roles offensive and defensive
strateglc forces play and what the desired
effects of limitations on such forces are, If
it should develop that thiere is no agreement
on these points, it may not be possible to
negotiate any meaningtul limitation on stra-
tegic forces.

This article is written in the hope that by
stimulating discussion ol these questions the
differences between the two powers may be-
come more clearly undersiood and in time
narrowed. Even if the talks fail to produce
significant agreement, o better grasp of the
issues involved will be in the ultimate in-
terest of everyone.

A number of recent developments make
the prospects for sucressful negotiations
seem to be more favorsable now than they
might have been soine years ago. Advances
in the strategic reconnaissance capabilities
of the superpowers {(chiefly in the area of
surveillance by artificial satellites) are
steadily reducing the nezd for intrusive in-
specticn to establish the degree of compli-
ance with possible future agreements. Thus
the thorny issue of verification may be less
of a batrier to agreed arms limitation than it
has been In the past. In addition the rapid
growth of Russian oft snsive-missile forces
has effectively erased . disparity with the
U.S. that existed in the past, thereby making
an arms-limitation agreement a more realis-
tle possibiltly, Finally, there ig the growing
popular realization--at least in the U.S. and
presumably also in the U.8.8.R.—that each
side already has an enormous “overkill” ca-
pacity with respect tc the other, and that
further escalation in strategic-force levels
would entail tremendou:s costs and new dan-
gers at a time when bolh countries are con-
fronted with & host of other pressing de-
mands on their rescur:es,
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Although these developments would seem
tp favor successful negotiations, they are
:possibly outweighed by developments on the
:other side of the ledger. The most trouble~
some ltems are two emerging technical capa-
‘bilities: multiple independently targeted re-

entry vericles (MIRV's) ‘and anti-ballistic-

.missile (ABM) defenses. It is frequently ar-
:gued that the development and deployment
‘of either (or particularly both) of these sys-
tems by one superpower could lead to a situ-
ation in which a decision to attempt a pre-
emptive attack against the other's strategic
forces might be considered rational. Indeed,
some Strategic plarners contend that the
threat is so great that offsetting actions must
e started even before 1t is clear whether or
not the adversary intends to acquire either
£ MIRV or an ABM capability, It is our belief
that such arguments are largely fallacious
and are made without real appreciation of
the fact that a thermonuclear war between
the superpowers, considering the vulner-
sbility of the two socleties, is a totally frra-
#ional policy choice. No combination of tac-
$ies and weapons, offenslve and defensive,
could provide either power with sufficient
-pssurance that at least a small fraction of
1ts adversary’s weapons would not be suc-
cesstully dellvered, thus inflicting in retalia-
tion damage that would be clearly unaccept-
able.

We are confronted here, however, with a
sparadox that will haunt the rest of this dis-

. wussion, Untlateral decislons regarding the
development and procurement of strategic-
weapons systems, and hence planning for
arms-control negotiations, have been and
will continue to be greatly influence by a
fundamentally simpleminded, although
often exceedingly refined, forin of military
enalysis. This approach, sometimes charac-
terized as “worst-case analysls,’” invarlably
ascribes to one's adversary not orly capa-
‘bilities that one would not count on Tor
one's own Torces but also inputes to him
a willingness to take risks that would seem
insane if imputed to oneé’s own political
Jeadership. Thus, the U.B. will react 1o Rus-
sian MIRV and ABM programs, and vice
versa, whether or not national security de-
‘mands it. Even if the reaction Is totally
Yrrational, 1t nonetheless becomes as much a
part of reality as if the decision were gen-
utnely required to preserve a stable strategic
balance. We réluctantly accept the fact that
tn both the US. and the UB.8.R. policy will
be ihifiuenced excessively by those military
planners and their civillan allies who perdist
in behaving as If a thermonuclear war could
be “won,” and in asserting that responsible
political leadéis on the other side may ini-
tiate 1t on that assumption.

The development of a strategic nuclear
capability by lesser powers, particularly
China, seems also destined to complicate ef-
forts to curtall the strategic-arms race be-
tween the superpowers. Here there are es-
gentially two problems, First, what was said
earller about the unacceptability of nuclear
war between the superpowers may be less ap-
plicable to conflicts between emerging
nuclear powers, because their political lead-
erehip will be less knowledgeable about the
sffects of nuclear warfare and because the
nuclear stockpiles involved will, at least in~
itially, not be large enough to ensure the
destruction of entire societies Thus, with
proliferation, the probability of thermo-
nuclear war Is lkely to increase, and the
superpowers will have a real basls for con-
cern about thelr becomiing involved. Sec-

ond, a phenomenon not unlike the much

discussed action-reaction effects of ABM de-
fenses and MIRV’s Is likely to come into
play. Nuclear proliferation may complicate
v Russlan-American efforts to curtail the stra-
tegic-arms race even more than the objec-~
tve facts warrant, as each superpower over-
reacts not only to the development of new

¢enters of nuclear power but also to the
other’s reaction to them.

In fact, the rising threat of nuclear pro-
liferation 1s already Increasing the pressure
in the U.S. (and probably in the U.S.S.R.) to
develop defenses that might be effective at
least for a few years against emergent nuc-
lear powers. The enthusiasts talk about neu-
tralizing completely the effects of such de-
velopments; the realists propose measures
aimed at reducing the damage that might be
inflicted in the unlikely event of a nuclear
attack by a smaller power. Unfortunately
the capabilities that might prove effectlve,
for instance an ABM system adequate to
cope with first-generation Chinese missiles,
would probably lead the other superpower
+0 expand or gualitatively improve its stra-
tegic forces.

The other major considerations that will
have a bearing on the prospects for SALT
.are domestic. As the failure of American
policy in Southeast Asia and its implications
become apparent, it seems likely that there
will be & sharp reaction in an important seg-
ment of American soclety, with the polariza-
tion of attitudes proceeding evew further
than it has in the past year or two. It will
be a difficult time for arms-control negotia-
tions. Indeed, the strategic-arms-limitation
talks are likely to be a divisive factor in the
£same way that the recent debate on the Safe-
guard ABM system was.

The situation in the U.S.S.R., although less
clear, seems no more promising. The contro-

-versy between China and the U.S.8.R. might

lead one to expect that accommodation and
.cooperation with the West would be increas-
ingly attractive to the Russian leadership.
But that controversy, like the recent Russian
difficulties in eastern Europe, 1s also likely
40 be a factor in reinforcing the trend to-
ward orthodoxy and conservatism within the
U.8.8.R., which is hardly a favorable augury
£for an arms-control agreement.

Thus for SALT to be successful will re-
Yuire not only that the two governments be
aincere in approaching the talks but also that
they be prepared to display leadershlp and
Bsteadfastness of purpose in deallng with do-
mestic opposition. On both sides there will

“have to be a rejection of many of the prem-

1ses on which military policy has been at
least partially based for two decades, for ex-
ample the importance of “superiority” in
strategic strength, the concept of “winning”
& thermonuclear war, and the view that one
can build meaningful defenses against a
thermonuclear attack. The leadership in each
nation will be confronted with arguments
about the great risks inherent in various
kinds of agreement—barely feaslble (or at
least not provably unfeasible) developments
that might be taken advantage of by an ad-
versary. Such arguments will undoubtedly
resemble those to which the Kennedy Ad-
ministration had to respond, when in con-
nection with the nuclear-test-ban treaty it
was asserted that the U.S.S.R. might con~
duct nuclear tests behind the moon or be-
hind the sun to our great disadvantage. I
agreement 1s to be reached, such arguments
will have to be judged for what they are:
nightmares of people who have focused so
narrowly on such problems that they simply
lack the perspective for weighing the risks
of agreement against the risks implicit in
continuing the arms race without any agreed
constraints.

In the case of the U.S. the President will
have a speclal problem and a formidable
challenge, perhaps the greatest faced by any
American leader since President Wiison's
effort at the end of World War I to gain
acceptance for his views regarding the Treaty
of Versailles and the League of Nations. Al-
though most Americans, including probably
a majority of those who supported President
Nixon in his campalgn for the Presidency
would support him in his efforts to reach
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an arms-control agreement, almost certainly
the conservative wing of the President’s po-
litical supporters will counsel him to exer-
cise extreme caution in approaching SALT.
In so doing this latter group will give un-
warranted weight to the technical and mill-
itary risks that might be involved 'in any
agreement under consideration. It is equally
certain that the military will attempt to in-
fluence him with similar arguments, both
through its direct channels and through its
Congressional allies.

It is inconceivable that any meaningful
agreement can be reached 1f the views of
these groups should prevail. They need not,
of course. Exercising broader judgment, the
President can reject such advice and, ass ug-
gested above, draw on very substantial na-
tionwide support for an agreement. Should
he choose to do so, he will be In a better
position to make his decision politically ac-
ceptable than would have been the case for
any of his recent predecessors, or for that
matter for his opponent in the last election,
There is almost certainly a sizable segment
of the American body politic that could ac-
cept a decision by President Nixon to con-
clude a very far-reaching agreement as a
result of SALT that would not accept a stmi-
lar position were it offered by, say, a liberal
Democratic president.

President Nixon’s prospects for such an
achievement will be enhanced if the SALT
negotiators make substantial progress in the
next few months. With momentum estab-
lished as a result of scine limited agree-
ment, and with the prospects of broader
agreements before them, both the American
and the Russian leadership might well make
the judgment that it would be worthwhile
to expend the political capital that might
be required to effect broader agreements. If,
on the other hand, the talks bog down In
procedural discussions or in defense of ob-
viously non-negotiable positions, the politi-
cal leadership In both the U.S. and the
U.8.5.R. will be in a weakened position In
dealing with those who are most skeptical
and fearful of an agreement. Thus the impor-
tance of early limited agreement in connec-
tion with SALT cannot be overestimated.

