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been delayed, the number of passengers 
using National has increased by 2,275,000 
or 17 percent over the preceding 20-
month period. And the problem will con
tinue to grow until positive steps are 
taken to limit the number of flights at 
National. 

In the beginning, it was hoped the 
airlines would do this voluntarily and 
they were granted a delay to work out 
an agreement. Nothing happened. And, 
judging from the testimony of former 
FAA Administrator E. R. Quesada, him
self an airline director, nothing will hap
pen. Competitive pressures in the indus
try are simply too strong for there to be 
any realistic hope of a voluntary solu
tion, according to General Quesada. That 
leaves the problem squarely in the hands 
of the FAA and the CAB. 

In requesting the most recent delay in 
this proceecling, the Department of 
Transportation expresses hope that new 
regulations concerning the use of high
density traffic airports, of which National 
is one, might resolve the congestion prob
lem. Frankly, I see little chance of that 
happening. 

The new regulations make no change 
in the number of commercial flights now 
using National nor do they remove the 
exemption for extra sections of com
muter flights. In its testimony Wednes
day, the FAA make it clear that under 
these flight limitations, and without in
troducing larger aircraft into National, 
the number of passengers will increase 
by 6 million in 1980. 

The high-density traffic airport regu
lations are scheduled to become effective 
on June 1, 1969, and to expire 6 months 

later or_ December 31, 1969. If the De
partment of Transportation waits to 
evaluate the results, it could be another 
year before CAB hearings are held. 

Mr. President, I am disappointed by 
the failure to move ahead with this in
vestigation. Any further lengthy delays 
would be unconscionable. I hope the 
hearings now being held by the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia 
will impress the Department of Trans
portation and the CAB with the urgency 
of the situation. We know the problem 
and we know the solution. What we need 
now is to act. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until noon tomorrow. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move, 

in accordance with the previous order, 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
until noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
3 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, March 27, 1969, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate March 25, 1969, under authority 
of the order of March 24, 1969: 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Harold B. Finger, of Maryland, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate March 26, 1969: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Harrison Loesch, of Colorado, to be an As
sistant Secretary of the Interior. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Kenneth E. Frick, of California, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 26, 1969: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Charles H. Rogovin, of Massachusetts, to be 
Administrator of Law Enforcement Assist-
ance. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Jerome M. Rosow, of New York, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

John B. Waters, Jr., of Tennessee, to be 
Federal cochairman of the Appalachian Re
gional Commission. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE:S-Wednesday, March 26, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Finally, brethren, be of one mind, live 

in peace: and the God of love and peace 
shall be with you.-2 Corinthians 13: 11. 

Eternal Spirit, who art ever speaking 
to man and always seeking to lead Thy 
children into the ways of peace, we pray 
for our country. 

Strengthen our leaders that they may 
walk with Thee as they carry their re
sponsibilities. Sustain our people that in 
true service and with humble hearts they 
may usher in a new day of peace by 
doing Thy will. 

So unite us in our love for Thee and by 
our confidence in one another that to
gether we may hasten the day when 
"Nation shall not lift up sword against 
nation, neither shall they learn war any 
more." 

With this creative faith and this 
courageous spirit may we march forward 
together toward a greater nation and a 
better world. 

In the name of the Prince of Peace we 
pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one 
of his secretaries. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 25, 1969. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: I have the honor to transmit 
herewith a sealed envelope addressed to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives from 
the President of the United States, received 
in the Clerk's Office at 4:40p.m., on Tuesday, 
March 25, 1969, and said to contain a Mes
sage from the President transmitting the 
report for fiscal year 1968 on the interna-

tiona! educational and cultural exchange 
program. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1968 ON 
INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL 
AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE PRO
GRAM-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I herewith transmit the report for fis
cal year 1968 on the international edu
cational and cultural exchange program 
conducted under the Mutual Educational 
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 <Pub
lic Law 87-256). During fiscal year 1968, 
6,777 teachers, scholars, and distin
guished leaders were involved in this pro
gram in the United States and in 126 
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other nations and territories. This was a 
reduction of 10 percent from the pre
ceding year. Since 1949, a total of 125,777 
persons have participated in the ex
changes. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 25, 1969. 

EXTENDING FOR ANOTHER YEAR 
INCOME TAX SURCHARGE-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 91-92) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read and 
referred to the Committee on Ways and 
Means and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Clearly this nation must come to grips 

with the problem of an inflation that has 
been allowed to run into its fourth year. 
This is far too long, and it has already 
caused substantial distortions in our 
economy. 

Inflation is a form of economic aggres
sion against the very young and the very 
old, the poor and the thrifty. It is these 
Americans who are largely defenseless 
against the kind of price increases for 
food, clothing, medicine, housing and 
education that have swept over the Na
tion in the last few years. 

Government has two major instru
ments for dealing with this problem. One 
is monetary policy, which should con
tinue its program of restraint. The other 
is fiscal policy-the management of the 
Federal budget-which must turn away 
from budgets which have propelled the 
inflation, and turn instead to one with 
a strong surplus that will help to curb 
it. 

The prospect of a thin budget surplus 
or a return to deficits would again nudge 
monetary policy off course. The result, 
as always, would be further increases in 
interest rates, a dangerously overheated 
economic engine, and the threat of ac
celerating the advance of the price level. 
Because the problem of inflation was 
neglected far too long, we cannot risk 
even a neutral budget policy of narrow 
balance. 

Only a combined policy of a strong 
budget surplus and monetary restraint 
can now be effective in cooling inflation, 
and in ultimately reducing the restric
tive interest rates forced on us by past 
policies. This is fundamental economics, 
and we intend to deal with fundamentals. 

We are determined to keep faith with 
America's wage earners, farmers and 
businessmen. We are committed to take 
every necessary action to protect every 
American's savings and real income from 
further loss to inflation. 

The budget for the year beginning July 
1, 1969, submitted in January, estimates 
the surplus at $3.4 billion. However, cur
rent examination of this budget reveals 
that some of its estimates of expendi
tures were low. For example, interest on 
the Federal debt will be far more than 
was estimated. This, along with such 
items as an underestimate of farm price 
support payments and a substantial over
estimate of offshore oil lease receipts, 

means that a current analysis of the 
budget submitted in January shows a 
reduction in the surplus of $1.3 billion 
for this fiscal year and $1.7 billion for the 
fiscal year 1970. 

Thus, half of the projected 1970 sur
plus has disappeared before the year be
gins. Similarly, more than half of this 
year's projected surplus of $2.4 billion 
will not be realized-and for the same 
reasons. 

On the matter of cutting expenditures: 
To produce a budget that will stop 

inflation, we must cut expenditures while 
maintaining revenues. This will not be 
easy. Dealing with fundamentals never is. 

I intend to submit budget revisions 
which will reduce Federal spending in 
fiscal1970 significantly below the amount 
recommended in January, even before 
those previous figures have been adjusted 
to reflect current conditions. 

On the matter of maintaining reve
nues: 

I am convinced that the path of re
sponsibility requires that the income tax 
surcharge, which is expected to yield $9¥2 
billion, be extended for another year. As 
I have said before, the surcharge is a 
temporary tax that must be ended as soon 
as our commitments in Southeast Asia 
and economic conditions permit. Because 
of budget and economic conditions, I re
affirm my support of the recommendation 
President Johnson made last January 
that the surcharge be extended, and I am 
transmitting to the Congress a request 
that this be done. 

In addition, the scheduled reductions 
in the telephone and passenger car ex
cise taxes must be postponed, and user 
charges equal in revenue yield to those 
now in the budget should be ena-cted. To
gether, these will produce close to $1 bil
lion in revenue next year. 

On the question of tax reform, this Ad
ministration remains committed to a 
more equitable and more efficient tax 
structure. In the coming month, the first 
specific proposals of that reform will be 
coming up to the Congress from the 
Treasury Department. 

Taken together, these actions to reduce 
spending and maintain revenues will pro
duce the strong budget surplus urgently 
needed to meet the inflationary threat. 

Moreover, by proving Government's se
rious intent to counter the upward spiral 
of prices and wages, we will create con
ditions which will encourage the private 
sector to stop assuming a high rate of 
inflation in long-range planning. 

Courageous Government action will 
modify the inflationary psychology which 
now afflicts business, labor and consumers 
generally. It is particularly hard on small 
business, and those of modest means in 
the management of their incomes and 
savings. 

This ordering of our economic house
distasteful as it is in many respects-will 
do much to slow down the rise in the cost 
of living, help our seriously weakened po
sition in international trade, and restore 
the sound basis for our on-going pros
perity. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 26, 1969. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON 
SURTAX 

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORDJ 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
the problem of inflation which has been 
with us for more than 3 years has 
reached a new peak of intensity and 
peril. President Nixon has therefore 
seized this moment to lay a challenge 
before Congress and the American peo
ple and to spell out the course of action 
we must follow to bring inflation under 
control. A majority of us in this House 
voted last year to approve a 10-percent 
surtax on individual and corporate in
come taxes. That took political courage, 
but we later found that the voters did 
not visit retribution upon us. Now, with 
the inflation battle still to be won, Presi
dent Nixon has exhibited the same kind 
of courage and has asked us to act in 
the best interests of the United States 
and its people. I do not think this House 
of Representatives will flinch from that 
responsibility. I feel certain Congress 
will do what we know to be sensible and 
right in this time of inflationary stress 
and psychology. There is no question 
that President Nixon has made the 
proper recommendation in urging a 12-
month extension of the surtax at the 
existing level. And there is no question 
in my mind that Congress will approve 
that recommendation. We know what 
the evil consequences of runaway infla
tion would be. We know that if inflation 
forces are not thwarted, prices in this 
country will double within 14 years. We 
know that men and women who have 
set aside savings to live on in retirement 
will see half of those savings destroyed 
unless inflation is curbed. What Mr. 
Nixon has proposed in a consumer pro
gram-a program to protect what the 
consumer has to spend. This is not a 
problem that the President alone can 
solve. He needs the help of Congress and 
he needs the help of the American peo
ple. Business, labor, and consumers-all 
must make a commitment to the goal 
that President Nixon has set, that of 
erasing the current inflationary psychol
ogy and halting the steady erosion of 
the dollar's purchasing power. If Amer
ica whips inflation now, Mr. Speaker, 
our people can have a strong, growing 
economy with low unemployment in the 
future. Mr. Speaker, let us all have the 
courage to back the President in the 
fight against inflation, for the long-term 
good of the Nation and especially the 
poor and the pensioners. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON 
SURTAX 

<Mr. VANIK asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, today, Presi
dent Nixon submitted his message urging 
extension of the 10-percent tax surcharge 
for 1 more year. 

Here we go again. When the surtax 
debate took place last year, we were as
sured that within the surtax year, the 



March 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 7745 

administration would present a program 
of revenue-raising tax reform. 

It was my expectation that these new 
tax reform revenues would replace the 
surtax in the second year. It appears 
from the President's proposals that this 
is too much for the American taxpayer to 
hope for. 

I expect to vote against the extension 
of the surtax, since it has been an utter 
failure in controlling inflation. The 
American taxpayer has a right to rebel 
against this needless tax which sensible 
and proper tax reform would make 
unnecessary. 

The taxpayer has a right to expect 
action on tax reform in this Congress. 
This is the very hour for performance. 
The extension of the surtax would only 
serve to extend the privilege of tax 
shelters which have eroded the integrity 
of our tax system and the public 
confidence. 

The surtax has also served as a fiscal 
crutch. If it is taken away, revenue
raising tax reform becomes an immediate 
necessity. The Treasury loss of the tax 
surcharge could be easily replaced by 
suspension of the investment credit; the 
imposition of capital gains tax at death; 
the modification of the oil-depletion 
allowance; the imposition of a minimum 
tax on the super-rich; the elimination of 
farm loss abuses; and a limitation on 
tax-free bond holding. 

Now is the best time for tax reform. 
The issue must not be delayed, detoured, 
or destroyed. 

SPECIAL ELECTION 
<Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take the 
floor to congratulate the good people of 
the Eighth Congressional District of 
Tennessee on the election of EDWARD 
JoNES, Democrat, to Congress yesterday. 
I congratul·ate En JoNES also and join my 
colleagues in welcoming him as a new 
Member of the House. 

Mr. JONES, a farmer and former State 
commissioner of agriculture, carried 12 
of the 14 counties in the large rural dis
trict which covers the entire western part 
of the State north of Memphis. Signifi
cant in the election is the fact that there 
were 11 candidates in the race, including 
a Republican, an American Independent 
Party candidate, and eight other candi
dates. En JONES won his nomination in 
open convention, campaigned as an or
ganization Democrat and pledged to his 
constituents to support the Democratic 
Party. En JONES took the Democratic rec
ord of leadership and accomplishment to 
the people and won by a majority over 
both the endorsed Republican and the 
American Party candidate. 

He ran his campaign by taking a stand 
on the issues and meeting the people to 
discuss with them the problems of the 
area. Again I congratulate En JONES and 
the people of the Eighth District of Ten
nessee. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I include a 
table showing the election results on yes-

terday in the Eighth Congressional Dis
trict of Tennessee : 
Jones----------------------------- 32,874 
Dav~ ----------------------------- 16,341 
Dunavant------------------------- 15,616 
Lanier ---------------------------- 2, 018 
Pickett --------------------------- 1,379 

Total ----------------------- 68,228 

CONGRESSMAN-ELECT ED JONES 
<Mr. FULTON of Tennessee asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, in the absence of the dean of 
the Tennessee delegation, Congressman 
JoEL. Evrns, who is out of Washington 
on official committee business, it is with 
a great deal of pleasure that I inform 
the House that Mr. ED JoNEs, of York
ville, Tenn., has been chosen in a special 
election held yesterday to succeed our 
late, esteemed and beloved colleague, 
Congressman "Fats" Everett. 

Mr. JONES, upon certification, will rep
resent Tennessee's Eighth Congressional 
District. 

This race had become nationally sig
nificant because it is the first special con
gressional election held since the presi
dential election last November. 

As a consequence both major parties 
and the leading independent party made 
an all-out effort to capture this tradi
tionally Democrat seat. 

Former Gov. George Wallace called 
upon his supporters to back the Ameri
can Independent Party candidate and 
visited the Eighth District in his support. 
The candidate failed to run as well as 
Governor Wallace had last November, 
but did run better than his Republican 
opponent. 