In what areas might such limited agree-
ment be immediately feasible? In order to
answer this guestion we must first examine
some of the technical realities of the present
strategic balance. We believe that for the
foreseeable future technilogical considera-
tions will continue to make nuclear offensive
forces dominant over nuclear defensive
forces. In other words, we assert that, as has
been the case since the initial deployment of
theromnuclear weapons, it will be easier to
destroy & technologically advanced soclety
than to defend one. What can and should be
done both in structuring strategic forces in
the absence of agreement and in agreeing to
limitations is critically dependent on whether
or not this judgment is correct. There is some
dispute about its correctness in the U.S. For
example, some assert that with recent de-
velopments in ABM technology it may be
possible to offset the effects of an incre-
mental expenditure on cffensive capabilities
by 8 similar or even lesser expenditure on
defenses. Nonetheless, we share the prevail-
ing view that defense of population, at least
against a determined adversary with compar-
able resources, is essentinlly hopeless.

To facilitate discussion we shall now de-
fine two terms that have come to be applied
to strategic forces and to their uses. By
“damage limitation’ we mean the prevention
of damage to industry and population in a
nulcear war or the reduction of such damage
t0 helow the levels that might be expected
without the use of certnin damage-limiting
measures or systems. Antiaircraft or ABM de-
fenses of cities would be categorized as heing
damage-limiting systems. The use of civil de-
fense measures such as population shelters
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or svaguation of threatened cities would be
regarded as damage-limiting measures. So
would be attempts to limit the adversary's
ability to inflict damage by preemptively at-
tacking any component of his offensive stra-
tegic 2 forces. By “assured destruction” we
mean the destruction with high confidence of
the adversary’s society. Measures to achieve
such destruction, or systems. that might be
used for the purpose, would be characterized
a8 assyred-destruction measures or systems.
They include the use of offensive missiles
and bombers against civilian targets, as dis-
tinguished from strictly military targets,

With these definitions we recast our earlier
statement about the relative roles of offensive
and defensive strategic weapons to assert:
In the superpower confrontation ary attempt
1o build significant damage-limiting capabili-
ties can be offset by changes in ihe adver-
sary’s assured-destruction capabilities. To
take a specific example, attempt to limit and
reduce the damage to American society by
deploying ABM defenses (including appro-
priate civil defense measures) can be offset
by qualitative and gquantifative improve-
ments in the adversary’s offensive capabilities
at a cost to him certainly no greater than
the cost of the damage-limiting measures
taken. What is more, we believe that by and
large such responses will oceur, In spite of
the fact that realistic security considera-
tions do not necessarily require a response.
Even a very large-scale and technically so-
phisticated American ABM system could not
be counted on to prevent totally unaccept-
able destruction in the U.S. by a Russian
attack—even by an attack launched in re-
taliation after the Russian forces hai al~
ready been preemptively struck. Such an
American ABM system would in no way make
owr strategic forces more useful as political
instruments, and hence no Russian response
would really be required to preserve the
effectiveness of the U.SHBR.s assured-de-
struction forces. Because of fear, conserva-
tism and uncertainty, however, it seems a
foregone conclusion that a fully compensat-
ing buildup in Russian strength would
follow.

There may, of course, be circumstances in
which aamage-limiting efforts will be ef-
fective. Bach of the superpowers would tem-
porarily be able to maintain & strategic pos-
ture that might greatly limit the damage to
it in a conflict with a lesser nuclear power
such as China. This will be particularly true
if a preemptive, or “counterforce,” altack
against the lesser power's strategic nuclear
forces is not excluded.

Moreover, if 8 nuclear exchange between
the two superpowers should ever occur, parts
of the strategic forces In being at that time
probably would be used for active defense
or in attacks on the strategic forces of the
opponent. Thus they would be used in s
damage-limiting role, Their effect would not
be great, however, siimply because the over-
kill capacity of each superpower’s assured-
destruction capabilities is so enormous. Both
superpowers almost certalnly now have the
ability to destroy at least half of the ad-
versary’s population and three-quarters of
his industrial capacity In spite of any dam-
age-limiting measures that might be under-
taken by the other. This situation has come
about a8 a result of two factors. A strategic
doctrine has developed, at least in the U8,
that has called for the maintenance of a very
great assured-destruction capability under
all conceivable circumstances. The doctrine
has been one that could be easily imple-
mented simply because thermonuclear wea-
pons and strategic delivery systems are cheap
in terms of the damage they can inflict on
civilian targets. B

This tremendous buildup of offensive forces
means that the effectiveness of the last weap-
ons used in destroying anocther society (in
fact, the effectiveness of something like the
last 90 percent of all weapons used) would be

relatively small, since those already expended
would have left so little to destroy. The
amount of life anc property saved by dam-
age-limiting e¢fforts would be dwarfed by the
amount destroyed by weapons whose dellvery
could not be prevented.

We belleve thls sltuation will not change
significantly in the near future. Any realistic
approach to limitations on strategic arma-
ments in the near future must almost cer«
tainly be in the context of the maintenance
of very great assured-destruction capabili-
ties. Agreements that would embody quite
different strategic balances might result if
any of several changes were to occur: techno-
logical breakthroughs that would lead to the
dominance of the defense over the offense,
the development of a high degree of trust
between the 17.8. and the U.8.8.R., the will-
ingness of both nations to accept intrusive
inspection, or an increased appreciation that
strategic forces designed to inflict much lower
damage levels would also serve effectively as
a deterrent. We do not see any of these
changes as short-term possibilities.

Because the assured-destruction, or dam-
age-inflicting, capabilities of the two super-
powers are so jarge and go varied, the present
strategic balance is remarkably insensitive to
either qualitative or quantitiative changes
in strategic forces. Even major changes in
force levels, lncluding the neutralization of
entlre systems (for example all bomber air-
craft), would not be likely to have major
effects on the damage levels one would expect
each of the superpowers to suffer in a nu-
clear war. Worldvide radioactive fallout
might be reduced significantly, but ag far as
the superpowers are concerned, ¢ross-target-
ing with other systems would ensure that all
major populstion. and industrlal centers
would” eontinue to be in jeopardy. When
considered in the ffamework of the virtually
certain collapse of an entire society, changes
of a few percent in fatalities, which is all one
might expect with foreseeable changes in
strategic-force levels, are not likely to affect
political declsions, Although it may have
been correct some years ago to characterize
the balance of terror as a “dellcate” one, it
1s not so today, nor is 1t likely to be so in
the foreseeable future. It will not be easily
upset. Opponents of the Safeguard ABM de~
cision have argued with some effect (al-
though obviously not with complete suc-
cess) that the U.S. deterrent was most un-
likely to be in jeopardy at any time in the
near future slmply because of its diversity
and because of the improbability of the
U.8.8.R.’s being able to develop damage-lim-
iting capabilities and tactics that would
effectively newtralize all the deterrent’s com~
ponents.

We have argued so far that one general
premise on whose scceptances a successful
SALT ocutcome depends is that the offense
will continue to dominate the defense for the
loreseeable future. A second technical gen-
eralization that may be equally important is:
The wuncerteinty about the effectiveness of
damage-limiting capabilities will be consider-
ably greater than about assured-destruction
capabilities. This statement can be supported
by a number ¢f arguments. First, the char-
acteristics of the target against which as-
swred-destruction capabilities would be used
{population and industry) will be known
with some precision and will change only
slowly with thme., On the other hand, the
characteristics of the systems (and the en-
vironment) agalnst which damage-limiting
capabilities must operate (adversary’'s war-
Leads, delivery vehicles and launch facilities)
will be generally less well known and more
susceptible to rapid variation, both in qual-
ity and in number, &t the option of the ad-
versary. Second, some of the damage-limiting
systems (such as ABM defenses, antiaireraft
defenses and under some circumstances anti-
submarine warrare, or ASW, systems) must
function at the time chosen by the adversary
for his offensive, whereas for assured destruc-
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tion there is a much bigger “time window"
during which performance will be acceptable.
The effectiveness of submarine-launched
missiles in destroying citles will not depend
much on the instant of launch, Third, dam-
age limitation generally will involve the use
of more intimately completed systems (for
example the radars, compulers and missiles
of an ABM system), inviting the possibility
of “catastrophic” technical failures. All these
factors tend to make the advance estimates
of the effectiveness of assured destruction
systems far more reliable than estimates of
damage-limiting systems.

The inherent uncertainty in effectiveness
that characterizes the performance of dam-
age-limiting systems has been of profound
importance in the Russian-American stra-
tegic-arms race. Each side has reacted to the
development, or even the possible develop-
ment, by the other of damage-limiting capa-
bilities by greatly strengthening its offensive
forces--to the point of cverreaction because
of the conservative assumption that the ad-
versary’s damege-limiting forces will be far
more effective than they are In fact likely
to be. For example, the uncertainty about
the possible deployment and effectiveness of
a large-scale Russlan ABM defense has pro-
vided the primary raticnale for the U.S. de-~
cision to introduce MIRV's into both land-
based and sea-based missile forces, the net
effect being a severaliold increase in the
number of warheads these forces will be able
to deliver. Barring unforeseeable technical
developments, we must cxpect that the great
uncertainty that characterizes the perform-
ance of damage-limiting systems will con-
tinue, and we must base our approach to
BSALT on that assumption.

If one accepts the judgments we have made
about the relative effectiveness of defense
and offense, about the insensitivity of as-
sured-destruction capability to changes in
force levels and about the uncertainty that
characterizes damage-limlting efforts, one is
led to some possibly useful generalizations
about the forthcoming substantive phase of
SALT.

First, the level of damage that each of
the superpowers can infilct on the other is
not likely to be altered gignificantly in the
near future. Measures that might possibly be
agreed on could change the level of damage
that sach side could inflict on the other by
at most a few percent. Therefore the problem
of the reduction in damage in the event of
war should probably be given low priority
a8 a short-term negotiation objective. More
realistic objectives of the negotiations could
be to lower the level of tension between the
superpowers and so reduca the probability of
nuclear war.

Second, apart from possible worldwide fall-
out effects and domestic political considera-
tions, neither side need e much concerned
about the possibility of modest, or even sub-
stantial, expanslons in the strategic offen-
sive forces of the other side, nor about pre-
cise Iimitations on those forces, as long as
the other side does not have a damage -
limiting capability. Because of the large over-
kill capacities discussed above, even large
increases in strategic forces will have little
military effect.

Third, measures to econstrain the intro-
duction or improvement of damage-limiting
systems, particularly those whose perform-
ance is expected to bc highly uncertain,
merit high priority. The introduction or
improvement of damage-iimiting capabilities
by either side is likely to result; as we have
noted, in an excessive reaction by the other.
Because of the insensitivity of the strategic
balance to modest changes in force levels, a
move toward the development of a narrowly
circumscribed damage-limiting capability by
one side could in principle be tolerated with-
out undue concern by the other. Such a
move might be perceivec, however, as an
indicator of the adversary's intent to develop
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an across-the-board damage-limiting capa-
“bility. (Witness Secretary of Defense Lalrd's

“public reaction to a possible Soviet S50
MIRV capability.) This, coupled with The ~
’ " ceptable levels. Although MIRV’s are not
" likely to have much actual effect on the will-

fact that a development of damage-Timiting

capablilities can be offset rather guickly and’

cheaply, virtually ensures a reaction. The
overall effect of such an action-reaction cy-
cle on the ability of each side to inflfct dam-
age on the other 15 likely to be small, but the
expenditures of both sides on strategic arma-
ments are likely to be much increased, as
will be the tensions between them.

Fourth, owing to the large uncertainty
that characterizes the effectiveness of dam-
‘age-limiting systems and tactics, the two
‘superpowers will face a very troublesome
dilemma if, on the one hand, they iry to de-
velop effective damage-limiting capabilities
“with respect to emerging nuclear powers and,
on the other, they attempt to limit the
gtrategic-arms race between themselves. With
B few exceptlons, such as a deployment of
‘Russian intermediate-range ballistic mis-
slles (IRBM's) in Siberia, the measures that
could have long-term effectiveness against a
third country’s nuclear strength would ap-
pear ‘o the other superpower to foreshadow
60, erosion in its own assured-festruction, or
deterrent, capability. This creates an authen-
tic problem of conflicting desires. We would
Jhope that in efforts to deal with this prob-
‘lem the usefulness of damage-limiting capa-
bilities with respect to the lesser nuclear
powers woulld not be overrated. Although
such damage-limiting capabilities probably
would be effective in reducing damage In the
event that a lesser power attempted a nu-
clear attack against one of the superpowers,
we question whether either superpower
wonld ever be willing to take action agalnst
a lesser power on the assumptlon that dam-
age-limiting efforts would be 100 percent ef-
fective, that Is, on the assumption that
“damage denial” with respect to a lesser
_power could be achieved. Considering one’s
inebility to have high confidence in the ef-
fectiveness of damage-limiting measures,
gnd considering the effects of even a single
thermonuclear weapon on a large American
or Russlan city, we doubt that efforts to
develop damage-limiting capabilities with
respect to the smaller powers would mate-
rially increase the optlons the superpowers
wonld have avalldble for dealing with these
powers. ’

 With this background in mind one would -

be in & good position to evaluate the relative
desirability of limiting various strategle sys-
tems If each were unambiguously useful
only for damsage limitation or assured de-
struction, Unfortunately many existing or
prospective strategic systems may play sev-
eral roles, a Iactor that greatly complicates
the problem. '

- ©Of all the ambiguous developments now
under way none is more troublesome than
MIRV. The development of a MIRV capabil-
ity may facilitate the maintenance of an
assured-destruction capability by providing
high assurance that ABM defenses of In-
dustry and population can be penetrated.
Given sufficient” accuracy, reliability and
yield, however, MIRV’s may also make it
possible for a small number of missiles o
destroy a larger number of fixed offensive
factlities, even If they are “hardened” against
the effects of nuclear weapons.

Although the effectiveness of a given mis-
sile force in a damage-limiting preemptive
attack agalnst an adversary’s intercontinen-
tal ballistic missile (ICBM) Torce might be
much increased through the use of such
MIRV’s, is does not necessarily follow fhat

the deploymerit of the MIRV’s would make =

such a strike more 1kely. As we have ndted
in the context of a confrontation between
superpowers such an attack would surely
be irrational, no matter how severe the crisis,
simply because no responsible political lead-
er could ever have high confidence in the
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effectiveness of the attack and in the effec-
tiveness of the other damage-limiting meas-
ures that would be reqirired to keep the dam-
age Trom a retaliatory response down to ac-

ingness or ability of nations to use strategic
nuclear forcés to_ atiain political objectives,
we must accept the fact that arms policies
will, to a substantial degree, be based on the
assumption that they might be so used.

Beyond that, there is the problem of the
impact of MIRV's on events if a crisis should
ever escalate to the point where limited
numbers of nuclear weapons will have been
employed by the superpowers against each
other. At some point in the process of escala-
tion it is likely that one or both powers
would initlate counterforce attacks against
the other’s remaining offensive forces. Such
an attack would probably come earlier if one
or both sides had counterforce-effective
MIRV’s than if neither did.

Because of what we regard as unwarranted,
but nevertheless real, concern about MIRV's
belng used In a preemptive counterforee at-
tack, and because of more legitimate concern
that once a thermonuclear exchange has be-
gun MIRV’s may make further escalation
more Ukely, MIRV development may well

‘have a critical impact on the outcome of

SALT, and for that matter on the force levels
of the two sides Independent of the talks. It
is generally, although not universally, ac-
cepted that the tests of MIRV’s have not yet
gone far enough for one to have confidence
that their reliability and accuracy would be
sufficient to assure thelr effectiveness in a
couniterforce role agalnst hardenedICBM'sil
On the other hand, the MIRV principle is
now demonstrated, and the expectation is
common that with perhaps the second gen-
erption of such systems, if not with the first,
MIRV’s will be effective as counterforce
weapons. -

If no constraints are put on the develop-
ment of MIRV’s, it 1s likely that each super-
power will go ahead with such development
and (in the case of the U.S. at least) an early
deployment program. This will be regarded
as particularly urgent if ABM deployment
continues, or even if there continues to be
evidence of significant researchand develop-
ment that might later lead to ABM deploy-
ment. Assuming that MIRV programs do
sontinue, each superpower will perceive in
the other’s deployment a possible threat to
its fixed-base ICBM's and will react to
counter that threat. The U.S. has already
begun to do s0 in declding to go ahead with
an active ABM defense of Minuteman sites;
the Safeguard program. Acceleration in the
T.B.8.R.’s missile-launching submarine pro-
gram and a possible moblle-ICBM program
are plausible reactions to the U.S. MIRV
programs. .

We anticipate that In the absence of agree-
ments the technological race will go much
further. It seems likely that the arguments
to “do something” about the vulnerability of
fixed ICBM’s will increase in tempo and will
carry the day in both the U.8. and the
U.8.5.R. Superhardening alone will be per-
celved to be a losing game, considering how
eastly any moves in that direction could be

offset by further improvements in missile-

accuracy. A defense of the Safeguard type
will probably also be judged to be a losing
proposition. A very heavy defense with com-
ponentts specifically optimized for the de-
fense of hardened ICBM’s might be one re-
sponse. There is likely to be even further
rellance on mobile systems; missile-launch-
ing submarines, new strategic bombers and,
in the case of the U.S.S.R., probably mobile
ICEBM’s. Tt 1s conceivable that fixed ICBM’s
may be glven up altogether, although the

' arguments we have advanced against the

acceptabllity of attacking them preemptively
would still be valid. ’
It is also likely In the absence of agree-
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ments that one or the other of the super-
powers will deploy ABM systemns that will pro-
vide more extensive and effective defense of
population and industry than elther the
present Russian defenses around Moscow
or the projected Phase II of Safeguard. De-
fense against a Chinese missile capablility
may be the rationale, but it 1s to be expected
that the other superpower will respond to
any such deployment both by emulation and
by increasing its strategic offensive capabili-
ties.

Whereas the sirategic-forces budget of

. the U.S. now amounts t0 about 89 billlon per

year (excluding some rather large items for
nuclear warheads, research and development,
command and control, communications and
intelligence actvities), outlays for strateglc
systems could well double by the mid-1970’s.
Continuing large expenditures on strategic
systems are probably also to be expected in
the U.8.5.R.

As we have stated, there appears to be no
basis for expecting SALT to lead to signif-
icant reductions in the assured-destruction
capabilities of .the superpowers. Therefore
other objectives must command our atten-
tion. The most important objective is of
course to reduce the probability that a ther-
monuclear exchange will ever take place.