This, despite an outpouring of Repub
lican money, effort, and personages into 
the race in the GOP candidate's behalf 
and a visit into that district last week 
by our distinguished minority leader who 
stated: 

This is the year for the Republicans in 
Tennessee's Eighth Congressional District. 

Mr. Speaker, En JONES is a former 
commissioner of agriculture of the State 
of Tennessee and has been long and effec
tively active in civic and governmental 
affairs. He is a man with a great knowl
edge and broad understanding of the 
problems and aspirations of the people 
of his district. His election and service 
in Congress will provide his constituents 
with a worthy and able Representative · 
and will add to this body a Member of 
proven ability and value. 

CONGRESSMAN-ELECT ED JONES 
(Mr. BLANTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, today is 
a great day for Tennesseans and for this 
House, and it gives me a great deal of 
pleasure to announce to the House the 
election of a great Tennessean and fellow 
Democrat to this great body. 

En JONES won a sweeping victory, cap
turing 50 percent of the votes in a nine
man race, showing a 2-to-1 victory over 
the minority party candidate. This is 
truly indicative of the kind of man that 
En JoNES is and how the people of the 
Eighth District of Tennessee feel about 
him. We welcome him to the Tennessee 
delegation. 

I wish to remind the distinguished 
minority leader and other members of 
the minority party who recently visited 
Tennessee in behalf of their candidate 
of the statement he made as quoted in 
the news media and I quote: 

Mr. Ford said, the election could establish 
Guidelines for the 1970 and perhaps the 1972 
elections. 

I wish to associate myself with that 
statement and concur wholeheartedly in 
its accuracy because I believe sincerely 
that this special election and Democratic 
victory is an indication of the outcome 
of the 1970 elections. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I want to con
gratulate the gentleman on his state
ment, and his association with the views 
of the mi!.:.ority leader. I would like to 
associate myself with his views also be
cause I believe this election did establish 
a guideline. The fact of the matter is 
that there were about eight Democrat 
candidates in that race. Mr. Speaker, 
on a business trip to Tennessee I had the 
pleasure of meeting Mr. EDWARD JONES. 
I was sure he was going to win, because 
of the kind of man he is. I believe it 
demonstrates the fact that the Demo
cratic Party in fact is the party that is 
going to be the majority party down 
there in Tennessee for a long time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I concur 
with the remarks made by the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. HAYS). 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

MOORHEAD ASKS FOR VIETNAM 
MILITARY DEESCALATION 

(Mr. MOORHEAD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, almost 
exactly 1 year ago-on March 11, 1968-
when there were press stories to the 
effect that the military was requesting 
an additional 206,000 troops in Vietnam, 
several of our colleagues joined me in 
cosponsoring a resolution that provided: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress 
that the United States should not increase 
its military involvement in Vietnam. 

I believe that our resolution made a 
contribution to the decision against 
further escalation of the war in Vietnam. 
Less than 3 weeks later the decision 
to restrict the bombing was announced 
and the initial steps were taken which 
led to the opening of the Paris peace 
talks. 

The peace talks have been in progress 
for 10 months and Mr. Nixon has been 
in office for 2 months; yet the level of 
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the war and, more importantly the level 
of American participation in it continues 
unchanged. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has again come 
for Congress to make its influence felt 
on the war in Vietnam. The time has 
come, Mr. Speaker, for Congress to ex
press to the administration the desire 
of the American people to begin the proc
ess of deescalation of the American mili
tary effort. 

Accordingly, on behalf of myself and 
33 cosponsors I am today introducing 
another very brief resolution which 
provides: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Con
gress that the United States should begin 
to reduce its military involvement in 
Vietnam. 

I invite all Members who believe that 
the time has come to begin the deesca
lation of our military involvement in 
Vietnam to join with me in introducing 
similar resolutions. 

The following Members cosponsored 
Mr. MooRHEAD's concurrent resolution: 
JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, GEORGE E. BROWN, 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., JOHN H. DENT, DON 
EDWARDS, LEONARD FARBSTEIN, JOSEPH M. 
GAYDOS, JACOB H. GILBERT, SEYMOUR HAL
PERN, AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, KEN HECH
LER, HAROLD T. JOHNSON, ROBERT W. 
KASTENMEIER, EDWARD I. KOCH, ROBERT 
L. LEGGETT, PAUL N. McCLOSKEY, ABNER J. 
MIKVA, JOSEPH G. MINISH, PATSY T. 
MINK, JOHN E. Moss, BERTRAM PODELL, 
THOMAS M. REES, HENRY S. REUSS, PETER 
W. RoDINo, BENJAMIN S. RosENTHAL, 
EDWARD R. ROYBAL, WILLIAM F. RYAN, 
JAMES H. SCHEUER, FRANK THOMPSON, JR., 
JOSEPH P. VIGORITO, JEROME R. WALDIE, 
CHARLES H. WILSON, and GUY YATRON. 

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI SLANDERED 
BY CRUDE, UNFUNNY COMEDIAN 

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, last 
Monday evening on national television, 
the State of Mississippi and her people 
were viciously slandered by a crude and 
very unfunny comedian. 

I would suggest that the Senate sub
committee now investigating sex and 
violence on television might do well to 
turn their attention to this problem faced 
by Mississippians on Monday night. 

No apology can erase from the viewers' 
minds that terrible, ugly remark about 
Mississippi. I think that Americans, in 
this instance, will consider the source of 
the remark and dismiss it accordingly. 
However, the State should be protected 
from any future comments of the same 
nature which might be made by someone 
standing a little taller in the public's 
esteem. 

Mississippi has no pra9tical recourse 
in this matter, and it should. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION TO 
REDUCE ADVENTURISM 

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, recent reports indicate that 
American top-level strategists are seri
ously considering expanding military op
erations· in Vietnam to create--in their 
words--"greater pressures for a political 
solution." 

This same sort of nonsense put the 
United States into the current muddle in 
Southeast Asia. It is the same sort of 
logic now being used to push the ABM 
system. And it is the same sore of idiocy, 
if allowed to continue, that will entangle 
this country again and again. 

It must not be allowed to happen 
again. 

Congress must take a positive stance to 
halt any U.S. escalation in Vietnam. 
Today I join with many of my colleagues 
in cosponsoring the concurrent resolu
tion offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania <Mr. MooRHEAD) stating the 
sense of Congress that military involve
ment should begin to be reduced in Viet
nam. 

I view the Moorhead resolution as a 
strong first step of congressional policy 
to end our tragic adventurism in Viet
nam. 

MIAMI TEENAGE RALLY FOR 
DECENCY 

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I mentioned 
yesterday, the Members will recall, a 
great event which occurred in Miami last 
Sunday afternoon, when 30,000 teenagers 
gathered in the Orange Bowl in a great 
declaration for decency on behalf of the 
younger people in this country. 

The young man who started this rally, 
Mike Levesque, lives at Hialeah, Fla., 
where the racetrack is located, I am 
proud to say in my district. I am advised 
that he is receiving thousands of letters 
and telegrams from all over the country, 
in which other young people are asking 
how did he organize this rally and how 
could they organize a similar one. 

I thought Members might be getting 
inquiries of that sort. If they want to, 
they may send the inquiries to my able 
colleague DANTE FASCELL, or to me, or 
they can get in touch with this distin
guished young man, 17 years old, a senior 
in Miami Springs High School, who did 
this great thing, Mike · Levesque of 
Hialeah, Fla. -------

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Anderson, TIL 
Ashbrook 
Ayres 
Bates 
Bell, Cali!. 
Brademas 
Byrnes, Wis. 

[Roll No. 30] 
Casey 
Celler 
Clark 
Colmer 
Conyers 
Cowger 
Dellenback 

Diggs 
Esch 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fraser 
Gallagher 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 

Gray 
Gross 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Kirwan 
Landrum 
Lowenstein 
McCloskey 
Mail liard 
Mann 
Mlller, Calif. 
Morton 

Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Ottinger 
Pike 
Powell 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reuss 
Ronan 
Rumsfeld 
Scheuer 
Schwengel 

Sn yder 
Stafford 
Stokes 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Watson 
Watts 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 376 
Members have answered to their names, 
aquorum. · 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED 
REPORTS 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 

of the Committee on Rules, I ask unani
mous consent that the Committee on 
Rules may have until midnight tonight 
to file certain privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES OF 
STUDIES AND INVESTIGATIONS 
AUTHORIZED BY RULE XIC8), COM
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERA
TIONS 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction of 

the Committee on House Administration, 
I submit a privileged report (Rept. No. 
91-131) on the resolution <H. Res. 214) 
providing for the expenses of conduct
ing studies and investigations authorized 
by rule :Xl(8) incurred by the Committee 
on Government Operations, and ask for 
immediate consideration of the resolu
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 214 
Resolved, That effective January 3, 1969, 

the expenses of conducting the studies and 
investigations authorized by rule XI(8) in
curred by the Committee on Government 
Operations, acting as a whole or by subcom
mittee, not to exceed $900,000, including ex
penditures, for employment of experts, spe
cial counsel, and clerical, stenographic and 
other assistants, which shall be available for 
expenses incurred by said committee or sub
committees within and without the conti
nental limits of the United States, shall be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the House 
on vouchers authorized by said committee, 
signed by the chairman thereof, and ap
proved by the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

SEc. 2. The official stenographers to com
mittees may be used at all hearings held in 
the District of Columbia, if not otherwise 
officially engaged. 

SEc. 3. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for expendi
tures in connection with the study or in
vestigation of any subject which is being in
vestigated for the same purpose by any other 
committee of the House, and the chairman 
of the Committee on Government Operations 
shall furnish the Committee on House Ad
ministration information with respect to any 
study or investigation intended to be fi
nanced from such funds. 

SEC. 4. Funds authorized by this resolution 
shall be expended pursuant to regulations 
established by the Committee on House Ad
ministration under existing law. 
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Mr. HAYS <during the reading). Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous co~sent t~at 
further reading of the resolution be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, do I correctly understa~d 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
is going to submit an amendment to 
House Resolution 214? 

Mr. HAYS. That is correct. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, do I correct

ly understand there is a series of abo~t 
eight of these authorizing or expen~
ture committee resolutions to be submit
ted to the House today? 

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman is correct. 
The reason I have asked that further 

reading be dispensed with, after the 
amount is read, is because all of the .reso
lutions are identical after that pomt. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object--and I ask 
these questions only in the interest of ex
pediting the business of the House--

Mr. HAYS. I understand. 
Mr. HALL. Could the general state

ment be made that these expenditure 
resolutions are in the customary form 
we have handled for the committees in 
previous years and that there is nothing 
more than a so-called cost-of-living in
crease in the various committee pro
posals? 

Mr. HAYS. I would not go so far as 
to agree with that 100 percent. I would 
say that none is above what the com
mittee asked for. In all cases except one, 
I believe, both the minority and the ma
jority agreed on a figure. In some cases 
they were cut. In some cases there was a 
substantial raise, as high as 30 percent 
over what was granted a year or so 
ago. 

The committee felt the increases were 
justified, by the pointing out that they 
were going to undertake considerably 
more activity than undertaken in the 
last Congress. 

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle
man's statement. I have one final ques
tion. 

Are these resolutions to provide ex
penses for the committees for the first 
session, or presumably for the entirE; 
Congress? 

Mr. HAYS. For the first session only. 
Mr. HALL. Then we may expect at the 

beginning of the second session further 
funding for these committees, with prop
er justification to the Committee on 
House Administration? 

Mr. HAYS. That is correct. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 

my reservation. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: On page 1, line 5, 

strike out "$900,000", and insert in lieu 
thereof "$850,000". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

FUNDS FOR EXPENSES OF STUDIES, 
INVESTIGATIONS, AND INQUffiiES 
AUTHORIZED BY HOUSE RESOLU
TION 189, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on House Administra
tion, I submit a privileged report <Rept. 
No. 91-132) on the resolution <H. Res. 
259) to provide funds for the expenses 
of the studies, investigations, and in
quiries authorized by House Resolution 
189, and ask for immediate consideration 
of the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 259 
Resolved, That, effective January 3, 1969, 

the expenses of the studies and investiga
tions to be conducted pursuant to H. Res. 
189 by the Committee on Public Works, 
acting as a whole or by subcommittee, not 
to exceed $486,000, including expenditures 
for the employment of investigators, attor
neys, and experts, and clerical, stenographic, 
and other assistants and all expenses neces
sary for travel and subsistence incurred by 
members and employees while engaged in the 
activities of the committee or any subcom
mittee thereof, as the chairman deems neces
sary, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers authorized 
and signed by the chairman of such com
mittee and approved by the Committee on 
House Administration. 

SEc. 2. The chairman, with the consent of 
the head of the department or agency con
cerned, is authorized and empowered to 
utilize the reimbursable services, informa
tion, facilities, and personnel of any other 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for ex
penditure in connection with the study or 
investigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Public Works shall 
furnish the Committee on House Adminis
tration information with respect to any 
study or investigation intended to be fi
nanced from such funds. 

SEC. 4. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regu
lations established by the Committee on 
House Administration under existing law. 

Mr. HAYS (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the resolution be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES FOR 
EXPENSES OF COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING AND CURRENCY IN
CURRED PURSUANT TO HOUSE 
RESOLUTION 152 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on House Administra
tion, I submit a privileged report CRept. 
No. 91-133) on the resolution <H. Res. 
272) authorizing the expenditure of 
moneys to cover expenses of the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency incur
red pursuant to House Resolution 152, 
and ask for immediate consideration of 
thP. resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. REs. 272 
Resolved, That, effective from January 3, 

1969, the expenses of conducting the studies, 
investigations, and inquiries authorized by 
H. Res. 152, Ninety-First Congress, incurred 
by the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
acting as a whole or by subcommittee, not 
to exceed $300,000, including expenditures 
for employment, travel, and subsistence of 
attorneys, accountants, experts, investiga
tors, and clerical, stenographic, and other 
assistants, with respect to any matter or 
matters in the field of housing coming with
in the jurisdiction of such committee or 
subcommittee, including, but not limited 
to, (1) the status and adequacy of mortgage 
credit in the United States, (2) the terms 
and availability of conventional mortgage 
financing, (3) the flow of savings in relation 
to home financing needs, (4) the operation 
of the various Government-assisted housing 
programs, (5) the current rate of construc
tion of residential dwelling units in relation 
to housing requirements and demands, (6) 
the role of housing construction in the na
tional economy, {7) the requirement of and 
demand for Federal assistance in the devel
opment of community facilities, including 
mass transportation and other related facili
ties, (8) urban and suburban problems, in
cluding transportation fac111ties, as they af
fect the availability of adequate housing, 
(9) the operation of the slum clearance and 
urban renewal programs, and (10) rural 
housing and the adequacy of rural housing 
credit, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers authorized 
by such committee or subcommittee, and 
approved by the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

SEc. 2. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for ex
penditure in connection with the study or 
investigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the 
chairman of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency shall furnish the Committee on 
House Administration information with re
spect to any study or investigation intended 
to be financed from such funds. 