The major factors affecting that prob-
abllity are likely not to be simply technical
but to be largely political. They involve the
degree of tension that will exist between the
superpowers based on international political
conslderations, on domestic politics in each
country and in an important sense on the
strategic-arms race itsel?. We believe that in
contrast to some previous eras, when the
motivations for continuilng arms races were
largely political and economic conflicts, the
strategic-arms race now has a life of its own.
For instance, the strategle-weapons pro-
grams of the other than on the levels of ten~
sion bhetween the two countries. If this race
can be attenuated, it would have s number
of effects that would result in a diminution
of tensions and hence in a reduction in the
risk of war. That is perhaps the major rea-
son for the urgency of a serlous SALT effort.
Keeping budgets for strategic forces at low
levels is desirable in 1ts own right in that
significant resources, both finanecial and in-
tellectual, will be freed for more constructive
purposes. More important, in the U.S. lower
military budgets will diminish the role of
what President Eisenhower termed the mili-
tary-industrial complex: those who have a
propensity for, and in some cases obviously
a vested interest in, the acquision of more ar-

maments and in execiting and maintaining an

often unwarranted attitude aof alarm and
suspicion regarding an adversary’s intentions.
Lower miiltary budgets in the U.S.8.R. would
almost certainly have a similar desirable ef-
fect.

A poorly desipned agreement could of
course prove to be ‘a vehicle for increasing
suspicion and tension. Venturing into the
realm of unprovable value judgments, how-
ever, we assert that it is not beyond the wit of
man to design agreements that would result
in there being less objective cause for concern
than if the strategic-srms race continues
unabated. In general, it would seem that any
understanding that slowed the rate of de~
velopment and change of strategic systems
would have an effect in the right direction.

Beyond affecting the probability of a nu-
clear exchange’s beginning, one would like
to see strategic forces structured so that
there would be at least some possibility that,
if an exchange started, it would not have to
run its course. A necessary but of course not
sufficient condition for this is that there be
no particular advantage to be gained from
precipitate launch of more nuclear weapons
after a few have been dispatched. By this
criterion vulnerable ICBM’s would seem to
be the quintessence of undesirability. If both
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sides have them, each will recognize that if
they are withheld, they may be destroyed,

Whether or not MIRV development and
deployment will be controlied may not be a
question for the SALT mnegotiators to con-
sider, bacause of the inability of one side or
the other to declde in a timely fashion the
position. it wishes to take on the issue. The
rate of MIRV development is so rapid that
the guestion may thus be settled before the
substantive phase of the talks {s well ad-
vanced. If such development is still in doubt,
however,; either because the talks get to such
substantive issues very gquickly or because
of a meratorium on MIRV tesidng, MIRV
lirnitation should be an issue of the highest
priority.

The arguments for preventing deploynient
of MIRV's advanced enough to be effective
counterforce weapons are persuasive. They
have been made at great length elsewhere
(for example in public hearings before com-
mittees of the Sgnate and the House of Rep-
resentatives). We simply summarize here by
pointing out that if MIRV deployment is
prevented, it may be possible Lo freeze the
strategi¢ balance at something approximat-
ing its present level, Most of the incentive
1o defend hardened ICBM’s or to replace them
with mobile systems will have been reduced,
1f not eliminated.

The arguments for continuing MIRV fest-
ing and then deployment because MIRV's
may -someday be required to penetrate an
adversary's ABM defenses are not convincing.
There is Httle doubt that currently designed
U.S8. MIRV’s could be deployed on a HWme
scale short compared with that requirec for
deployment of any significant Russian ABM
defenses. Accordingly there is no need for
any MIRV deployment pending firm evidence
that the U.8.8.R. is beginning the construc-
tion of such defenses. And there is no need
for further research snd development jests
unless a counterforce capability is intended.
For similar reasons the U.S.8.R. should also
abstain from further multiple-warhead tests
and deployment, which it can do at no great
risk to:its security.

Essential to the survival of an agreement
not to test MIRV’s would be a prohibition of
large-scale ABM deployment. If ABM sys-
tems were deployed, the pressures to deploy
MIRV's ‘and to test them freguently ir or-
der to maintain confidence in their reliabil-
ity would be overwhelming. Furtherraore,
there would undoubtedly be great domestic
pressures to develop and test more sophisti-
cated penetration aids. Under such circum-
stances neither side' could have any confi-
dence that the other was not develcping
counterforce-effective MIRV's. An ABM
freeze would be a logically required compan-
ion measure to ahy agreement prohibiting
MIRV’s. =~

Assuming that ABM deployment and MIRV
testing are both frozen, the other important
component of a strategic-arms-limitation
agreement would be an understanding to
maintain something like parity in ICBM-
force leyels by freezing these levels or pref-
erably reducing them, and if necessary per-
mitting replacement of fixed-base ICBM's by
mobile systems whose levels could be veri-
fied by unilateral means. In the absence of
such a measure there would be the possibility
of one side’s galning such a superiority in
missile strength that, with improved accura-
cies and even without MIRV’s, would enhable
it to knock out a large fraction of it ad-
versary’s forces by delivering & counterforce
attack against them. The reasons for concern
ahout stich a possibility have been identified
above: the probability of arms-race escala-
tion and the reduction In whatever small
chance there may be of a nuclear exchange's
being terminated short of running its suicldal
course. - '

If the development nf MIRV’s that are per-
ceived Ry the adversary to hayve counterferce
‘apability cannot be prevented (and we are
pessimatic about preventing it). the relative

importance of some of the measures dis-
cussed sbove will be changed materially. A
prohibition on large-scale ABM deployment
would still be desirable, but it would be less
important; it would not in this case prevent
the MIRV genie from escaping the bottle.
Moreover, confinuing development and de-
ployment of MIRV’s would make a large-
scale ABM defense unattractive simply on
cost-effectiveness grounds,

A provision permititing the replacement of
fixed ICBM’s by mobile systems would seem
virtually unavoidable because of concern
sbout the vulnerability of the ICBM's to
counterforce attack, Indeed, in the interest
of stabilizing arms at low levels, and to
roinimize concern about damage-limiting
strikes, agreements could probably include
measures that would enhance the viability
of mobile sysiems. An area of agreement
that would seem to merit most serious
consideration would be prohibition on cer-
tain improvements in antisubmarine-war-
fare capabilities. Actually the possibility
breakthroughs in antisubmarine warfare is
extremely remote. It 1is probable that
through noise reduction, extension of
missile range and other techniques the
gap between ASW capability and the
capability of the imissile-launching sub-
marine to escape defection and destruction
will widen rather than narrow. Yet it seems
likely from recent debate in the U.S. that the
present American leadership, and presum-
ably the leadership of the U.S.8.R. as well,
would be reluctant to rely solely on a mis-
sile-launching suwbmarine force for deter-
rence, given the podsibilty of further ASW
cdevelopment by lts adversary. Constraints on
ASW such as a limitation on the number of
hunter-killer submarines would increase the
acceptability to both sides of relying more
heavily on missile-launching submarines for
deterrence. )

Similar arguments might be made for
limitations on or curtailment of air deifense.
Such moves would seem less realistic on three
counts. First, compliance with limitations
on air-defense capsabilities could probably
not be verified with unilateral procedures as
well as could limitetions on ASW systems,
or for that matter on ABM systems. Intel-
ligence on short-range antiaircraft systems
is likely to be poorer than on hunter-killer
submarines, speclalized ASW aircraft or
large-sized componsnts of ABM systems.
Second, the cverlap between tactical and
strategic antialrcrafi, capabilities is consider-
able, and neither superpower is likely fto be
willing to grea:ly reduce tactical antiaircraft
capabilities in the context of SALT. ASW
capabilities (except for destroyers) would,
on the other hand, have little role other than
attack against an adversary's missile-
launching subimarines. This is far truer now
than 1t was @a few years ago becaus2 the
reallzation is more widespread that a major
war involving large antishipping campaigns
is extremely unlikely. Third, neither the
1J.8. nor the U.S.8.R. is likely to have enough
confldence in bombers to rely much on them
‘n s missile age even if air defenses are
constrained, whereas both superpowers ob-
viously are prepared to rely heavily on sub-
marine-launched migsiles.

Finally, if counterforce-effective MIRV’s
were a reality, and if as a consequence both
sides were to place reliance very largely on
mobile systems, additional offensive weapons
on one side could not be used effectively to
:imit the other side’s ability to retaliate.
Considering this fact and the fact that since
strategic-force levels are already at least an
order of magnitude larger than is rationally
required for deterretice, there would be little
incentive for either side to acquire additional
offensive capabilities. Also in this situation
it would hardly matter if either side were to
introduce new assuvred-destruction systems
such as, for example, small mobile ICBM's
that could not be easily counted.

Even this incomplzate discussion shows that

-
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the strategic balance hetween the super-
powers is likely to be very different depend-
ing on whether or not MIRV development
and ABM deployment are sllowed to continue.
Both possibilities will hive a serious impact
on future strategic postures, but with respect
to ABM deployment nothing much is going
to happen overnight. Deuling with the issue
of MIRV development, nithough perhaps no
more irnportant, is far more urgent. That is
why it is the watershed issue for SALT. If
counterforce-effective MIRV's (and large-
scale ABM deployment) can be stopped, the
present strategic balance of force levels may
endure for some time. If such MIRV’'s are
deployed, the balance will unavoidably
change in qualitative ways. How large an
escalation in the arms. rase will result will
depend on whether agrcoment to constrain
or cut back other strategic systems could still
be negotiated.