Mr. HAYS <during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the resolution be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the committee amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendments: On page 1, line 

5, strike out "$300,000", and insert in lieu 
thereof "$250,000". 

On page 3, starting on line 1, insert the 
following new section: 

"SEc. 3. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PROVIDING FUNDS FOR EXPENSES 
OF STUDIES AUTHORIZED BY 
HOUSE RESOLUTION 152, COM
MITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR
RENCY 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on House Administra-
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tion I submit a privileged report (Rept. 
No. '91-134) on the resolution (H. Res. 
271) to provide funds for the expenses 
of the studies, investigations, and in
quiries authorized by House Resolution 
152, and ask for immediate consideration 
of the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 271 
Resolved, That, effective from January 3, 

1969, the expenses of conducting the in
vestigations and studies authorized by H. 
Res. 152, Ninety-first Congress, by the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, acting as 
a whole or by subcommittee, not to exceed 
$442 ,500 for the first session of the Ninety
first Congress, including expenditures for 
employment, travel, and subsistence of ac
countants, experts, investigators, attorneys, 
and clerical, stenographic and other assist
ants, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on voucher authorized by 
such committee, signed by the chairman of 
such committee, and approved by the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

SEc. 2. No part of the funds authorized 
by this resolution shall be available for ex
penditure in connection with the s~udy or 
investigation of any subject which 1s being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency shall furnish the Committee on House 
Administration information with respect to 
any study or investigation intended to be 
financed from such funds. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

on page 2, immediately after line 8, insert 
the following new section: 

"SEc. 3. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES IN
CURRED PURSUANT TO HOUSE 
RESOLUTION 200 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction of 
the Committee on House Administration, 
I submit a privileged report (Rept. No. 
91-135) on the resolution (H. Res. 273) 
providing for the expenses incurred pur
suant to House Resolution 200, and ask 
for immediate consideration of the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 273 
Resolved, That, effective from January 3, 

1969, the expenses of the studies and investi
gations to be conducted pursuant to H. Res. 
200 by the Committee on Education and 
Labor, acting as a whole or by subcommittee, 
not to exceed $769,600, including expendi
tures for the employment of investigators, at
torneys, and experts, and clerical, steno
graphic, and other assistants , and all ex
penses necessary for travel and subsistence 
incurred by members and employees while 
engaged in the activities of the committee 
or any subcommittee thereof, shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House on 
vouchers authorized and signed by the chair
man of such committee and approved by the 
Committee on House Administration. Of such 
amount $60,000 shall be available for each of 
six standing subcommittees of the Commit-

tee on Education and Labor, and not to ex
ceed $409,600 shall be available to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

SEc. 2. The official committee reporters 
may be used at all hearings held in the Dis
trict of Columbia, if not otherwise officially 
engaged. 

SEc. 3. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for ex
penditure in connection with the study or 
investigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Education and 
Labor shall furnish the Committee on House 
Administration information with respect to 
any study or investigation intended to be 
financed from such funds. 

SEc. 4. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AUTHORIZING EXPENSES FOR CON
DUCTING STUDIES AND INVESTI
GATIONS PURSUANT TO HOUSE 
RESOLUTION 268 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on House Administra
tion, I submit a privileged report (Rept. 
No. 91-136) on the resolution (H. Res. 
301) authorizing expenses for conducting 
studies and investigations pursuant to 
House Resolution 268, and ask for im
mediate consideration of the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 301 
Resolved, That, effective from January 3, 

1969, the expenses of conducting the inves
tigations and studies pursuant to H. Res. 
268, by the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, acting as a whole or by sub
committee, not to exceed $412,000, including 
expenditures for the employment of inves
tigators, attorneys, and clerical, stenographic, 
and other assistants, shall be paid out of the 
contingent fund of the House on vouchers 
authorized by such committee, signed by the 
chairman of such committee, and approved 
by the Committee on House Administration. 

SEc. 2. The official committee reporters may 
be used at all hearings held in the District 
of Columbia if not otherwise officially en
gaged. 

SEC. 3. The chairman of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service shall furnish the 
Committee on House Administration infor
mation with respect to any study or investi
gation intended to be financed from such 
funds. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for expendi
ture in connection with the study or inves
tigation of any subject which is being inves
tigated for the same purpose by any other 
committee of the House. 

SEc. 4. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PROVIDING FUNDS FOR COMMIT
TEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA
TION 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on House Administra
tion, I submit a privileged report (Rept. 
No. 91-137) on the resolution (H. Res. 

315) providing funds for the Committee 
on House Administration, and ask for 
immediate consideration of the resolu
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 315 
Resolved, That, effective January 3, 1969, 

in carrying out its duties during the Ninety
first Congress, the Committee on House Ad
ministration is authorized to incur such 
expenses (not in excess of $300,000) as it 
deems advisable. Such expenses shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House on 
vouchers authorized and approved by such 
committee, and signed by the chairman 
thereof. 

SEc. 2. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for expendi
ture in connection with the study or inves
tigation on any subject which is being in
vestigated for the same purpose by any other 
committee of the House. 

SEC. 3. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PROVIDING FUNDS FOR COMMITTEE 
ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCE 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on House Adminis
tration, I submit a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 91-138) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 320) providing funds for the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, and ask for immediate considera
tion of the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 320 
Resolved, That, effective January 3, 1969, 

the expenses of conduct ing the studies, in
vestigations, and inquiries authorized by 
H. Res. 116, Ninety-first Congress, incurred 
by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, acting as a whole or by subcom
mittee, not to exceed $595,000, including 
expenditures for employment of experts, 
clerical, stenographic, and other assistants, 
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of 
the House on vouchers authorized by such 
committee, signed by the chairman of such 
committee, and approved by the Committee 
on House Administration. 

SEc. 2. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution sha.ll be available for ex
penditures in connection with the study or 
investigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce shall furnish the Com
mittee on House Administration information 
with respect to any study or investigation 
intended to be financed from such funds. 

SEc. 3. Funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula
tions established by the Committee on House 
Administration under existing law. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

MAXIMUM PER DIEM ALLOWANCE 
FOR GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 337 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 337 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 337) 
to increase the maximum rate of per diem 
allowance for employees of the Government 
traveling on official business, and for other 
purposes. After general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and shall continue not 
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the bill 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted, and the 
previous question shall be considered as or
dered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the able gentleman from Cal
ifomia (Mr. SMITH), and pending that I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 337 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen
eral debate for consideration of H.R. 
337 to increase existing travel expenses 
for Government employees. The bill 
would increase the maximum per diem 
allowance within the United States from 
its present rate of $16 to $22 per day. 
Thus, where an agency or department 
determines that the expenses are war
ranted, any amount up to the maximum 
may be paid. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that there is a 
great effort being made to curb expendi
tures of the Federal Government, but I 
hope that the departments or agencies 
for which an employee is working will 
grant to that employee his actual ex
penses incurred up to the $22 per day so 
that the employee will not have to bear 
that additional expense. I hope the au
thority will not be exercised to reduce 
this amount because I think the_ Federal 
Government has been making it nec
essary for faithful and loyal employees 
of this Government to go heavily into 
their savings or salaries in order to pay 
their necessary traveling expenses which 
they incur on their part. Even the $22 a 
day, with the high cost of motel and 
hotel bills and traveling in the continen
tal United States is really not enough for 
actual travel expense within the United 
States for Federal employees, and I cer
tainly hope that the $22 maximum which 
under H.R. 337 will not be reduced by 
the executive agencies of the Govem
ment. 

When, due to unusual circumstances, 
the actual expenses of a trip within the 
United States are greater than the maxi
mum per diem, the employee's actual and 
necessary expenses may be paid up to a 
present maximum of $30 per day. H.R. 
337 increases this maximum to $35 per 
day. 

When traveling in foreign countries, 
travel expenses are paid on the basis of 
a per diem for that country which the 
State Department determines to be 
adequate. There are occasions, however, 
when the per diem may be exceeded by 
the expenses. Presently the law permits 

the payment of an additional $10 above 
the per diem for such cases if accom
panied by unusual circumstances. The 
bill if adopted, would increase the $10 
allowance to an additional $15 per day. 

The legislation makes the same 
changes in payment of travel expenses 
for intermittent employees of the Gov
ernment, such as experts and consultants, 
as have been made for regular employees. 
Thus, the maximum per diem is increased 
from $16 to $22 per day and maximum 
actual expenses within the United 
States from $30 to $35 per day and, out
side the United States, from the $10 
added to the per diem to $15 added to 
the per diem for the country involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is legislation 
too long delayed by our Government and 
I hope this rule will be adopted so that 
H.R. 337 may be considered and I hope 
adopted by the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sum e. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is rather in
teresting to note that the number on the 
resolution, No. 337, and the bill which 
we will be considering is the same, H.R. 
337. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is to pro
vide a rule with 1 hour of open debate for 
the consideration of the bill H.R. 337, 
having to do with the maximum per diem 
allowance for Government employees. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 337 is 
to amend current travel expense legisla
tion for Government employees. 

The per diem allowance is increased 
from $16 to $22 per day. 

The maximum allowance on an actual 
expense basis is increased from $30 to 
$35 per day. 

Finally, the bill increases the foreign 
travel allowance above the established 
per diem from $10 to $15 per day. 

The estimated cost of the increases 
contained in the bill, exclusive of travel 
abroad, is $27,000,000. The Bureau of the 
Budget expects the additional cost to 
each agency to be absorbed. 

The bill is only slightly different than 
a similar bill which passed the House last 
year but was not acted on by the Senate. 
The difference is an increase in the per 
diem from $20 to $22 to reflect the ap
proximate cost increase since 1967 when 
the last Bureau of the Budget study was 
completed. 

There are no minority views. 
The administration supports the bill. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 

rule. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 

previous question on the resolution. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill <H.R. 337) to increase 
the maximum rate of per diem allowance 
for employees of the Govemment travel
ing on official business, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 337, with Mr. 
ANNUNZIO in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from New York (Mr. RosEN
THAL) will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
BROWN) will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL). 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 337 would increase 
the maximum rate of per diem allowance 
for civilian employees of the Government 
traveling on official business. Per diem, 
as we all know, is a fiat-rate reimburse
ment which covers the average cost of 
subsistence when Government employees 
must travel in carrying out their respon
sibilities. This fiat rate covers hotels, 
food costs, and certain other expenses. 
The present rate is $16 per day set by 
the Congress in 1961. Last year we passed 
H.R. 13738, raising the per diem rate to 
$20, but that bill was not acted upon by 
the Senate. 

In summary, the bill, as amended by 
the committee, raises the maximum per 
diem rate from the present $16 per day 
to $22 per day and raises the maximum 
reimbursement for actual expenses-
only allowed in unusual circumstances
from $30 per day to $35. 

When our Government officials are 
traveling in foreign countries, travel ex
penses are paid on the basis of a per 
diem for that country which the State 
Department sets, but there are occasions 
when the per diem may be exceeded by 
actual out-of-pocket expenses. The law 
now permits the payment of an addi
tional $10 above the per diem for such 
cases if accompanied by unusual circum
stances. H.R. 337 increases this per diem 
from $10 to $15 per day. The bill makes 
the same changes in the per diem rates 
and payment of actual expenses for in
termittent employees of the Government, 
such as experts and consultants, as would 
be made for regular employees. 

Other than the increase in the basic 
per diem rate to $22 and the elimina
tion of certain features of that bill af
fecting judges of the U.S. Court of Mili
tary Appeals and mobile employees of 
the Post Office, the bill is the same as 
the one which passed the House last 
year. The House-passed bill provided for 
$20 per day. H.R. 337, as introduced in 
this Congress, called for $25 per day, but 
the committee agreed with the recom
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget 
that the figure be set at $22 per day. 
The Bureau reported that its studies 
showed a 10-percent increase in travel 
subsistence costs since our hearings of 
2 years ago. The Government employee 
unions, however, all supported the $25 
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figure and submitted their own evidence 
of the need for that maximum. 

This bill, as we present it, is a very 
conservative one and may still be less 
than adequate to meet the expense of 
those Federal workers who must travel 
at the direction of their agencies. Action 
must be taken, however, to remedy the 
obvious inequity of the present $16 per 
diem. 

The action of the committee and our 
recommendation that this bill be passed 
by the House are based on the hard 
statistical facts of increased cost of 
travel that were presented to us during 
our hearings. They have been sum
marized in our committee report. The 
committee has always taken the position 
that Government employees should not 
be expected to pay out of their own 
pockets the cost of doing the Govern
ment's work. Travel is as necessary to 
conducting our Government's business as 
it is in private industry. 

I would direct the attention of my col
leagues to page 3 of the report which in
dicates the findings of the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Bureau of the Census 
and numerous independent accounting 
offices which shows that there has been 
an increase in the cost of travel and the 
cost of hotel and meals and other ex
penses over and above what the Bureau 
of the Budget reported in 1967. All other 
reports and investigations by outside 
agencies support the figures as provided 
in this bill. 

May I also state, Mr. Chairman, that 
our former colleague, Chairman Ram
speck testified in support of this bill and 
he cited his own personal experiences in 
spending considerably more than $16 per 
day in traveling on official business. 

The Bureau of the Budget has esti
mated that the increase in the maximum 
per diem rates it recommended would 
add approximately $27 million to the an
nual cost of official travel to civilian 
agencies. Since the provisions of the re
ported bill provide lesser increases than 
those recommended by the Bureau, the 
corresponding added annual cost should 
be somewhat lower than the above esti
mate. The Bureau expects the executive 
agencies to absorb the increased costs 
within available appropriations. 