We have attempted here to present an ob-
jective analysis of the prospects for various
agreements to limit strategic armaments. In
g0 doing we are aware that many of owur
readers will be dismayed that our discussion
has been in the context of each superpower's
preserving the capability of destroying the
other, This has been so not because we our-

‘selves favor the continuing retention of huge

stocks of thermonuclear weapons but because
we have tried to be realistic, The distrust that
exists between the U.S. and the U.S.8.R. will
induce both to preserve the capability of de-
stroying the other; such & capability, as we
have noted, is unfortunately easier to attain
than an effective defense of one’s own society,
whether or not there are agreements on
strategic armaments. Both superpowers will
preserve this capability because they see it
as the only effective deterrent to the war that
neither wants or could win,

The most that can reasonably be expected
of the forthcoming talks is a move toward
a strategic balance where (1) uncertain-
ties about the adversary are reducéd and
with them some of the tensions; (2) each
side can inflict a level of damage on the
other sufficient to deslroy its society but
neither feels a need to maintein a greai
overkill capability as a hedge against possi-
ble damage-limiting efforts by the other:
(3) there will be an improved chance that
a thermonuclear exchange, should one begin,
would be terminated short of running its
ecourse, and (4) the leve!s of expenditure on
strategic armaments are lower, so that larger
fractions of the resources available to each
society can be used for more constructive
endeavors.

We believe that the rvealization of these
objectives would be a iremendous accomp-
lishment and one that is possible without
tHe solution of the ceep-seated political
problems of the Russian-American confron-
tation. To go further will require dealing
with.those problems. We do not believe, how-
ever, that the superpuwers can afford to
delay attacking the strategic-arms race
while trying to solve political differences.
Regrettably the situation with respect to
technical developments (MIRV's, ABM de-
fenses and nuclear “proliferation), and quite
possibly with respect to domestic politics
as well, will probably make strategic-arms-
limitation negotiations less likely to be suc-
cessful several years hence than now. Time
is of the essence, and we write with a feel-
ilg of urgency. Although our tone is pessi-
mistic, we do not despair. We are convinced
that latent public support for an agree-
ment could be exploited by effective political
leadership on both sides to'reverse the trends
we have lived with for two decades.

CONTROLLED DANGEROUS SUB-
STANCES ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3246) to protect the pub-
lic health and safety by amending the
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estimated seven North Vietnamese battal-
‘ioms in & successful four-day siege against
. the government ‘outpost of Muong Soul,
atraddling the Plain of Jars’ western edge.
The significance of the action lay léss in the
_enemy victory than its timing; it came a5 an
unusually bad ralny séason posed particu-
larly difficult supply problems for the less
mobile communist forces. o .
Moreover, the North Vietnamese didn’t
‘gtop at Muong Soui. They pushed south and
YWest, severing road Tinks to the réyal capital
and probing at Long Cheng, northern nerve
céntre of the CIA "(Central Intelligence
Agenc¢y) and operations base for' Gemneral
Vang Pao's so-called sécret army. R
The- engmy’s steamrolling drive shattered
the (. morale of government forces and_
brought U.8. and Laotian officials to the verge
of despalr. In late suinmer the shaken of-
ficials declded to hit back hard. A secrecy-
» shroyded counter-offensive was_Iaunched,
marked by flerce American aerial Poqné}ir}g
and Increased Americail logistical support.
The governmént Wwon_ back Muong Soul, re-
gélned the Plaln of Jars and reduced thé
:length of the enemy dry season campsign,
which usually e€nds in May. :
Vientiane officlals now try to downplay
the late-summer &ction, particularly theé
Amerjcans’ role. They talk of government
‘troops “waltzing in” to the Plain’ of Jars,
. finding that the North Vietnamese had
" abandoned it, leaving behind large amounts
of supplies. These officials have a theory to
explain that strange turn of events: shortly
after Ho Chi Minh's death in edrly Septem-
ber, they say, enemy forces 'must have been
hurriedly recalled to North Vietnam because
of the unsettled situation’in Hanol: So hur--
ried was the recall, they theorise, that cum-
‘bersome supplies and equipment had to be
left behind. . o
" These officials have no evidence to support
that theory. Moreover, when pressed in a pri-
vate interview, a top-ranking American of-
ficial conceded that the Se{ate_mber events
“weren’t exactly quite so simple.” He ad-
- 'mitted that “some pressure” had béen applied
. to enehy encampments before government
forees. adyanced. Some pressure? Could 1@; be,
he then Wwas asked, that the préssure con-’
sisted of unusually intensive American air
attacks? “Look,” he sald, “let’s just say theré
w3 considerable pressure and leave it at that.
I can’t-discuss this eny further.” =~~~
Ba  now Amerlcan, officials end  govern-
ment forces awalf retribution.’In t,,hg event of
& gtrong enemy strike, Vientiane undoubtedly
“1s reatly to accuse the othef side of €scalating
the conflict. Hanol, however, will surely view
the move as a response to the government’s
late-summer offensive—which was prompted,
.of course, by the enemy’s June assault. The
name of this game {5 escalation, It has been
played beéfore by both principals in Vietnam.
-flo far ps 1s known, the stepped-up US role
in the war has ngt produced a commensurate
boost in the humber of Americang jnvolved.
"That .figure, according to reliable estimates,
1s between 400 and 500 of the more than 1,000
TS government employees stationed here. No
American combal forces operate in jLaos,, L
“US officials dény the conflict in escalating
and discount the possibility of Laos evolving
into another Vietnam. They say the fighting
will remain limited, largely because Washing-
ton and Hanol both want it that way. Some
of these officlals, resept the recept furor.
‘mbout Laos, and the Senate sukcommittee
hearipgs that developed from it. The whole
thing, they say, was needless and probably

will prove harmful. Coew . a s
. “Most of the senators In fhose hearings
knew, what has been going on here,” says one’
embassy source, “They've been kept well-
informed. Nothing has been hidden from
them,” He describes the week-Jong Washing-
ton hearings, which ended early in Novem-
ber, as a “gimmick.” Some sepajt():‘_xfs’ goals,

.
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he says, were to arouse unwarranted public
concern and capitalise on it.

"At the hearings’ end, Senator J. W. Ful-
bright, chalrman of the Influential Senate
Foreign Relations Comnilttee, sald that US
operations in Laos had been conducted with-
out the knowledge or consent of Congress. He
coricluded that Washington’s involvement in
Laos was “most unusual and irregular—if not
unconstitutional.”

“Senator Fulbright demanded the fullest
possible public disclosure of that involve-
nient; he also demanded, by implication, a
‘réassessment of the US role by top admin-
istration policymakers, including President
Niton., Thus far he has achleved neither.
There have been no indications, moreover,
that either full disclosure or far-reaching
reassessment by the administration is
imminent. . ’

* Early this month the US State Department
made it clear 1t wanted to prevent for sec

an accurate version would-be allowed to be
published.
"Not surprisingly, som‘é American officlals
Liere believe that an
Laos would be harm;

a pollcy can have
into 1t,”

. “Publicly discussing

explaing one source.

officially adopted{it.” He neglected to men-

Laocs are the Amerlcan people. More tha
simply being unaware of the scope of US

operations here, they have yet to be told: by

their government that their nation is militar-
ily involved In Laos. American officials still
seek to officially conceal US violations of the
1962 Geneva Accord, which bars all forms of
forelgn military intervention in Laos. They
contend that Hanoi's refusal to concede the
presence of North Vietnamese troops here
makes it diplomatically unfeasible for Wash-
ington to act otherwise.

Consequently, everyone in Vientiane, from
the Russian ambassador to the mamasan of
the legendary White Rose, knows what the
Americans are doing here. But the American
public remalns ignorant of the fact that
thelr government is arming, tralning, sup-
plying, transporting and directing approxi-
mately 70,000 Laotian troops in a war which
threatens to get out of hand.

Instead of setting the record at least -
tially straight US officials here do like
allowing Vang Pao to declare recently, before
a sizable contingent of visiting journalists,
that his Meo forces fight with antiquated
weapons, Inadequate communications and
Inconsequential American support. As he
was speaking, American F-4 Phantom jets
roared overhead, several American observa-

~tlon- planes were parked nearby and three

cargo-laden American transport planes
landed in quick succession at his official Sam
Thong base. After denying he even received
indirect US military support, Vang Pao calm-
ly climbed into an unhmarked American heli-
copter, guarded by Laotlans carrying Amer-
ican-made M-16 automatic rifles, and was
flown back to his secret Long Cheng head-
quarters by a three-man American crew.

Vang Pao and official verbiage notwith-
standing, American involvement in the La-
otian conflict takes the following principal
forms: In additlon to 756 milltary advisers
listed as embassy “attaches”, about 300 men
are employed in a variety of clandestine mil-
itary activities supervised by the CIA. Al-
though technically civilians, many CIA
agents in Laos are former Special Forces gol-
diers recruited hecause of military expertise
and Vietnam experience.

public debate about

Ahe effect of locking you
“It’'s much
easler 1o back off from a policy if you haven’t

",
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These ex-Green Berets train governmex@
troops, assist wide-ranging reconnaissance
teams and plan guerrilla and psychological
warfare operations. They wear combat
fatigues and work out of three main camps,
where they administer rigorous training in
Jungle warfare, guerilla tactics, communica~
tions handling and weaponry.

. The CIA also maintasins and largely con-
trols Vang Pao’s army of approximately 15,-
000 fulltime troops. Official instructions to
the contrary, CIA perscnnel occaslonally ac-
company these forces on combat forays. More
than 20 agents have been Kkilled in Laos.
Among the most recent CIA cesualties was
Phil Werbisky, a former Special Forces cap-
tain widely known for his explolts during the
early days of Vietnam. He was Kkilled in the
government’s late-sumrmer offensive.

“These guys are tigers,” says an American
personally acquainted with many CIA agents
5. "“They’re tough, intelligent guys who
know how to handle themselves. They're not
afraid to mix it up out in the jungle.” The
American is a civillan engineer who be-
friended many agents while helping to build
airstrips on several of their remote outposts.
“They came to Laos because they were fed up
with having their hands tied in Vietnam,”
he says. “Here they're doing things the way
they want to, and getting better pay for it
as well.”