Payment of travel expenses such as ho
tel, food, and other subsistence costs to 
Government employees traveling on offi
cial business is authorized by the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949 and subsequent 
amendments, now codified in sections 
5701 to 5708 of title 5 of the United 
States Code. The pertinent provisions af
fected by H.R. 337 are sections 5702 and 
5703. The act provides maximum 
amounts which may be paid by depart
ments and agencies and it was not an
ticipated by the Congress that the maxi
mum would be set for all travel. Based 
on the expected costs of the particular 
travel, the agencies exercise their discre
tion to set rates that in many cases are 
lower than the maximum. Overall poli
cies and regulations are made by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Section 1 of the bill, as amended, raises 
the maximum per diem within the United 
States from the present $16 to $22 per 
day. Thus, where a department or agency 
determines that the expenses to be in-

curred warrant it, any amount up to the 
maximum may be paid. 

Per diem is the customary way of pay
ing travel expenses but the law provides 
that when the actual expenses of a trip 
within the United States are greater than 
the maximum per diem due to the un
usual circumstances of the travel assign
ment, the employee's actual and neces
sary expenses may be paid up to a pres
ent maximum of $30 per day. Thus, when 
the unusual circumstances of the travel 
or conditions at the destination result in 
costs to the employee that exceed the per 
diem, he may be paid his specific out-of
pocket expenses up to $30 per day. The 
bill increases this maximum to $35 per 
day. 

When traveling in foreign countries, 
travel expenses are paid on the basis of 
a per diem for that coimtry which the 
State Department determines is ade
quate. But there are occasions when the 
per diem may be exceeded by the ex
penses. The law now permits the pay
ment of an additional $10 above the per 
diem for such cases if accompanied by 
unusual circumstances. This bill increases 
the $10 to an additional $15 per day. 

Section 2 makes the same changes in 
payment of travel expenses for intermit
tent employees of the Government such 
as experts and consultants as have been 
made for the regular employees by sec
tion 1. Thus, the maximum per diem they 
may be paid is increased from $16 to $22 
per day. Maximum actual expenses with
in the United States are increased from 
$30 to $35 per day and, outside of the 
United States, from the $10 added to the 
per diem to $15 added to the per diem for 
the country involved. 

Sections 3 and 4 have been deleted 
from the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the passage of this bill, 
in my judgment, is a matter of simple 
justice and fairness to our dedicated and 
hardworking Government employees. In 
many, many cases and perhaps in the 
majority of cases, these employees, while 
traveling on official business, have had 
to spend personal funds beyond the per 
diem allotment of $16 per day. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the bill will be 
overwhelmingly passed by the House to
day. 

Mr. BETrS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BETTS. I wonder if the gentleman 
would explain the difference between 
Government employees and others a..s is 
set forth in the second section and why 
there has to be a discrepancy in the max
imum allowances? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Yes; section 1 of 
the bill provides the regular per diem of 
Government employees and raises the 
per diem from $16 to $22 and from $30 
to $35 under unusual circumstances. All 
of this was documented by actual expe
rience by the commission. 

Section 2 of the bill applies to inter
mittent employees such as eXPerts and 
consultants. I might suggest that, while 
we fix a maximum of $22 per day, each 
agency will establish regulations for its 
own travel and may well fix some lower 
amount if appropriate. 

Mr. BETTS. I was just wondering why 

there should be a difference so far as 
these travelers are concerned under sec
tion 2 and the Government employees? 
The only thing I can think of is that sec
tion 5712 of the code should be appro
priately amended to follow this pro
cedure. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle
man yielding. 

I wanted a point of information, and 
I want it understood crystally clear that 
I believe all of those who travel on offi
cial business should have a better per 
diem rate as we of the Congress who 
travel on official business on rare occa
sions, perhaps once a month back and 
forth to our homes. But pertaining to 
the gentleman's comments about the 
Bureau of the Budget estimates, is it 
not true that the estimate made in
crease above or below the $27 million be
cause they estimated that there were 9 
million man-days of travel each year by 
all classes of Federal employees, if I may 
use that term loosely, and that if we in
creased the maximum per diem allow
ance by $6, as I understand this bill pro
vides, it would cost $54 million. However, 
the Bureau of the Budget estimates that 
only 50 percent of those who drew per 
diems last year spent more than the 
present $16 per day maximum, while 
the other 50 percent were spending some
thing less than 60 percent. So that they 
figured that on the average the employees 
would qualify only for a $3 increase, or a 
total of $27 million. Does the gentleman 
have any idea about how this $27 million 
of additional cost in this time of ap
proaching austerity would hold up under 
the sections of the bill? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. The gentleman is 
correct in what he has reported, and I 
appreciate his comment and his sup
port. The Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget suggested that their budget was 
$27 million, and in view of the fact that 
we made a reduction in their proposal, 
it would be something less than that. 
They also suggested it was not possible 
to make an accurate and precise projec
tion. This was their best estimate and 
they anticipated the agencies could ab
sorb this increase 7lithin the existing 
appropriation. The Director of the Bu
reau of the Budget did not go beyond 
that. 

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield myself such time as I may con
sum e. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 337, a bill to increase the maximum 
rate of per diem allowance for employees 
of the Government traveling on official 
business. 

Sections 1 and 2 of the bill as amended 
by the committee would increase the 
maximum rate of per diem allowance for 
travel within the contiguous 48 States 
and the District of Columbia from $16 
to $22, or a 37%-percent increase, and 
it would increase the maximum allow
ance for reimbursement on an actual 
expense basis for such travel from $30 
to $35 per day, or 16% percent. 



March 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 7751 
For travel outside the contiguous 48 

States and the District of Columbia, the 
bill would increase the maximum allow
ance for travel on an actual expense 
basis from $10 plus the established max
imum per diem rate to $15 plus the 
established maximum per diem rate. 

Sections 3 and 4, as noted, were strick
en from the bill. 

Section 3 was stricken because it would 
amend section 3581 (d) of title 39, United 
States Code, and thus is properly within 
the jurisdiction of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee. 

Section 4 was stricken because it would 
amend section 867(a) (1) of title 10, 
United States Code, thus coming prop
erly within the jurisdiction of the Armed 
Services Committee. Moreover, the pro
visions of section 4 have already be.en 
enacted as a part of Public Law 90-340. 

There was complete agreement in the 
subcommittee with the need to raise al
lowances to keep pace with rising travel 
costs, and it was felt that the allowances 
proposed in sections 1 and 2 of the bill 
were appropriate. 

The percentage increase, 37 'h percent, 
from $16 to $22, for unlisted expenses, 
may seem large, but it must be remem
bered that 8 years have elapsed since the 
act was last amended, and the proposed 
~hanges do no more than reflect the 
:>resent costs of travel As a matter of 
fact, in the testimony-and this relates 
to the questions· asked by the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr HALL) -in the testi
mony that was presented to the commit
tee it was noted that in the spring of 
1967 a survey was conducted by the Bu
reau of the Budget in which they re
quested 18 principal Federal agencies for 
information on subsistence costs repre
senting over 12,000 employee travel ex
periences covering almost 64,000 man
days of travel. 

An analysis of these data showed 6,17i 
travel experiences, 51.3 percent of the 
total, where subsistence costs exceeded 
$16 per day, the average of these being 
$19.21. On this basis, the Bureau rec
ommended to the Congress a national per 
diem of $20 in lieu of subsistence ex
penses last year. I presume that the $27 
million estimate was based on this 51 
percent of maximum as exposed by this 
survey, and that it was assumed 50 per
cent of the potential $54 million would 
bring it to $27 million. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that the gentleman's statement is cor
rect, except for the fact that the Bureau 
of the Budget estimates that even if the 
per diem ceiling were raised $6, as pro
posed, only 50 percent, or perhaps less, 
of those employees drawing per diem 
would get the maximum, and that 50 
percent is why they reduced it to $27 
million. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I think that is correct. I think there is 
also the possibility that because this 
money is going to have to be taken out of 
presently available funds, there may be 
some reduction in travel, because of the 
increased per diem allowance, that might 
otherwise have been authorired. 

CXV--488-Part 6 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, as long as 
we have interrupted the gentleman's re
marks, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I just won
der-and as I stated in my first question 
to the gentleman from New York, I seek 
equity-! certainly do not want any of 
our employees paying money out of their 
pockets for expenses while traveling on 
official business. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That has been 
done on a number of occasions. 

Mr. HALL. I understand that from the 
committee's well-written report. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, does this 
apply to members of the executive branch 
while traveling on official business? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It applies to all 
Government employees who are author
ized to travel on official business in this 
way. 

Mr. HALL. It is applicable to the judi
cial and legislative branches as well as 
the executive branch? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. My under
standing is that it will be probably the 
executive alone, but perhaps the gentle
man from New York can assist me in 
that regard. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, that wa-s my 
understanding in April last year when 
we passed the previous bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It also covers 
the quasi-legislative bodies of the execu
tive agencies. 

Mr. HALL. There was for travel an in
crease in the travel budget of fiscal year 
1969 over 1968 a total of $2,050,000,000. 
Does the gentleman know what the figure 
is in the anticipated 1970 budget, and is 
it provided for? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not know 
the figure in the 1970 budget. The antici
pation was that this legislation would 
have no significant effect on the budget 
figure in the 1970 budget, again for the 
reason that the agencies would be re
quired to live within the previous request 
they had made in preparation of that 
budget, and that only on the oocasion of 
absolutely necessary overspending, where 
they would be obliged to come back and 
ask for additional funds, would those 
funds be considered. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield for a final question, 
what I am trying to get at is whether 
this is a cost of travel of cost of living or 
inflationary increase in order to keep up 
with the actual expenditures or whether 
there is poor travel discipline in the 
agencies of the executive branch, and did 
the gentleman's committee go into this 
problem? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman's 
committee did not go into this problem 
as to whether the travel expenditures 
generally had been authorized with cir
cumspection by the various agencies. 

This legislation, however, relates not 
to whether or not the agencies have been 
circumspect, but as to whether or not 
Federal employees traveling on per diem 
allowances were being compensated for 
the actual expenses incurred. In other 
words, the recommendations here relate 
only to the cost-of-living increase or the 
cost-of-travel increase, maybe I should 
say, in the per diem that has occurred 

since the last authorization by this com
mittee. 

Mr. HALL. Of course it follows, there
fore, that unless some circumspection or 
oversight or surveillance is exercised on 
necessary travel, if we recompense com
pletely for travel, there might not be the 
restriction on unneeded travel, which 
would otherwise occur. 

I am still not recommending that those 
who travel in the executive branch on 
necessary business be restricted or be 
underpaid; but just as in communica
tions there must be some discipline ex
ercised to see that unnecessary messages 
are not sent, the same is true with respect 
to travel in the executive branch. If it 
gets to be over $2,050 million as an item 
in the executive budget per year, it is 
certainly worth oversight. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Since these in
creased individual allowances will come 
out of the requested budgets for 1970 
rather than creating an increase in those 
budgets, it is assumed, at least for this 
first year, that any unnecessary travel 
will be spotlighted, because the agencies 
may be hard pressed to fit their travel 
requirements into the requested budget, 
in view of the fact that they made their 
requested budgets on the basis of $16 
per day rather than $22 per day. 

To continue with my statement in ex
planation of the various aspects of this 
legislation: 

Finally, for travel outside the conti
nental Uruted States, the bill would in
crease the maximum allowable per day 
on an actual expense basis from $10 to 
$15 above the normal per diem rate for 
the locality involved. The Bureau of the 
Budget had recommended an increase 
to $18 a day above the per diem. 

Rates set for travel to States and U.S. 
possessions outside the continental 
United States are established by the 
Secretary of Defense, and they are estab
lished by the Secretary of State for 
travel to foreign countries. 

While the figures agreed to in com
mittee were not everything the employee 
representatives asked for, they appear 
adequate on the basis of statistics fur
nished the committee. Moreover, the 
more modest proposals of the committee 
assure a greater likelihood of congres
sional approval and hence are more 
meaningful to the Government employee. 

In shaping the bill to its maximum 
acceptability the committee resisted 
urgings for an amendment that would 
ask agencies to encourage their profes
sional employees to travel first on air
planes. The committee was not per
suaded by the argument that such a 
fringe benefit would be helpful in retain
ing the best people in Government. 

The committee rather felt perhaps we 
should keep some people in Government 
who are economy minded. 

The annual additional cost of official 
travel to civilian agencies should be 
somewhat less than the $27 million esti
mated by the Bureau of the Budget. The 
Bureau estimate was based on the figures 
which it recommended and which were 
somewhat higher than those agreed upon 
by the committee. The Bureau expects 
the executive agencies to absorb the in
creased costs within available appropria
tions. In some agencies it will have to 
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come out of substantive programs, but in 
some agencies it will come just out of the 
standard salaries and expenditures type 
of appropriation. 

We feel that the increases are fully 
justified, if a bit on the con~eryative side. 
But in the face of the Nat1on s economy 
and the concern for our Federal deficits 
and our Federal budget this year, such 
conservatism appears fully justified in 
the interest of the taxpayers. There will 
still be cases in high-cost areas where 
Government employees may have to pay 
a part of their travel expenses out of 
their own pockets. This is to be regretted 
and avoided where possible. 

The legislation represents, however, a 
reasonable compromise between equity 
and economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio has consumed 12 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN). 

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio for 
yielding. 

I want to compliment the gentleman 
from New York, the sponsor of the bill; 
the gentleman from Minnesota, the 
chairman of our subcommittee; and the 
gentleman from Ohio, who is handling 
the bill for the minority; on what I 
consider to be a good compromise that 
has led to the consideration of H.R. 337. 

I hope this bill passes in this form, be
cause it will grant more equity to Fed
eral employees required to travel on busi
ness. 

Mr. Chairman, this does represent a 
compromise. The gentleman from New 
York, its sponsor, I am sure, would like 
to have some higher figures in here. The 
Bureau of the Budget did recommend 
some higher figures in some instances. 
They had $40 here as actual reimburse
ment, whereas the committee recom
mended and the bill contains $35. 

I hope that the other body will act 
with dispatch this year, in contrast to 
their lack of action last year, because 
it is not at all fair to require Federal 
employees when traveling to cover any 
part of their expense from their own 
pockets. They should be reimbursed for 
their actual expenses. 