An important CIA adjunct in Laos has the
innocuous title of “Requirements Office”. It
is staffed by .about 90 men, most of whom
also are ex-military types. Their function
may be inconspicuous, but it is not Innoc-
uous. Stationed at feld level, requirements
officers-—called ROs—handle the distribution
of arms and ammunition, as well as general
logistics. They are vital to any military oper-
mounted by the government.

—

about the
ostensibly i
this agency

to gather information, why is
nning a war in Laos? “I don't

TheACTA mission chief in Laos is Lawrence
i, listed as a “political officer” in the
US/embassy. Unlike most political officers,
‘wever, Devlin flatly refuses to see report-
rs, For all anybody knows, he might agree
on that last point with Senator Fulbright,
who stressed that he was not criticising the
CIA. “The agency is Just following orders,”
Fulbright said.

Cargo and military supplies—as well as
personnel—are ferried throughout Laos by
Air America and Continental Air Services,
private charter firms under contract to the
US government. They are better known as
the “CIA Airlines”, and most of their pilots
are ex-alr force officers. Reporters are allowed
to accompany flights involving rice drops to
refugee camps, but are banned when military
cargoes are carried.

“Why do you guys always ask about weap-
ons and ammo shipments?” pilot Jim Walsh
asked me. Walsh, 38, is an ex-alr force officer
who has worked in Laos for Air America since
1962. “You know we're not allowed to talk
about such things,” he said.

Another form of American air service in
Laos constitutes the most direct US involve-
ment in the fighting. Under the euphemism
of “armed reconnaissance flights”, Thailand-

.based American_ Jets and bombers have

mounted aerial hombardments equal to the
pounding taken by North Vietnam prior to
the bombing halt in 1988. The Ho Chi Minh
trail in southeast Laos has been the prime
target of American air attacks, but enemy
encampments and troops on the Plain of
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~'a.rs ‘ocame tinder heavy, fire durlno the recent
povernment -offensive.

Money for many US mmtiogs in Laon 15
cloaked in the budget of the) oth Ageh~
cy for Internatipnsl Development, or chap-
nelled ‘through other unobstrusive condults.
The scope of Amerfcan financial support of
the nentralist Royal Lao government testidies
to the effectiveness :of such cover, Tt
American assistance hereis rell@bly estimated
at betweon US$250 million and $300 millon

per year. Of that, ofily the technical gid

budget—about $60 mlillion—is made puhlic.
The rest, undisclosed, goes alxnost entirely t‘or
military purposes,

US .officlals here stress that American
money and manpower expenditures in Laos
are miniscule compared to those in Vietnam.
Washington is spending about $30,000 millien
a yearin Vietnam, and has lost almost 40,000
servicemen there. Less than 200 US person-
nel—mostly  airmen—have been killed in
Laos, A small, covert gonftiet fought by vol-
unteers may not be especlally laudable, they
say, but it beats a big bloody one battled by
draftees.

Perhaps, but what happens when a little
war threatens to escalate into .a huge ugly
one ke Vietnam? A% Tom Wicker poinsed
out this month in the New York Times as he
discussed the prospect-of Hanol presenting a
choice 1o the US of seeing Laos fal or en-
gaging ground troops. in battle. He wrote:
“This ‘cholee’ does not yet seem to have been
presented and while North Vietnam s under
heavy manpower, logistical and economlc
pressures from its undertakings-in Vie
it probably won’t be: but in an ironlc twi
on the domino theory, anything that puts an
end to those presures in the South, includ-
ing defeat for Manol as well a5 victory or &
negotiated : settlement, could .cause Nortn
Vietnam to try elther.to recoup or to keep
up its momentum in Laos.”

A top embassy official in Vientiane arguss:
“There is no chance of his turning into sn-
other Vietnam. We know the mistakes méde
in Vietnam, and we have no intgntion of re-
peating them. Hanol linderstands our posi-
tion here. ' We seek no wider war.”

Does it sound familiar?

.

@}m CASE FOR AN IN-PLACE

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, para-
graph 2 of seetion 2, article IT of the
U.8. Constitution reads:

He (the President) shall have power, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, to; make treaties, provided two-thirds of
the Senators present concur.,

It seems evident that the Constliu-
tion makes it Incumbent 1 the Sen-
ate 1o advise the executive branch
throughout the treaty-making process—
and to be kept advised n turn by the
Executive—so that the advice and con-
sent of the Senate in the making of the
treaty can truly be ascertained.

Note that the Constitution does not
employ the word “concluded,” but says
that treaties shall be made with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

This is not simply a constifutional ob-
ligation to be dutifully honored. It makes
good sense for ‘hoth executive and legis-
lative branches. .

The exeeutive branch must know what
treaties the Senate would he willing to
approve to know the range of measurea
open to 1ts negotiators. Especially im-
portant, we must avold an impasse In
which the Senate refuses to provide the
two-thirds majority required to ratify a
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ttfeatw a.lready agre,ed upon by the Execu-
ve.

With this in mmd, I wish to address
myself to the problems and opportunities
presented by the opening of the strate-
talks—SALT—be-

“to @lve advice on & kind of treaty

‘ to which I would be. prepared to give my

consent,

Mr. President, it appears we now enjoy
a political ‘and strategic climate in which
it may be possible to end the Sov1et-
American arms rice.

The best way to.bring this about may
be fo negotiate an immediate interim
freeze on certain tests and the deploy-
ment of all American and Soviet strate-
gic weapons. In other words, Mr. Presi-
dent, what I am suggesting is an as 1s,
where is, in-place halt.

Many Members of this body hope that
the forthcoming talks will result in sig-
nificant agreements on arms control. But
the range of alternative proposals that
could lead to agreements is severely
limited.

There are only three basic possibilities.
First, we ‘might seek a series of partial
agreements. We might, for example, try
to limit only ballistic missile defenses, or
the testing and deployment of multiple
warhieads, or ‘the "introduction of new
families of strategic weapons.

Becond, we mighi seek an agreement
only on the total numbers of offensive
and defensive weapons, Thus we might,
for .example, permit each side to have
1,500 missiles and 500 missile defense in-
tereeptors, The permitted guotas could
be used in'a variety of ways.’

Under such an agreement, missiles on
land might be transferred to ships, and
50 on. Such an agreement, of course,
would not halt the qualitative arms race
in which each permitted missile can be
made larger, of fitted with a more power-
ful or more efiicien’t warhead.

Third, we might seek an “in-place
halt”” Such an agreement would freeze
not only numbers but characteristics of
wespons and thelr modes of deployment.
This would truly bring the arms race to
a full stop for a period of a few years.

It is important not to lose sight of the
many political and strategic advantages
of negotiating the third type of agree-
ment,

It would aveid the time-consuming
negotiation of partial measures compli-
cated by an ever-changing strategic and
political context. Unlike a loose overall
agreement, which would Umit only the
quantity of weapons, the “in-place halt”
would also prohibit. a qualitative arms
race.

Moreover, ai “ir-place halt” would
breserve the rough parity in strategic
weapons that is acknowledged by both
sides, and therefore would not jeopardize
the security of either the United States
or the Soviet Union.

I believe that to seek, initially, less
than an “in-place halt” would be a seri-
ous political and strategic error.

Any partial .a.pproach is less likely to
lead to successiul negotiation, less likely
to produce Senate ratification, and less
likely to succeed in the basic aim of halt-
ing the arms race.

.war that nobody wants
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And, even 1f an overall agreement on
numbers is achieved, the result might be
not only disillusioning but dangerous if
an accelerated qualitutive arms race
ensues.

Strategically, a failu-e to exploit the
present opportunity for a successtul halt
to the arms race may have an adverse
effect on American security.

From the most secure nation in the
world, we have become one of the coun-
tries t0 be directly attacked if 2 nuclear
should somehow
ocecur.

Our security can be still further eroded
by the development of ever more destruc-
tive and less controllahle weapons. Po-
litical incidents that occur in the midst
of an ever-changing strategic context
are more likely to trigger war than those
which might occur aftcr an arms hals
had calmed the internaiional waters.

For these reasons I believe the “in-
place halt” has strong politieal and stra-
tegic advantages, but i recognize that
there are bureaucratic roasons why these
advantages may be overlooked.

The SALT talks posc a dilemma for
our military planners. G the cne hand,
they want to be able to continue buying
the weapons they find. desirable. On the
other hand, they would like to negotiate
a halt so that the other side would stop
buying these very same weapons.

At each stage of negotiations, our mili-
tary planners are torn. They would like
to have a missile defeiwse, but they do
not want the other side ‘o have one.

They would like to have multiple inde-
pendently targeted re-antry vehicles—
MIRV--but they do noi want the other
side to have them.

There is a real risk that, at the eritical
stages of negotiation, our military plan-
ners will feel a stronger desire to get the
weapons they want rather than to
achieve an agreement that would deny
those weapons to the cther side, Thus,
the military planners m:y prefer the ap-
proach of seeking quuntitative limits
only—an approach thaf leaves the way
open for a qualitative race.

Not only would such nassive loopholes
be both unfortunate an¢ dangerous, but
the Senate might well refuse to ratify
such a treaty. Military nlanners tend to
be more interested in what the treaty
permits them to do. Butf the Senate is
apt to be more concerned about what the
treaty permits the other side to do.

I believe that we are ot the time in our
history when the Senate may not find it
desirable to retain the ‘reedom to con-
tinue Increasing our nuclear missile
forces at the cost of permitting the other
side to do the same.

BECTION

Any discussion of the strategic weap-
ons preblem must begit; with what the
United States and the Hoviet Union al-
ready have.

The United States 1x ahead in sub-
launched missiles and intercontinental
Jbombers. The Soviet Union is ahead in
land-launched missiles wnd has made a
beginning on a missile defense around
Moscow. . ;

Over the past few years, while the
United States has been making qualita-
tive improvements, the Soviet Union has
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" “in-place halt.” It would, in particular,

X
been‘attempting to catch up quantita-
tively. o
However, we see that the United States
is still ahead in total nuclear warheads
end, according to these plausible pro-
jections, would continue fo be ahead even
if both sides added multiple watheads.
" 'This seems an excellefit time for an

prevent the enormous escalation’ shown
on chart two when multiple warheads
are added. L o

“Furthermore, this shows the irrelev-

" yancy of who's “ahead” today. Two

hundred and fifty wafhéads are neces-
sary to destroy 50 cities, with the as-
sumption that five warheads are assigned
to each city. )

We now have enough warheads to de-
stroy these 50 cities 15 times ovér, with
five warheads for each. Remember that
the destructive powet of each of these
warheads averages moré than 50 times
that of the Hiroshima bomb. Thé Soviet
Union has a similar “overkill” capacity.

All this is merely andther way of say-
ing what everyone really knows. Nuclear
war would be mutually devastating for
the United States and the Soviet Union.
No political leader would have any
chance of destroylng the other coun-
try without having his own country
destroyed. o ) T

-Of course, such a leader would plan ta
destroy initially as many opposing weap-
ons as he could €0 as‘to Hmif the retalia-
tory force of the other side. e

But even on paper, the problem of de-
stroylng enemy missllé-firing ‘subma-
rines on station is widely acknowledged
as insurmountable. And the problem of
mounting a successfully coordinated
simultaneous attack on these, as well as
other weapons systems, Introdueés a fur-
ther order of uncertainty if not imposst-
bility. o N

For these and other reasoins, & calcu-
lated attack by either side even an at-
tack based on fear of a preemptive at-
tack—has properly become unthinkable.
© Adding mofe advanced weapéns sys-
tems does not further reduce thé proba-

- bility of such an attack. If more sophis-

ingly recognized as

ticated weapon systems are brought at
the price of letting the other side also buy

more, fears of an automatically triggéred
nuclear war more than likely will rise,

rather than fall, In these considerations
lie the strategic argumernit for a compre-
hensive “in-place halt.” _ ‘
“What would a compréhensive “in-
place halt” be like? It would simply pre-
vent any chance in the numbers and

‘kinds, and modes of deployment, of

land-launched _missiles,” sub-launched
misstles, intercontinental bombers and
anti-missiles. In particular, steps would
be taken to ban further flight tests of

MIRV’s and their deployment ¢n exist:
‘ing missiles. o '

g

w. long could such 'an “in-place
""last? It could last as long as the
two powers wanted fo make 1t last, It
could, for example, be a 2-yeal agree-
ntent upon which further agreements
would be based. S

Later agreements might well calf for

the mutually balanced destruction of
land-based missiles, which are Increas-
obsolete. ‘

Here we would have real disarma-

ment—a reduction in the number of

weapons whose inadvertent, or untimely
use might lead to an otherwise avoidable
holocaust.

The purpose of such an “in-place
halt” would be to blunt the forward
thrust of the arms race and give the
negotiators a stable strategic context in
which to reach fufther agreements.

Let me summarize the practical ad-
vantages of such an agreement,

First of all, an “in-place halt,” rather
than a more limited agreement, is the
only kind of treaty that would complete-
1y halt the arms race.

Second, a partial, or a less restrictive,
agreement could actually lead to & stim-
ulation of the arms race. For example,
if we negotiate an agreement limiting
only missiles, or MIRV’s, both sides will
make correspondingly greater efforts on
antiballistic missiles.

If the agreement limits only antibal-
listic missiles, more funds will be ex-
pended on offensive missiles,

In other words, a partial limitation
can encourage substitute expenditures
on weapons that are not prohibited by
the agreement.

For these reasons, it is also true that:
The strategic implications of an ‘“in-
place halt” are easier to assess than
those of partial measures. After all, an
“in-place halt” maintains the situation
that we now have—one that we under-
stand quite well and are willing to ac-
cept.

A less

compréhensive agreement

raises many uncertainties. What new .

weapons might be built? What agree-
rfents might later fail to be achieved?

In terms of future uncertainties, it is
easier to end the arms race at one stroke
than by measures.

“This is also true of the difficult mat-
ter of inspection. It is easier to verify
compliance with an “in-place halt” than
it is to verify compliance with more
limited agreements.

‘Tnspection simply becomes a search
for anything new or for unusual strate-
gic activity. For example, it is not nec-
essary to keep track of shifting missile
deployments to see that numbers are
kept within an agreed quantity. In this
case both sides would be bound to in-

“sure that no more missiles or warheads

of any kind are added.

From a security point of view, an “in-
placé halt” may also be easier to justify
than more limited agreements. The se-
curity of both sides is considered to be
protected by the uneasy arms balance
that exists today. The political leader-
ship on both sides probably would pre-
fer to ratify what exists than to risk an
unknown strategic future and face the
monumental expenditures which an es-
calation of thé arms race would de-
mand. ‘

~And, as a result of this, a negotiating
posture that calls for an “in-place halt”
1s more readily understandable to all
parties. ‘

" We live in an age of cease-fire. And
this notion can also be applied to fthe
arms race. It will require hard bargain-
fhg to do away with weapon systems.
But it need not take hard and long bar-

>
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gaining to stop the present arms race.
In my opinion, the current political and
strategic climate makes an ‘“in-place
halt” a realistic proposal.

President Nixon has said we have
“sufficiency” in our defense posture. And
the Defense Department does not doubt
that we are secure.

There are, then, no prospects for im-
proving our security in a continuing
arms race. Why not offer to stop now?

If the Soviet Union declines to accept
the agreement, then all will know that
we at least tried. We will still have the
option at that time to pursue more
limited agreements.

In any event I think there is a real
possibjlity that if we take the initiative
and offer this proposal at the forthcom-
ing talks in Vienna on April 16, the en-
tire arms race can be brought to a halt.

Such an as is, where is, “in-place
halt” would be the best possible begin-
ning to the end of the arms race.

PRESIDENT NIXON’'S FIRST YEAR

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, today
marks the first anniversary of the inaug-
uration of Richard M, Nixon as the 37th
President of the United States.

In his first year in cffice, the President
has compiled an outstanding record of
performance—a record that has earned
him the high praise and strong support
of his fellow countrymen.

A significant analysis and appraisal of
the first year written by Garnett D.
Horner, appeared yesterday in the
Washington, D.C., Sunday Star.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy

" be reprinted at this point in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star.
Jan. 18, 1970]
NixoN's FmstT YEAR
(By Garnett D. Horner)

During his first” year in office, President
Nixon, has given American foreign policy a
definite new direction and moved in numer-
ous ways to make the government work bet-
ter at home.

His calm, unspectacuvlar but firm leader-
ship and realistic approach to the nation’s
problems at home and sbroad seem to fit the
mood of the country.

Public opinion polls attest that the major-
ity of Americans believe he is doing a good
job.

Nixon hiraself is far from satisfied with
the results of his efforts since he became
President a year ago Tuesday. He is not the
kind of man ever to be satisfied.

Two of the toughest problems confront-
ing the President a year ago—the Vietnam
war and inflation—persist. But there has
bheen progress, and he feels he is on the right
course to solutions.

Nixon can be proud of many accomplish-

. ments in other fields.

Intangible but, comforting, there seems
to have been an increase of public confi-
dence in government under Nixon’s leader-
ship. Knowledgeable officials claim American
prestige abroad has risen, too.

Nixon’s assoclates attribute much of the
increased respect for the American presi-
dency at home and abroad to the way he
asserts leadership. This is hard to define.

. However, he conveys a sense of knowing

fully what he is doing when he makes a
decision. ) .
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He explores all the options open to him
with advisers and outsiders who may have
something to contribute. Thep he makes his
own. deolsions, offen’ ¢verrullng his closest
advisers. - For example, when be was prapar-
ing to report to the countyy on Vietneam last
Nov. 3, many told him he. would have to
withdraw more troops, and propose a cease-
fire to win: public support. . )

He overruled those points of view to pur-
sue the gourse he felf was Pight—and the
speech he gavé on Nov. 8 13 generally credited
with promoting increagsed public conficence
in his Vietnam policy. .

FOREIGN COMMITMENTS

Similarly, at a cabinet meeting at Camp
David last summer, the Presigent overruled
some of his advisers to go ahead with the
family Bssistance program hg proposed Lo
Congress . t0 shift the natlon’s welfare sys-
ters from'a services strategy to a jobs and
income strategy. : ; :

With Nizon avolding spectagular promises
and dramatic rhetoric, some. of the most
significant developments of his first year in
office - may have been largely buried wader
headlinégs; about Vietnam moratoriums and
battles with Congress 50 far ag public atten-
tion is concerned, :

One of the most important of these devel-
opments was the President’s .promulgation
of the “Nixzon doctrine.” Applied specifically
to Asla when the President proclaimed it at
Guam July 25, the basle philosophy of this
doctrine iz guiding administration policy in
Latin America and elsewhere ip the world.

Esgentially this policy tells the natiops of
Asia and other regions: The Unitsd States 18
not geing to solve your problents for you; you
work out your ownh ways to deal with them
and we wil] help where we can, but not fight
your wars for you or dictate your econcmic
development programs. It encourages initia-
tives by the countrles o6f the reglon to de-

velop their own defense and economig im- .

provement arrangemen ts.