Testimony before our subcommittee 
was clear and uncontroverted that in
creases in travel cost, in hotel rooms and 
meals, make the present $16 per day 
allowance no longer fair. We believe a 
maximum of $22 will constitute a fair 
reimbursement for the cost of per diem 
travel. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to my col
league from Illinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, as a 
new member of the subcommittee, I 
would like to express my support for this 
legislation and also to congratulate the 
leadership on both sides of the aisle on 
a job well done. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 337, 
to increase the maximum rate of per 
diem allowance for employees of the 

Government traveling on official busi
ness. 

Anyone who has traveled within the 
past few years knows that $16 per day 
is woefully inadequate to cover the ex
penses of food and lodging in most parts 
of this Nation. I believe an increase to 
$22 per day is the minimum we can do 
to make certain that our Federal em
ployees, traveling on the Nation's busi
ness, are not forced to pay from their 
own wages a sizable part of the expenses 
they incur. 

During the 90th Congress, Mr. 
Chairman, we acknowledged the fact 
that $16 per day was insufficient to cover 
expenses of travel, and we passed H.R. 
13738, which would have increased the 
amount to $20 per day. Unfortunately, 
the Senate failed to act. Two years ago, 
in considering the legislation, we were 
told that the Bureau of the Budget had 
determined after extensive study that 
the actual average total daily subsist
ence for travelers in 1967 was $19.56. 
Today, 2 years of continuing inflation 
have again increased the figure, and I 
am convinced that $22 per day is at best 
merely adequate. 

Provision also needs to be made for 
the unusual situation when an employee 
incurs out-of-pocket expenses greatly in 
excess of normal per diem, for reim
bursement of a greater amount than the 
$30 per day present maximum. This 
amount, too, is raised in H.R. 337 to $35 
per day, and again I believe this is the 
minimum we can do to assist employees 
faced with such emergencies. 

All in all, Mr. Chairman, I believe this 
bill is long overdue, and should be acted 
upon favorably, not only by the members 
of this House but by our colleagues in 
the Senate as well, at the earliest prac
ticable date, Mr. Chairman, I urge pas
sage of this legislation. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time and 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAffiMAN. There being no fur
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That section 5702 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "$16" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$25", by striking out "$30" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$35", and by striking 
out "$10" and inserting in lieu thereof "$15". 

SEc. 2. Section 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "$16" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$20", by striking 
out "$30" and inserting in lieu thereof "$35", 
and by striking out "$10" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$15". 

SEc. 3. Section 3581(d) of title 39, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"$9" and inserting in lieu thereof "$15". 

SEc. 4. The last sentence of section 867(a) 
(1) of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
to read as follows: "Upon his certificate, each 
judge, while attending court, or transacting 
official business outside the District of Co
lumbia, is entitled to be paid all necessary 
traveling expenses and allowances as pro
vided for each Jusitce or judge of the United 
States under section 456 of title 28.". 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out "$25" and insert 
"$22". 

Page 1, line 10, strike out "$20" and insert 
"$22". 

Page 2, strike out lines 3 through 12. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ANNUNzro, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 337) to increase the maximum rate 
of per diem allowance for employees of 
the Government traveling on official 
business, and for other purposes, pur
suant to House Resolution 337, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Members 
desiring to do so may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks 
on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

CANADIAN AND MEXICAN 
COMMUTERS 

<Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, today 
along with 24 cosponsors, I have intro
duced H.R. 9505, a bill which amends 
the Immigration and Nationality Act by 
adding a new subsection to section 212. 
The amendment is geared specifically to 
regulating more effectively the influx 
into the United States of nationals from 
Canada and Mexico under the so-called 
alien commuter system, which is admin
istered by the Immigration and Natural
ization Service. 

This system-a creature of adminis
trative ingenuity without a statutory 
base-permits Canadian and Mexican 
workers who have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence, and who hold alien registration 
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receipt cards, commonly known as 
"green cards," to reside in Canada or 
Mexico and regularly commute across 
the border to places of employment in 
the United States. 

Sample counts of commuters crossing 
the border have been taken periodically. 
On January 11 and 17, 1966, 54,375 com
muters entered the United States, 43,687 
of whom entered from Mexico. This 
number was slightly lower during No
vember and December 1967, when 40,176 
commuters from Mexico were identified 
and their green cards were suitably 
marked to distinguish them. 

Regardless of the exact number in
volved, however, there is no doubt that 
the commuter movement adversely af
fects the wages and working conditions 
of our own citizens and residents, espe
cially those living in the cities and towns 
along the Mexican border in Arizona, 
California, New Mexico, and Texas. The 
commuter movement from Mexico is a 
factor contributing to the grinding pov
erty, high unemployment, and low wages 
in the border areas. 

Much of the border area has relatively 
large labor surpluses, partly because of 
the large number of low-skill U.S. citi
zens and resident aliens residing in the 
area. The impact of these commuters on 
the labor market has been enormous. 
A report by the social action commis

sion of the Catholic diocese of El Paso 
indicated that one of the reasons for 
the low wages in El Paso is--

The Mexican-American must compete 
with some 25,000 workers from Mexico . . . 
legal alien commuters, United States citi
zens, and illegal entrants ... who daily cross 
the bridge from Juarez to work in El Paso. 
Generally speaking, the workers from Mexi
co find no inconvenience in working for the 
barest of wages in El Paso. 

The employment of commuters in 
areas of high unemployment is a char
acteristic of the communities along the 
border area. D8ita published by the Texas 
Employment Commission in 1966 shows 
that the unemployment rate in the bor
der towns was substantially greater than 
in the interior cities. Under unanimous 
consent I shall place a table showing un
employment rates in Texas border cities 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The impact of the commuter is partic
ularly acute in agriculture where mech
anization is rapidly reducing job oppor
tunities. Due to the high concentration 
of farms along the border and the fact 
that commuters often work in the lowest 
skilled, lowest paid jobs, farmworkers, 
who are already underpaid, are the first 
to suffer competition from the commut
ers. 

The bill we have introduced does not 
end the commuter system, but it does 
refine its operation. The bill simply pro
vides that each commuter alien must be 
regularly certified every 6 months by the 
Department of L3,bor that his presence 
in the United States to seek or conthme 
employment does not adversely affect 
wages or working conditions of U.S. 
workers similarly employed. In determin
ing whether their employment does ad
versely affect wages and working condi
tions of American workers, the standard 

would be the wages and working condi
tions of American labor similarly em
ployed. Thus, the employer must pay his 
commuters wages commensurate with 
U.S. labor engaging in the same employ
ment. 

The bill applies to aliens having a 
"principal, actual dwelling place" in a 
foreign country. Thus, it is strictly 
geared to those commuters working in 
the immediate border areas who travel 
across the border regularly. This is the 
"commuter" in the true sense of the 
word. 

It would be my hope that in imple
menting this bill, if enacted into law, 
there would be some period of phasing 
it into effect so that it would not sud
dently impose a difficult burden on the 
aliens involved. 

Section 2 removes a provision in the 
Immigration and Nationality Act that 
exempts from criminal sanctions indi
viduals who willfully and knowingly em
ploy aliens who have entered the United 
States illegally. Such an amendment is 
necessary since the number of immi
grants illegally entering the United 
States from Mexico is rapidly rising. 
For instance, the U.S. Border Patrol 
apprehended 115,000 illegal aliens last 
year. The majority of these illegal en
trants come into the United States in 
hope of finding agricultural and factory 
employment. Many employers lure them 
into the United States to obtain inex
pensive labor. Criminal sanctions 
against such employers would help stop 
the high number of illegal entrants. 

Before closing, I must emphasize in 
no way does section I of this bill ban 
the use of green cards or terminate the 
commuter system. What it would at
tempt to do is to provide that holders of 
green cards will not use what is a con
tinuing privilege in such a way as to 
depress wages and working conditions 
within the United States. 

The combined effect of both sections 
will be to substantially improve working 
conditions in our border areas. We feel 
it is necessary legislation. 

H.R. 9505 is cosponsored by Mr. CEL
LER, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. ANDER
SON of California, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 
BINGHAM, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
BURTON of California, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. 
DENT, Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. DULSKI, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. MANN, Mr. MILLER of Cali
fornia, Mr. POLLOCK, Mr. REID of New 
York, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
THOMPSON Of New Jersey, Mr. TIERNAN, 
and Mr. CHARLES WILSON. 

The table mentioned above follows: 

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES IN 22 TEXAS CITIES, 1966 

City Rate Rank 

4 border cities ____ _______________________ _ 6. 6 --------
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito ______ _ 
El Paso _____________________________ _ 6. 5 21 

4. 4 17 Laredo _____________________________ _ 9. 6 22 
McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg ______________ _ 

18 interior cities _________________________ _ 
5. 8 20 
3. 4 --------Abilene _____________________________ _ 3.6 11 

Amarillo ____ ________________________ _ 2. 9 4 Austin ______________________________ _ 2.6 3 
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange __ ___ ____ _ 
Corpus ChristL ___________ ------- ----

4. 0 15 
3. 7 12 

Dallas ______ ------ ______ _________ ___ _ 2. 5 2 Fort Worth __________________________ _ 2.9 4 
Galveston-Texas City _________________ _ 
Houston ____________________________ _ 4. 7 19 

2. 4 1 

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES IN 22 TEXAS CITIES, 1966-Con 

City Rate Rank 

18 interior cities--continued 
3. 3 8 
3. 8 13 

Longview- Kilgore-Gladewater----- ___ -_-
Lubbock ____________ -----------------
Midland-Odessa ___________ ----------- 3. 4 9 

3.4 9 
4. 3 16 ~:~ ~~~;~?c~_--~====== ==== == ==== == == === Texarkana __________________ --- --- __ _ 3. 8 13 
3. 3 7 
4.4 17 ~1~~=== == == == == == == == ==== == == == == == = Wichita Falls_--- ----- ----------- --- -- 3. 0 6 

Source: The Texas Labor Market, Texas Employment Com
mission. 

UNIVERSAL POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION 

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
past 2 years, we have seen the develop
ment of many programs aimed at provid
ing the disadvantaged student an op
portunity to attend college but they are 
grossly inadequate to meet the need of 
all high school students demanding ad
ditional free public education. 

We have seen recently black students 
at Rutgers University demonstrating in 
support of the right of all black high 
school students graduating this June to 
enter Rutgers next September. 

And we have seen middle-income par
ents complaining that their children, al
though academically qualified, are 
threatened with the possibility of being 
shut out of colleges and universities be
qause of reductions in college admis
sions. 

And finally there are the college ad
ministrators who are caught in the mid
dle between aspiring disadvantaged kids 
and middle-class kids competing for col
lege seats that are limited because of lack 
of funds, facilities, and personnel. 

Just today in the New York Times, the 
chancellor of the New York City Univer
sity is quoted as saying that hundreds of 
parents, alarmed by the possibility that 
the university will be forced to reduce the 
size of its freshman class, are urging that 
special programs for slum students be 
reduced before regular admissions are 
cut. 

This is an intolerable situation. It pin
points quite clearly the urgent need for 
a universal postsecondary education, 
available to all. 

During the 90th Congress, we approved 
an amendment to the Higher Education 
Act which I sponsored and which re
quires the President to submit to the 
Congress on or before December 31, 1969, 
proposals relative to the feasibility of 
making postsecondary education avail
able to all young Americans who qualify 
and seek it. 

In view of the immediacy and urgency 
of this problem, which is affecting our 
colleges and universities across the Na
tion, I urge the President and the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
to come forward now with proposals on 
universal postsecondary education so 
that they can be considered by this body 
in the present session. 

The situation is critical and the time 
is now, if we are to afford any relief 
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on this issue to our strife-ridden, anxiety
torn urban communities. Equality of op
portunity in the United States today is 
increasingly related to equality of access 
of education, and we must move quickly 
and decisively to see to it that access is 
made available next fall to every young 
American who has the will to learn. 

Mr. Speaker, because of the seriousness 
of this matter, I have written the follow
ing letter to HEW Secretary Robert H. 
Finch: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., March 26, 1969. 
Han. ROBERT H. FINCH, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Health, Edu

cation, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Over the years, and 

particularly in recent months, there have 
been periodic proposals to make universal 
educational opportunity at the post-second
ary level a reality. The proposals range from 
outright grants covering all tuition and 
expenses--like the G .I. Bill, to various tax 
deductions, credit proposals, and loans of one 
sort or another. 

Equality of opportunity in the United 
States today is increasingly related to equal
ity of access to education, and yet millions 
of students, black and white, are being denied 
this opportunity because of the lack of funds 
to finance their education. The oarnegie 
Commission report on Higher Education re
ported that almost half of the undergraduate 
college students in the United States now 
come from the country's highest family in
come quartile; and only seven per cent come 
from the lowest income quartile. There is an 
urgent need to change these long odds. 

In recent months, we have seen New York 
City beset by problems arising from the con
troversy over the SEEK program and the City 
University's proposed One Hundred Scholars 
program, which would ad.mlt to the City 
University the one hundred top graduating 
students In every high school. This could 
mean that other students who might score 
higher on the New York State Regents or 
have higher scholastic averages would be 
displaced. 

I am enclosing an article from the March 
26th edition of the New York Times which 
indicates the pressure--justifiable or unjusti
fiable--from middleclass parents "urging 
that admissions to the University's two spe
cial programs for slum students--the College 
Discovery Program and Search for Enlighten
ment, Elevation and Knowledge (SEEK)-be 
reduced before regular admissions are cut." 

At the same time, disadvantaged black and 
Puerto Rlcan students in New York City are 
insistently demanding their rights to post
secondary education. 

We have seen black students at Rutgers 
University demonstating in support of the 
right of all black high school seniors grad
uating this June to enter Rutgers next Sep
tember, regardless of test scores, etc. 

It 1s hard to argue against the right of 
educationally disadvantaged kids to post
secondary education, and it is also equally 
difficult to ask middle-class kids with higher 
education attainments to step aside and give 
up their places in our free, tax-supported 
colleges. The only answer is a massive expan
sion of post-secondary education opportuni
ties sufficient to provide universal education 
at the college or junior college level for all 
who desired it and could benefit by it. 

During the 90th Congress, I sponsored an 
amendment (Sec. 508) to the Higher Educa
tion Act which requires the President to sub
mit to the Congress on or before December 
31, 1969, proposals relative to the feasibllity 
of making post-secondary education avail
able to all young Americans who qualify and 
seek it. I am particularly interested in know
ing what steps have already been initiated by 
your Department to carry out this Congres-

sional assignment. I urge you also to consider 
making proposals along these lines to the 
Congress within the next few months so that 
they can be acted upon during the first ses
sion of the 91st Congress. Our already strife
torn and anxiety-ridden urban communities 
should not be called upon to face the resent
ment of large masses of middle-class stu
dents and underprivileged minority students 
competing for limited post-secondary educa
tion opportunities. The only answer is oppor
tunity for all, and the urgency and critical 
need is now. 