This “new direction” for American forelgn
policy reverses the post-World War IT pre-
dominant role of the U.S. as fhe policeman
and prime economic planner. of the free
world, It does not mean American withdrawal
from the Pacific or any other part of the
world: ; ; E

The U.8. would keep its commitments,
would still have a role, but enzourage local
and regional initlatives. .

Lack of any progress in Vietnam, peace
negotiations has been a. big disappointment
of Nizon's Arst year. : S

Still, the Vietnam situation s pretty well
reversed from 8 year ago, American troops are
being gradually pulled out instead of povred
in, as South Vietnamese fordes take over
greater share of the burden of defending
their country. ) : N

The fighting has de-egcalated. During the
latest 'week 'for Which figurés are avallable—
the week ending Jan. 10—American casualties
were listed at 98 dead, as compared to 151 for
the same week a year ago. .

Developments in other foreign policy and
national séeurity areas during the first year
of the Nixon administration have included:

A beginning toward opening communica-
tions ‘with Communist China, Nixon has
made 1t known that he 1s prepared to have
serlous, cohcrete and he hopes construclive
talks with the Red Chinese. He considers that
the 800 million people ¢ the Chinese main-
land-—some 25 percent of the human race—
are a reality that ¢annot be ignored.

A Nixon g¢rder banning American manu-
facture, storage or use of hiological snd
chemical warfare weapons. A3 well as. hu-
manitarign ‘grounds, his decislon was based
on a convigtion that once germ warfare was
used 1t might not be'contrgllable and could
spread-death all over the world. ; ‘

‘Beginning of talks with the Soviet Union
on strategic arms limltatlon after the miost

- listle missiles and extension of the

thorough and systematic preparation ever
made for any disarmament negotiations by
this country. .

The President's visit to key allled mations
In Europe early ir his administration to
carry out his campaign pledge to give more
attention to Burope and to consult with
America’'s allies before negotiating with its
foes—laying the basls for co-ordination of
allied viewpolnts in the SALT talks with
Russia.

His round-the-world trip in midsummer,
starting in Asia where his knowledge and
understanding of their problems won the re-
spect_and confidence of the leaders of the
natiolls he visited, and climaxing with a
‘remendously enthusiastic reception in the
atreets of Bucharest that tended to lift the
fron Curtain a bit,

A noticeable lack of vilification and per~
sonal attacks against Nixon in the Soviet
nress and by Soviet leaders during the past
7ear, which administration officials believe
may result from the conciliatory but firm
tone the President has used in seeking..
ora of negotiation. P

On the domestic front, Nixor-#ntered the
White House under the dicap of having
Congress under cont of the opposition
party—the first Presifent in 120 years io do
L0, :

Still, there was
snd the first se;

rogress on some issues
on of the 91st Congress
ended with the publican President’s per-
sonal relbtions fith the Democratic leaders
of the House shd Senate described by inti-
mates as quitefgood, and these leaders much
raore cooperative, especlally in the foreign
policy field, thayp a year ago.

The major tArust of the Nixon admin-
1y has been reform-—an
fovernmént work better
in delivering serviceX, to the people,

The word “reform' Meurs in much of the
lagislation” the Presiden oposed to Con-
gress, He won draft reform and tax relorm
hills. His postal reform prdgosals are still
pending.

Among the legislative propos
Mixon persondlly fought and won\were his
program for limited deployment of

His major defeat was the Senate turn ¢
of his nomination . of Judge Olement.'\F.
Haynsworth for the Supreme Court, ~\
Much of the administration’s. “reform\”
rroduces few headline-making results, bu;
can have long rangs effects of major im&g
portance. H
One of Nixon's first acts as Prestdent—;
soven days after entering office—was to ordes
uniform regional boundaries and headquar
ter eities for operations of government dg-
partments and agencles around the coup-
try—an unspectacular but emciency-pmm;:-
ing move. 7
‘To assure orderly development of po}icies
involving programs carried out by different
agencles, the President created
Aftalrs ‘Council, the Environmenta? Quality
Councll and ths Rural Affairs uncil, This
means, for example, that a_athool ald pro-
gram of HEW wil) be ecordinated with a
housing ald -progranr 6f HEUD in the UAC. It
means full consideration given to such facts
that & mass transportation system helps un-
employment by providing a way for un-
skilled workers living in the inner city to get
to Jobs in new factories on the outskirts.
Considered by the administration as one
of 1ts most profound reforms is the “new
Tederalism™ concept—a change of course in
the way the federal government conducts its
business. The basic concept is that a BUv-
ernment service should be performed at the
level of government-ifederal, state or lo-
cal—where it can most effectively be done.
Sume things the federal government can do
better: many it has been doing could be
done better by the states or local govern~
mw.ents, is the idea.

Urban
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NEW FEDMRALISM

The “new federalism” involves consider-
able ‘decentralization of government.

To make It Wwork reqiiires more money at
the state and local government levels. So
Nizxon proposed a revenue-sharing plan
to plow back to the stales, without any
strings, ‘a percentage of federal revenues.
Congress has not acted ¢n the proposal.

One of the simple reforms Nixon pro-
posed was incorporated in the tax reform
bill—-to stop levying in-:ome tax on people
the government defines as poor. He found
the government had been collecting about
$600 million a year frern the poor—enough
to finance about one-third the budget of
the antipoverty agency.

Most of Nixon's actlens during his first
year 1n office have bee: in line with what
he said during his 1968 campaign he would
do.

During that campaig::, one of his state-
memnte that may strike him now as among
the most profound was that “it is an ines-

le fact of our national life today that
we not afford to do all that we wish.”

He has had to postpone many things that
he would have liked to do in order to meet
the overrlding necessity. as he sees it, of
holding down federal spending in order to
combat inflation.

Rising uncontrollable government expen-
ditures, such as intere:t on the national
debt, have forced cuts eliewhere to the tune
of some $7 billlon during the current fiscal
year.

——

COMMUNICATIONS #ROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were. referred as indicated:

REPORT ON OPERATIONS UNDER THE FooD

STAMP ACT Or 1964

A letser from the Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, for Market:ng and Consumer
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on operations under the Food Stamp
Act of 1964 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Apriculture and For-
estry.

STATISTICS OF PRIVATWLY OWNED ELECTRIC
UTILITIES IN THE UNIiup STATES, 1068

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Pow-
er Comunission, transmitsing, for the infor-
mation of the Senate, 4 copy of the publica-
tion “‘Statistics of Privately Owned Electric
Utilities in the United Sitates, 1968” (with
an accompanying documant); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

T —

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution of the Senste of the Common-
wealth of Kentucky; to the Committee on
‘the Judiciary:

“SENATE REsonur-oN No, 12
“A resolution honoring the late Dr. Martin
Luther King. Jr.

“Whereas, January 15 i3z the anniversary
of the birth of the late Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr.; and

“Whereas, throughout his life Dr. King
exemplified the principles of adherence to
law and of bettering the iaw through lawful
change; and

“Whereas, Dr. King has become the symbol
to all Americans of the power of passive
persuasion; and

“Whereas, there is now before the Congress
of the United States House Resolution 7703,

Approved For Release 2002/05/06 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300040018-3



W ASHIAEp VY PérRelease 20027058 : CIZED%B?&QROOO300040018-PAGE g

Ofﬁclal Says AB M ,

By Warren Unna )
Washington Post Staff Writer .

The U:S. arms control chief
told a House committee yes-
terday that expanded deploy-
ment of the Safeguard anti-
ballistic missile’ system would
not hamper missile talks with
. the Russians. But in the Sen-
ate, ABM opponents launched
& campaign to block further
deployment.

Gerard Smith, director of the
U.S. Arms Control apd: Disar-
martient Agency and chief ne-
gotlator for the strategic arms
limitation- talks (SALT) com-

ing up in April, told the House'

Foreign Affairs Committee
that he'thought Defense Sec-
retary ‘Melvin R. Laird’s plan
. for wider deployment “will
not prejudice the SALT talks,
not’ make thém- (the Russians)
lose interest.”

+] have no problems of con-
scitnce here,” Smith said. “I
am not echoing a party line.”

But then he added: “it is
difficult for me to see a (nego-
tiating) process that went on
indefinitely while the Soviet

Union continued to build up
" ite offensive missiles . ., .The
. appetite for negotiations will
not persist if the strategic
arms competition goes on full
- blast.”

Smith intimated that- re-
gearch now is being conducted
on ways to carry out on-site
inspection of the multiple in-
dependently targeted re-entry
vehicle (MIRV), without hav-
ing to pry too deeply by lifting
the nose cone to count the
components.
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He. also said he disagreed
with his predecessor, William

Foster, arms control -chief
under Presidents Kennedy
and Johnson, who recently de-
clared the cause of peace was
worth the risk' of adopting a
workable inspection system
that might not be absolutely
foolproof.

Meanwhile, Sen. Philip A.
Hart (D-Mich.) annoynced that
he and Sen. John Sherman
Cooper (R-Ky.) would try to
block the administration’s pro-
posal of adding to the ABM
sites - in Montana and North
Dakota ‘a third site_at White-
man “Air Force Base in Mis-
souri.

Hart and Cooper led the;
Senate opposition to the ini-
tial ABM deployment measure |
last year and lost out Dby a tie'
vote. :

Hart told a news gonference
that- he ‘saw -little c¢hange in
last-year’s negative, votes and
thought some senators who
supported the meastire lagt
year would not go jgléng with
further ABM deployment until
they saw how the prototype
tested out.

Meanwhile, Johrt S. Foster
Jr.,, Pentagon director of re-
search and engineering, told
two Senate committees that
the Soviets now have 275 large
SS9 strategic misgiles de-
ployed or under constriction
and that more ABM deploy-
to protect U.S. land based mlq
siles.
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