I would very much like to have the oppor
tunity to discuss this ma1iter with you. 

With every warm best wish, 
Sincerely, 

JAMES H. ScHEUER, 
Member of Congress. 

Also illustrative of my concern, is the 
following article published in the March 
26 edition of the New York Times: 

BOWKER SCORED BY JEWISH UNIT FOR 
PREDICTING RACIAL TENSION 

(By Leonard Buder) 
The Metropolitan Council of the American 

Jewish Congress charged yesterday that Dr. 
Albert H. Bowker, chancellor of the City 
University, was "fomenting racial and religi
ous tension by predicting it." 

The council, in a sharply critical state
ment, challenged Dr. Bowker's comment on 
Monday that tension between Jews and Ne
groes in the city might "explode" if the 
City University were forced to reduce the 
size of Its freshman class next fall because 
of -budget cuts. 

Dr. Bowker said that the University had 
received hundreds of letters and telephone 
calls from Jewish parents urging that ad
missions to the university's two special pro
grams for slum students-the College Dis
covery Program and Search for Enlighten
ment, Elevation and Knowledge (SEEK)-be 
reduced before regular admissions are cut. 

"The surest way of arousing hostility be
tween racial and religious groups Is to fore
cast that it will occur," declared Theodore J. 
Kalish, chairman of the Metropolitan Execu
tive Committee of the congress. 

STATEMENT CALLED DAMAGING 
"Mr. Bowker's self-fulfilling prophecy does 

a disservice to all of those-Jews and Chris
tians, black and white-who have joined 
hands in opposing cutback in funds for the 
City Uni verst ty." 

Asked to comment on the council's critic
ism, Dr. Bowker said this his statement on 
Negro-Jewish tensions was his paraphrase 
of one made earlier this month by 10 Negro 
and Jewish leaders. 

The 10 leaders, who had formed the Tem
porary Committee on Black-Jewish Relations, 
said that potential cuts in the budget and 
admissions at City University threaten a new 
confrontation between rellgious and racial 
groups "that could exceed the destructive
ness of previous controversies." 

Among those who joined in that state
ment were Roy Wilkins, executive director of 
the National Association for the Advance
ment of Colored People; Whitney M. Young, 
Jr., executive director of the National Urban 
League; Robert Bernhard, an investment 
banker and the president of the Federation 
of Jewish Philanthropies, and Rabbi · Abra
ham Hesche! of the Jewish Theological Semi
nary. 

Mr. Kalish said that the congress was one 
of nine major Jewish organizations that 
had urged Governor Rockefeller and legis
lative leaders to provide greater funds both 
for regular college ad.mlssion and for the 
College Discovery and SEEK programs. 

"But our organization," he continued, 
"does not belleve the effort to frighten Al
bahy into restoring the cuts by raising the 
specter of race riot is either good tactics or 
accurate sociology.'' 

FISCAL STANDING EXPLAINED 
In explaining the City University's finan

cial difficulties, Dr. Bowker had noted that 
the university's original budget request this 
year was for $270 million. That amount, the 
chancellor said would have accommodated 
17,000 incoming regular students and 3,000 
special students. 

The chancellor said that cuts by the Gov
ernor's office in proposed state support re
duced that figure to $225-mill1on, which 
would only accommodate a total of 14,000 
students. 

Further cuts by the city government, the 
chancellor said, would bring the projected 
total budget down to about $180-milllon
enough, he said, to maintain operations but 
not enough to admit any new students. 

AMERICAN LEGION 
HOUSE INTERNAL 
COMMITTEE 

SUPPORTS 
SECURITY 

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, the mem
bers of the Frierson-Nichols Post No. 8, 
the American Legion, of Winter Haven, 
Fal., are among those many Americans 
who view with alarm the battle which 
must be fought in every Congress to pro
tect the authority and the functions of 
the House Un-American Activities Com
mittee, and now the authority and func
tions of the House Internal Security 
Committee. They are also alarmed by 
the increasing strength of the opponents 
of this important committee of the 
House. 

I share the respect that these Legion
naires and other sound-thinking Amer
icans have for the valuable work the 
House Internal Security Committee and 
its predecessor, the House Un-American 
Activities Committee, has done and is 
doing for our Nation. 

I place in the RECORD at this time the 
resolution adopted by the Frierson
Nichols Post so that Chairman RICHARD 
!cHORD and his committee members will 
know of the strong support they have 
from these veterans of Winter Haven, 
Fla. 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY FRIERSON-NICHOLS 

AMERICAN LEGION POST No. 8, WINTER 
HAVEN, FLA., MARCH 18, 1969 
Whereas, the U.S. House of Representa

tives on February 18, 1969, passed House Res
olution 89 changing the name of the House 
Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) 
to the House Committee on Internal Secu
rity, clarifying its mandate, and retaining its 
independent status as In integral Committee, 
and 

Whereas, the record of the House debate 
on the Resolution discloses that a number of 
House Members voted against its passage in 
the apparent attempt to defeat Its passage 
and pave the way to have the House Un
American Activities Committee (HUAC) 
abolished and Its functions transferred to 
the House Judiciary Committee in a a sub
ordinate sub-committee status, and 

Whereas, HUAC has been a constant target 
for communist and other subversive ele
ments in their determined efforts to ridicule 
and downgrade its activities, to disrupt its 
proceedings, and to have it abolished, and 

Whereas, in light of past and present 
communist and other subversive activities 
in the United States, in Communist Cuba, 
in countries of Central and South America, 
and elsewhere, and 



March 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 7755 
Whereas, the United States is presently at 

War in Vietnam on the premise of democ
racy, self-determination, and freedom as 
opposed to communism, totalitarianism, and 
slavery, and 

Whereas, the United States must have in 
its protective arsenal an effective, strong and 
dedicated House Committee on Internal Se
curity to investigate, uncover, counter and 
defeat communist and other subversive 
forces who defy the authority of the United 
States government, create turmoil and strife 
in our ·cities and educational institutions, 
and direct their efforts to the overthrow of 
our form of government by force or other
wise. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that Frier
son-Nichols American Legion Post No. 8, 
Winter Haven, Florida, go on record as 
strongly and determinedly opposing any 
Congressional action which would in any 
sense weaken or downgrade the House Com
mittee on Internal Security, minimize its 
mandate, or abolish it and transfer its func
tions to another House Committee in the 
subordinate status of a subcommittee. 

CHARLES L. McCARTY, 
Post Commander. 

PROPOSED MULTILATERAL TREATY 
TO BAR MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS FROM THE SEABED 
<Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am to
day introducing, with the support of 12 
of my colleagues, a brief concurrent reso
lution proposing that the United States 
actively seek a multilateral treaty to bar 
all military installations from the seabed. 
Such a pact would be consistent with our 
previous stance in concluding the Ant
arctic and Outer Space Treaties, and 
would contribute greatly to strengthen
ing and extending the rule of law as a 
basic foundation for world peace. 

As I noted last week, the United States 
gave an essentially negative response to 
a Soviet proposal at Geneva which fol
l?wed this general line. Our initial posi
tiOn was apparently dictated largely by 
the Navy's concern for the submarine-de
tection devices it has already implanted 
on the ocean. It has also been suggested 
that a total ban on military installa
tions on the seabed might even prevent 
the transmission of military messages 
through undersea cables. These, how
ever, are clearly matters for conscienti
ous negotiation. Only through detailed 
discussion can we learn what mutually 
acceptable definitions of prohibited mili
tary installations or activities can be 
reached, and whether in fact we can find 
agreement on treaty language that would 
in no way impair operations such as those 
outlined above. 

I therefore suggest, Mr. Speaker that 
we must negotiate from a position of sup
port for the principle of full demilitariza
tion of the seabed, and not from a reflex 
of resistance to the principle because it 
might inhibit full freedom of action for 
our military planners. I hope that other 
Members will share this view, and that 
they will add their voices in support of 
the resolution which we have offered 
today. 

The text of the resolution is as fol
lows: 

H. CoN. REs.184 
Concurrent resolution proposing a multilat

eral treaty to bar all m.ilitary installations 
from the seabed 
Whereas the United States has previously 

entered into treaties providing for the de
militarization of outer space, including the 
moon and other celestrial bodies, and of 
Antarctica; and 

Whereas the seabed should be kept free of 
military installations of all kinds so as to 
eliminate a source of potential confiict 
among the nations of the world: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the United 
States should actively seek to conclude a 
multilateral treaty, along the lines of those 
which govern activities in outer space and in 
Antarctica, which would bar all types of m.ili
tary installations from the seabed and would 
make appropriate provision for inspection to 
insure compliance. 

WISDOM FROM THE OIL INDUS
TRY-OR HOW TO STRETCH 
TRUTH LIKE CHEWING GUM 
(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr .. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have mtroduced a bill to remove en
tirely the 27%-percent oil and gas 
depletion allowance. Recently a group 
of gentlemen representing the oil in
dustry came to Capitol Hill to argue 
for retention of tax privileges this seg
ment of our economy now enjoys at 
t?e expense of the entire American pub
lic. I was much moved by their reason
ing. Reading their comments, I panted 
under the effect of their eloquence. Never 
was a more ignoble cause defended so 
ably. Unfortunately, their arguments are 
mere sleight of mouth. They plead pov
erty. They plead high operating costs. I 
would sooner believe that a barracuda is 
a vegetarian. I would sooner believe in 
perpetual motion or squaring the circle 
then accept their futile testimony. 

It is almost tax time, and scores of mil
lions of citizens are beginning to grope 
for cash to pay Uncle Sam. Let every 
single one of them take a close look at 
the American oil industry. See it for 
what it really is-a fourth level of gov
e~ent. A prime cause of infiation. A 
maJor reason why millions pay stagger
ing taxes. 

As taxpayers painfully look at their tax 
writeoffs, let them note the 27%-percent 
tax-free allowance given the oil industry 
annually to cover depletion of wells they 
drill and operate. Let them see a statu
tory provision enabling oil well drillers 
to deduct, in 1 year, most capital costs 
of their drilling that are spread out over 
a period of years in other industries. 

Let them see how oil companies are 
allowed to deduct from taxes, as a credit, 
payments of royalties to foreign gov
ernments. Such business expenses in 
most industries are simply deductions 
from income, taken before taxes are 
computed. 

Let lower and middle income taxpayers 
take a searching look at tax rates paid 

by these companies, as they pollute our 
environment, raise gasoline prices at will, 
merge to form ever larger corporate units 
and fight desperately to keep cheap for
eign oil out of this country because it 
would lower prices slightly to scores of 
m1llions of gasoline and oil consumers. 
Bulging with profits and swollen with 
privilege, they come to Capitol Hill, con
fident of their power and contemptuous 
of the vast majority of our American 
people. 

As every man and woman in this coun
try digs deep, deeper, deepest, for their 
taxes this year, I pray they will examine 
our American oil industry. It is a national 
scandal and outrage to allow this un
believable situation to continue un
checked. 

We are even now engaged in a search 
for tax reform. Let us be blunt, spelling 
out truth in the straightest terms. Oil in
dustry privilege now rages unchecked at 
the expense of every citizen of this coun
try. How long are we to tolerate this? 

READIN', RITIN' AND RIOTIN' 
<Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was 

given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD, and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the news item I am inserting here in the 
REcoRD were not such a tragic account, 
it would be a satire beyond belief. Had it 
been written a dozen years ago, no news
paper would have printed it because the 
editor would have been convinced the 
reporter was haVing hallucinations. But, 
time marches on in the Alice in Wonder
land of Higher Education and the bizarre 
has now become the plain and ordinary. 
As Shakespeare put it-

o judgment! thou art fled to brutish 
beasts 

And men have lost their reason. 

The modern-day brutish beasts have 
found a home, it would seem, at San 
Francisco State College, among other 
institutions which have specialized in 
permissiveness in the past. I am certain 
this article could have been written 
about a number of other colleges and 
universities because this kind of class
room conduct is permitted almost uni
versally these days. Thank God for the 
few places of higher learning which con
tinue to resist and attempt to cling to 
the old-fashioned concept of a school 
being a center of reason, logic, and learn
ing. 

The article referred to follows: 
ALL Is "RACIST" TO BLACKS: HARASSMENT JARS 

LmERAL 
(By Rasa Gustaitis) 

SAN FRANCISCO, February 24.-As Prof. 
John H. Bunzel faced his class for the first 
time in the semester at San Francisco State 
College, he knew he was in for trouble. 

In the unusually large group before him 
he saw a sizable number of black militants
to whom, he knew, he symboliZed the enemy. 

For months now-ever since he had pub
lished an article critical of the black studies 
program as proposed by Associate Professor 
Nathan Hare--Bunzel h ad been a target of 
abuse and intimidation. 
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He had received anonymous threatening 

telephone calls at home and became accus
tomed to being called "pig Bunzel." His two 
cars were covered with the words "Fascist 
Scab" one night and all the tires were 
slashed. A homemade bomb was found one 
morning outside the office of the political 
science department, which he heads. 

Nevertheless, Bunzel, 45, tall and tweedy, 
looked at the group before him calmly and 
began to explain what he had in mind for 
the course. 

FLOOD OF HOSTILITY 

His voice was drowned in a flood of hostile 
questions and remarks. Someone stood up 
and began to read aloud from "Quotations 
from Chairman Mao Tse-tung." Bunzel tried 
for ten minutes to restore order, then, 
stunned, he dismissed the class. 

Two days later, on Wednesday, he tried 
again. The class now had become, for him, 
a testing ground of "whether those of us 
committed to the use of reason can still have 
his voice heard in an increasingly irra tiona! 
environtnent." 

He tried to respond to the hostile questions. 
The course, he said, was titled "community 
power and the politics of leadership." It 
would not deal with today's headlines (here 
a girl's hand shot up) but would follow an 
academic form and would prove the com
plexities of community, he said. Then he 
gestured to the girl. 

"Some of the things you say we don't 
understand," she told him. "I'm asking you 
to come down to our level. And when we raise 
our hands, you should respond immediately. 
It took you about four mintues to respond." 

"If it's all right, I'd prefer to finish a 
thought, then answer questions," Bunzel 
replied. 

"Man, what you're saying doesn't mean 
anything anyway," a. black student shouted. 
Others joined in a. cacophony. 

"I can't hear your questions," Bunzel told 
the class. 

"Man, you haven't been hearing all your 
life," a. student said. 

TWO MILLION OMITl'ED 

The black students demanded to know 
why no readings from Stokely Carmichael 
or Huey P. Newton were assigned. Bunzel 
replied tha-t some two million other choices 
had been omitted. 

The books on the list, the students charged, 
were racist. 

C. Wright Mills and Talcott Parsons ra
cists? By what standards? Bunzel asked. Had 
anyone read them? 

"If you put it on the list, nine times out 
of ten it's a racist book," a voice replied. 

At the end of half an hour, Bunzel dis
missed the class, telling the students: "I 
intend to teach this course as it has always 
been taught." 

"If we have to bring guns in here you 
won't teach it," a youth replied. "We'll teach 
you about community power." 

On Friday, Bunzel again pleaded with the 
students to be allowed to begin. When the 
heckling continued, an administrative offi
cial was called and ordered two of the Negro 
students suspended. The class was again 
di.;missed, with the first lecture still to be 
given. 

INTIMIDATION CHARGED 

At a press conference later, Black Student 
Union members declared that "black stu
dents were harassed, intimidated and sus
pended" in Bunzel's class that morning. 

Tony Miranda, a leader in the Third World 
Liberation Front, said the Inilitants were 
determined to "stop the functioning of the 
class and educate people on what the class 
is about. Any class he'll be teaching will 
have his attitudes and perceptions of our 
society and that is hurting the people. We're 

saying he's in direct opposition to our strug
gle at this point. And as such he's an enemy." 

Bunzel, a cool, calm scholar, is somewhat 
puzzled by the vehemence of the attacks 
against him, for he prides himself on his 
long liberal record-the fight he led for ad
Inission of Negroes into clubs at Prince
ton in the 1940s, his outspokenness against 
Sen. McCarthy and against the California 
loyalty oath in the 1950s, his support for a 
black studies program at San Francisco State 
College as long as four years ago. 

He became a special target of the militant 
students last October, when he published 
that article in the quarterly, "The Public 
Interest." In it, he questioned whether the 
black studies program being drawn up for 
the College by Nathan Hare would allow for 
enough diversity in points of view on racial 
questions. 

"It was a cautious piece, hardly some
thing to provoke a kamikaze attack," he 
said. 

Yet it is exactly that caution which angers 
the militants. For Bunzel, with his care
ful weighing of all sides of the question, rep
resents to them a liberal enemy-the man 
in the middle who fails to take sides clearly 
and so blocks the revolution. 

He not only questions their black student 
studies program but also has failed to sup
port the American Federation of Teachers' 
strike, explaining that he believes "it is the 
wrong strike at the wrong time, and be
sides, I'm not completely persuaded that 
the industrial trade union model is ap
propriate to the academic community." 

WORSE THAN WALLACE? 

"He's much more a dangerous thing than 
a man like George Wallace," a BSU mem
ber told me. "With Wallace, everyone knows 
where he stands. But when Bunzel says some
thing people say, yeah, he's a liberal so that 
must be right." 

But to Bunzel, the right to say or write 
what he believes and to teach the class as 
he wants to is "the irreducible minimum 
of academic freedom." 

"I will not be intimidated but I will not 
be afraid to acknowledge that sometimes 
I'm scared,'' he told me. "I've had police pro
tection at home now for four months and 
that's a lousy way to live." 

FASCELL INTRODUCES BILL TO 
ALLEVIATE INEQUITIES IN FED
ERAL EMPLOYEES' COMPENSA
TION ACT 
<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I intro
duce today legislation to correct a Gov
ernment practice which affects only a few 
people but is of extreme importance to 
those few who are involved. 

I refer to the policy of cutting off a 
Federal employee's pay as soon as he 
files a compensation claim for injury 
suffered on the job. In many cases the 
paperwork delay in processing a justifi
able claim amounts to weeks or months. 
Meanwhile, the injured employee is ex
pected to meet all of his continuing ex
penses-which may include supporting a 
family of many children-without any 
income. 

Clearly this is an unfair and inequi
table situation, since the employee is in
jured through no fault of his own. He 
was carrying out his official Government 
duties when injured, and therefore the 
Government has an obligation to provide 

for his support until he is able to work 
again. 

Under present practices, the Govern
ment's obligation to such employees is 
not being met. Rather, the faithful em
ployee's urgent need during the critical 
period of his on-the-job injury is ignored 
as the Government slowly processes his 
justifiable request for compensation. We 
cannot allow this treatment to continue. 

My legislation would allow Federal 
employees injured on the job to continue 
to receive their regular pay until there 
is a decision and compensation payments 
may begin,. I think it is only fair that we 
enact this system so that an injury on 
the job will not result in an automatic 
lengthy cutoff of all income. 

My bill would amend the Federal Em
ployees' Compensation Act to accomplish 
this goal. It provides safeguards so that 
any differences or discrepancies would be 
adjusted by withholding portions of the 
compensation payments in a manner 
that will be equitable to the employee 
and the Government. 

My bill also makes another amendment 
of the Compensation Act, to provide that 
employees who are on the compensation 
rolls will continue to earn annual and 
sick leave. 

Under existing law, an employee re
ceiving compensation payments because 
of duty-incurred injuries is deprived of 
the right to earn annual or sick leave for 
those periods which exceed 80 hours of 
leave without pay. 

This practice is just the opposite when 
the employee is on annual or sick leave. 
When an employee is away from his job 
on such leave, he is earning more leave 
credits. 

I fail to see why a different rule should 
apply to those who have been injured on 
the job. Consequently, I seek to amend 
the law to provide equal treatment for 
those who are injured. 

I have introduced this legislation for 
the past several Congresses, but to date 
it has not become law. This session, I 
hope we can enact these needed reforms 
which will help produce equitable treat
ment for our injured Federal employees. 

INTERNATIONAL PETROLEUM CO., 
THE HICKENLOOPER AMEND
MENT AND U.S. RELATIONS WITH 
LA TIN AMERICA 

(Mr. REES asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, on April 4 
of this year, President Nixon may be 
forced to commit our Latin American 
policy to a course that would irreparably 
damage future U.S. relations with that 
region. I refer to the April deadline upon 
which, under the statutory sanctions of 
the Hickenlooper amendment to the 
Foreign Assistance Act, the U.S. Govern
ment must suspend all assistance to the 
Government of Peru, if the confiict be
tween that Government and the Inter
national Petroleum Co., a subsidiary of 
Standard Oil of New Jersey, remains in 
stalemate. The IPC oil expropriation 
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case has made headlines in the United 
States and throughout Latin America, 
and well it should-it is creating perha~s 
the greatest crisis in United States-Latm 
American relations in our time, and the 
manner in which the U.S. Government 
reacts to this incident could propel us 
into a future of total alienation from the 
Southern Hemisphere. 

In my mind, the IPC case points up 
the vital necessity of an immediate re
assessment of U.S. policy toward Peru, 
and indeed, all of Latin America, and 
calls for in particular, a thorough study 
of two ~spects of that policy: fi~st, t~e 
Hickenlooper amendment and 1t seri
ously negative effects on overall U.S. re
lations with Latin America; and second, 
the future course of U.S. private invest
ment in that region, and U.S. Govern
ment policy concerning investment. 

VVith regard to the Hickenlooper 
amendment, I seriously question ~~e wis
dom of such a statutory prohibition as 
an instrument of our foreign aid policy. 
Its application to the current IPC ~x
propriation case i~ ~ p~me op~ortun~ty 
to evaluate its validity m our aid pobcy 
and to determine its effectiveness in pro
tecting and encouraging private invest
ment in Latin America. 

The confusing and complex issues of 
the IPC case have been aired many times 
in the press, and I will not attempt to ex
plain them here. But I feel t~at the most 
important point, and one wh1ch many of 
us have lost sight of in the current hys
teria of this confrontation, is that Peru's 
expropriation of the IPC holdings is a 
unique case, and it is regarded ~s such 
by the Peruvian Government. It IS based 
on a recurring dispute between IPC and 
Peru that has persisted for 45 years. Dur
ing that time, it has been a constant 
source of resentment on the part of the 
Peruvians against what they believed, 
perhaps unjustly, to be economic ex
ploitation of their natural resources by 
U.S. business interests. It is not a pre
view of a new anti-American wave surg
ing through Latin America and it will 
not result in a massive seizure of U.S. 
business interests in Peru and elsewhere, 
or in a general rejection of U.S. influ~nce 
in the Latin nations unless the Umted 
states through acts of sanction and re
taliati~n imposed by the Hickenlooper 
amendment, causes that alienation to 
occur. I cannot emphasize this point too 
strongly-the manner of official U.S. ac
tion on this matter is all importa~t
we must be willing to show the PeruVIans 
and other Latin American nations that 
we are approaching this situation from 
a sound, reasonable policy, and that. we 
are actively seeking a just and eqwta
ble negotiated settlement in the interests 
of both sides. The danger is in leaping 
too fast to impose punishment before 
there is a reasonable opportunity .to set
tle the case by negotiation, and this dan
gerous leap is precisely what the United 
States must make if the provisio~s ?f 
the Hickenlooper amendment remam m 
force. . 

In the view of the current Peruvian 
Government the expropriation of the 
IPC holding~ was a lawful and just act 
to recover Peru's national rights. The act 
represents reparations for what the Gov-

ernment at this time believes-correctly 
or not-was IPC's illegal exploitation of 
Peru's oil wealth. Gen. Juan Velasco, 
Peruvian head of state, has stated his 
Government's position on the invocation 
of the Hickenlooper sanctions as follows: 

As a free and sovereign nation, Peru is not 
able to understand nor can it accept the fact 
that a powerful nation ... would attempt to 
enforce its laws outside its territory, and even 
worse, to use these laws to protect the in
terests of an enterprise which openly acts 
outside the Peruvian laws and morals and 
acts overbearingly without caring for the 
dignity and sovereignty of this country. 

In his view, if the U.S. Government 
enforces the Hickenlooper amendment, 
it would be a clear case of economic pres
sure aimed at usurping the dignity and 
sove~eignty of a small nation. 

And we are only deluding ourselves if 
we believe that the other nations in Latin 
America will be sympathetic to U.S. re
taliation in Peru. The threat implicit in 
the Hickenlooper amendment has led to 
charges throughout the Latin nations of 
economic imperialism, a U.S. return to 
the big stick policy, and a modern ver
sion of landing the Marines. To say that 
enforcement of the Hickenlooper amend
ment would be gravely injurious to the 
U.S. image throughout Latin America is 
hardly an exaggeration. 

The issue of foreign economic influ
ence in Latin America, especially U.S. 
influence is an extremely sensitive one. 
It has r~sulted in strong nationalistic 
sentiments stemming from a deep-seated 
resentment of the massive U.S. economic 
presence and the control exercised by 
outside business interests. The "big 
stick" method of the Hickenlooper 
amendment is contributing to this rising 
tide of Latin resentment, and fa~g 
the flames of Latin nationalism and anti
Americanism. Peru's General Velasco is 
regarded as somewhat of a hero among 
his people and other Latin nations. Con
vinced of his righteous cause, he has 
dared to defy U.S. demands and strike 
back against the "Yanqui aggressor," re
gardless of the disastrous economic ef
fects which that defiance will wreak on 
the Peruvian economy. For many Latin 
Americans, he is becoming a symbol of 
Latin courage and independence. 

The intent of the Hickenlooper amend
ment was to protect our private 
investors against foreign expropriation 
without just compensation, while at the 
same time encouraging them to invest 
in foreign economies for the mutual ben
efit of the United States and the na
tions concemed. It was meant as a 
warning to foreign governments con
cerning the repercussions which such 
action would provoke in U.S. policy. In 
the case of Peru, its warning has proved 
to be totally ineffective-the Peruvian 
Government acted in reprisal for what it 
considered illegal acts, the Hickenlooper 
amendment notwithstanding. Moreover, 
the amendment is detrimental to the U.S. 
policy of encouraging private investment 
in the less-developed countries. Rather 
than encouraging a nation to solicit pri
vate investment, it serves to wam that 
nation that to encourage U.S. private 
investment is to incur the risk of being 
subject to U.S. economic pressures, sup
ported by the U.S. Govemment. 

The U.S. Government has always 
stood ready to support the American in
vestor in cases where his property is 
illegally seized. Our Government has 
never accepted any principle other than 
fair compensation for expropriated 
property. There are well-established dip
lomatic and legal procedures for secur
ing just settlements in these cases, and 
diplomatic channels have been success
fully utilized in the past. The Hicken
looper amendment can only serve to 
impede progress through negotiation. 

President Nixon has dispatched his 
special emissary, John N. Irwin, to enter 
talks with the Peruvian Government con
cerning the IPC case and other issues 
creating friction between our two na
tions. VVe place in him the highest hopes 
for an amicable solution to the proplem 
and wish for the successful conclusion 
of this important mission. Diplomatic 
initiatives like this, and not arbitrary 
legislative enactments, are the way to 
solve delicate problems of conflicts be
tween nations. 

u.s. policymakers have consistently 
rejected such sanctions in our foreign 
policy on the grounds that they could 
seriously injure vital U.S. national in
terests including those pertaining to our 
nation~! security; that these sanctions 
subordinate the conduct of foreign policy 
and perhaps our entire relationship with 
certain foreign nations to a single for
eign policy interest; and that by making 
it appear that U.S. aid programs are sub
stantially motivated by a desire to pro
tect U.S. private investment, provisions 
such as the Hickenlooper admendment 
play into the hands of the Communists, 
who have long alleged that U.S. foreign 
aid is actually designed to facilitate the 
exploitation of underdeveloped nations 
by VVestern capitalists. 

It is my feeling that the existence of 
the Hickenlooper amendment is negating 
its own purposes, obfuscating a respon
sible U.S. position in this situation, and 
placing us on a direct collision course 
with Peru, and perhaps all of Latin 
America. 

Such a dollar diplomacy scarecrow 
should be repealed before it does serious 
damage to U.S. standing throughout the 
world. 

I would like to address myself now to 
another aspect of our foreign policy 
which, I feel, must be reassessed; namely, 
the future course of private investment 
in Latin America and what U.S. policy 
will be. 

President John F. Kennedy once 
stated: 

Economic and social growth cannot be ac
complished by governments alone. The ef
fective participation of an enlightened U.S. 
businessman, especially in partnership with 
private interests in the developing country, 
brings not only his investment but his tech
nological and management skills into the 
process of development. His successful par
ticipation in turn helps create that climate 
of confidence which is so critical in attract
ing and holding vital external and internal 
capital. 

Peru like the rest of Latin America, 
needs ~ tremendous amount of foreign 
capital investment in order to develop 
its resources and raise its terribly low 
standard of living. Much of this capital 
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must come from private sources, and 
Latin Americans generally acknowledge 
that U.S. business is beneficial to their 
nations. It has entered industrially 
depressed areas and raised the living 
standards of the people there; it has 
introduced modern methods and tech
nical skills; it has stimulated local in
dustry; it has created job opportunities 
for thousands of ®employed; it has 
helped train a managerial and tech
nical class; it has improved the living 
standards of the small consumer; it has 
contributed to the beginnings of a 
modern industrial plant in many nations. 
All these elements are essential to Latin 
American development. 

But American business has failed to 
make these accomplishments under
stood or appreciated by the great mass of 
Latin people. And Latin American busi
ness and government leaders, while ap
preciating the widespread benefits of U.S. 
business for their nations, do not want to 
be dominated by U.S. business. There is 
a broad spectrum of relationships be
tween our investments and the economies 
of foreign nations, and I feel that these 
should be defined. 

In February, President Nixon an
nounced that he was sending Gov. Nelson 
Rockefeller, a man highly respected by 
Latin Americans for his knowledge and 
interest in their nations, on a formal 
mission to Latin America. Governor 
Rockefeller's trip is to be the first step 
in an administration plan to reassess our 
entire policy in Latin America and to 
discover what is lacking in that policy
why the Alliance for Progress has not 
been as effective as was hoped; why gov
ernment instability persists in that re
gion; why there has not been a substan
tially greater improvement in the lives of 
the people. I propose that a team of first
rate economists be sent with him to ex
amine the aspects of U.S. private invest
ment in Latin America, with a view to
ward further encouraging those invest
ments. This proposal is wholly in keeping 
with President Nixon's announced goal 
of putting more emphasis on trade and 
business in Latin America. 

It can be hoped that the Rockefeller 
trip, followed up by a comprehensive re
assessment of the overall U.S. policy to
ward Latin America, will dispel wide
spread Latin criticism that the United 
states has turned away from its south
ern neighbors and is not concerned with 
their problems. 

Our future policy toward Latin Amer
ica is all important-not only with re
gard to the way in which we handle this 
explosive situation in Peru, or the formu
lation of a new posture toward private 
investment, but overall, in our concrete 
dealings with the people of that region. 

Too long this Nation has lacked a 
strong positive policy toward Latin 
America. Too long our policy has been a 
meandering, inconsistent one. Too long 
that region has occupied very low prior
ity in this Government. Too long the 
United States has lacked a positive image 
there. 

In a recent speech in Washington, 
Galo Plaza Lasso, Secretary General of 
the Organization of American States 
voiced concern about current United 

States-Latin American relations. We 
would do well to concern ourselves with 
his statement: 

Obviously it is in the United States' inter
est to have stable and prosperous neighbors, 
but it is also its obligation ... to collabo
rate with its fellow men as they strive for a 
better life. Time is running out in which we 
can develop a policy of genuine benefit to 
the en tire hemisphere and make an indis
pensable contribution to the peace and sta
bllity of the world. 

I say that it is time that we in the Con
gress, those in the executive branch of 
our Government, and the people of this 
Nation apply our efforts to the task of 
creating an atmosphere of mutual re
spect and fraternity among the peoples 
who share this hemisphere. It is time 
that we begin to create a long-term, 
consistent policy toward Latin America, 
a policy in which we deal with our neigh
bors as equals and as partners in the 
desire to create, throughout the western 
Hemisphere, a better and more creative 
life. 

KOCH: NO MORE WAR APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR VIETNAM 

<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, here we are 
more than 2 months into a new admin
istration. An administration that indi
cated in the course of the recent cam
paign that its goal was to bring the war 
in Vietnam to a conclusion. In the course 
of that campaign, everyone agreed, in
cluding the new administration, that a 
military victory was impossible and 
ought no longer to be discussed. Our 
generals have been saying for years that 
they can see the "light at the end of the 
tunnel." In truth, the tunnel has be
come an abyss filled daily with the blood 
of our soldiers. 

Since March 1968, when President 
Johnson decided to pursue a negotiated 
settlement of the war, 11,500 American 
lives have been lost and 37,000 Ameri
cans have been seriously wounded in 
combat. Last week there were 351 deaths 
and 1,401 wounded. The week before 
there were 336 deaths and 1,694 
wounded. And all for what? To keep in 
power two South Vietnamese generals, 
both of whom will do all they can to pre
vent peace from being achieved at Paris. 
Why? Because they know that in any 
settlement, they will be deposed. It is 
not in their self-interest to seek peace. 
Dictators thrive on war, and these two 
are no different. 

We must demonstrate to the South 
Vietnamese military clique that they 
cannot depend on our bayonets and the 
blood of our soldiers to keep them in 
power and make it clear that we do in
tend to withdraw and withdraw com
pletely. 

I am in complete accord with the view 
of the junior Senator from South Dakota 
that-

we are trying to win, on the battlefield 
and in Paris, what the Saigon government 
long ago lost beyond an recall: the allegiance 
of its own people and the control of its own 
land. 

Our policy must not serve the interests 
of these petty tyrants. Our policy must 
serve the interests of the American peo
ple. And without question, Mr. Speaker, 
the interests of the American people de
mand that we begin to withdraw our 
soldiers now. 

If the Nixon administration will not 
promptly heed the anguish and anger of 
the American people seeking to termi
nate our military involvement in Viet
nam, then Congress must exercise its 
power and refuse to appropriate the bil
lions of dollars being spent for killing in 
Vietnam. 

We must not defer to the insiders and 
the experts on this paramount issue. We 
know the magnitude of our blundering
we know the depth of our shame. I for 
one will vote against any appropriations 
for the further prosecution of the Viet
nam war. 

TERRITORIAL WATERS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I am today introducing a joint 
resolution designed to stiffen U.S. policy 
in establishing and enforcing our terri
torial waters claims and ocean fishing 
limits. 

This action is, in my judgment, re
quired for two very good reasons. First, 
U.S. fishing boats are being subjected to 
outrageous humiliation by nations which 
themselves are undercutting our own 
fishing industry which is in a badly de
pressed condition. 

Second, our shorelines are being sub
jected to intense electronic surveillance 
by Communist nations which enforce 
claims to territorial waters to far greater 
extent than we do. 

International agreements and under
standings with regard to territorial 
waters, if they ever were significant, to
day are without any meaning. Effectively 
every coastal nation sets its own claims 
without regard to others. This means 
chaos which will, if not corrected, be
come extremely serious. 

My resolution proposes two steps. First, 
it says that we should adopt a policy of 
reciprocity in our territorial waters and 
fishing limits. This means that we would 
impose on any ship the same territorial 
and fishing limits which that ship's na
tional government imposes in its own 
coastal waters. Of course we would in 
any case maintain our 3-mile territorial 
limit and our 12-mile fishing limit. 

Second, my resolution calls for a new 
international conference for the purpose 
of reaching agreement between all 
coastal nations on territorial limits. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States follows 
the normal traditional practice. This pro
vides for a 3-mile limit for the purposes 
of sovereign territorial jurisdiction and 
for a 12-mile limit for the purposes of 
fishing. 

Actually, we have entered into certain 
agreements liberalizing these limits. A 
Soviet-American fishing agreement in 
late 1967 provided that Soviet fishing 
trawlers could venture to within 6 miles 
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of certain areas off the Long Island and 
New Jersey coasts. 

In exchange for this concession the 
Russians agreed not to fish certain other 
areas off Cape Cod, but proceeded to vio
late the spirit of the agreement by send
ing trawlers flying the Polish flag into the 
areas in which their own ships were pro
hibited. 

Legitimate fishing is only a part of the 
consideration at hand, since it is com
mon knowledge that Russian and other 
Communist fishing trawlers are fitted 
with highly sophisticated electronic sur
veillance equipment. 

On February 8 of this year the Coast 
Guard observed a fleet of 60 Communist
bloc trawlers off the Virginia coast well 
within the 12-mile limit. It must be as
sumed they were both fishing and en
gaging in surveillance. 

And we took no action to enforce the 
traditional limit. Clearly it is ludicrous 
to speak of any effective traditional limit 
either in terms of what we enforce on 
our own coasts or what others both claim 
and enforce. 

Only yesterday it was reported that a 
fleet of some 175 Soviet-bloc trawlers 
were operating in a formation 40 miles 
long and 15 miles wide off the Virginia
North Carolina coast. 

This represents a new high level of So
viet fishing strength in and near Amer
ican waters. And although we are told 
these trawlers were some 35 miles off the 
coast, what assurance do we have that 
they may not venture up to within 3 
miles? 

And what assurance do we have that 
if they do indeed violate the 12-mile lim
it that we will take any action beyond 
yet another warning? 

If the traditional limits were ever con
sidered to be binding the day has passed 
when this is realistic. The brutal fact is 
that we invite, through our practices, 
both espionage and unfair invasion of 
our coastal fishing grounds. 

Only 29 of 98 coastal nations of the 
world now observe the so-called tradi
tional limits. The others all claim wider 
limits. 

The 3-mile sovereign limit is a thing 
of the past. The U.S.S.R. and most Com
munist nations claim 12 miles. And we 
can be assured that the claim is rigidly 
enforced. 

The Pueblo tragedy provides evidence 
that at least in some cases Communist 
nations are fully prepared to seize ships 
even beyond the 12-mile limit when they 
believe they can get away it. 

Peru and Ecuador go to the extent of 
claiming 200 miles for both sovereign 
territorial waters and fishing limits. We 
all know of recent cases in which U.S. 
tuna boats have been seized when within 
these 200-mile limits but well beyond the 
12-mile limit. 

On February 15 a U.S. boat was at
tacked while located from 26 to 50 miles 
off the Peruvian coast. Again last week 
two more U.S. boats were seized at about 
the same distance. 

It must be emphasized that these in
cidents are not uniquely recent. They 
have been going on for far too long. And 
so have efforts to correct the problem. 

More than 2 years ago, in early 
March 1967, our Assistant Secretary of 
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State Lincoln Gordon spent 5 days in 
Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador in an effort 
to solve the problem. Even at that time 
seizure of U.S. trawlers within 200 miles 
but well beyond 12 miles was a long
standing fact. 

We were talking in those days about 
enforcement of the Kuchel amendment 
which requires that U.S. aid be cut off 
to any nation that seizes American 
property. We are today in 1969 still talk
ing about enforcing the Kuchel amend
ment, and chances are that 2 and 5 years 
from now we will still be talking about it. 

The "tit for tat" policy I recommend 
will, of course, not solve the entire prob
lem. What it can be expected to do, 
however, is put some backbone into U.S. 
behavior on the high seas where other 
nations have come to believe that our 
patience is inexhaustible. 

Just as important it could provide the 
thrust needed to convince other nations 
that a new worldwide agreement is 
needed. International conferences in 
Geneva failed to produce agreement in 
1958 and again in 1960. 

Presumably, one of the reasons they 
failed was that too many nations be
lieved it was in their national interest to 
set their own policies while others, such 
as the United States, adhered to the so
called traditional international stand
ards. 

This issue is of serious concern to the 
American fishing industry. But it is an 
issue which transcends the interests of 
our country and involves world stability. 

I earnestly solicit the support of this 
House in early consideration and ap
proval of this resolution. 

CONGRESS SHOULD CLOSE INCOME 
TAX LOOPHOLES AND LET THE 
SURTAX EXPffiE 
(Mr. KARTH asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Speaker, it is being 
made clearer each day by various spokes
men that the administration will request 
the extension of the "temporary" 10-per
cent income surtax. 

I cannot help but feel this is an "easy 
way out" which will bear most heavily 
upon the 50 million low- and moderate
income taxpayers who are being squeezed 
by inflation. 

There is a better way, a more equitable 
way, of obtaining the additional money 
which is urgently needed to finance the 
added expenses of the Vietnam war. 

I am proposing, through my bill H.R. 
7045-and it is being proposed in similar 
bills-that this Congress let the surtax 
expire and obtain the $9 billion in reve
nues which the surtax is expected to 
raise, by closing those tax loopholes for 
individuals and corporations who are 
profiting unduly at the expense of our 
overheated war economy. 

Through these tax loopholes some giant 
corporations and millionaires escape pay
ing taxes on most or even all of their 
income. 

In a memorable appearance before the 
Joint Economic Committee on January 
17, 1969, outgoing Secretary of the Treas
ury Joseph W. Barr warned of a brewing 

"taxpayers revolt" incited by the flagrant 
inequities made possible by loopholes in 
the law. Mr. Barr cited chapter and verse 
and explained that in 1967 there were 21 
Americans with incomes over $1 million 
who paid no Federal income tax at all; 
there were 155 individuals with 1967 in
comes of over $200,000 who paid none. 

Some corporations, too, have enjoyed 
special tax favors at the expense of other 
corporations and the low- and moderate
income taxpayers. Oil companies are 
especially notorious for their "piggy
backing" on the public. The Treasury 
Department estimates that the cost of 
the average oil well is recovered 19 times 
over. Through the 27%-percent deple
tion allowance gimmick the 20 leading 
oil companies in the United States, in 
1966, legally paid Federal income taxes 
at the rate of 8% percent on their $4% 
billion profit. This is about the rate paid 
by a wage earner and his wife at a pov
erty-level annual income of $3,000. 

My bill would raise the $9 billion in 
additional revenues which are needed 
to replace an expiring surtax by: reduc
ing mineral and oil depletion allowances, 
eliminating a tax "break" for multiple 
corporations, repealing the 7-percent in
vestment tax credit which is causing in
flationary industrial overexpansion, lim
iting the "hobby farm" income-loss gim
mick, and other unwarranted subsidies 
or preferences which enrich favored 
classes of people and firms. I believe 
these reforms could speedily be consid
ered by Congress anc enacted into law 
to replace the expiring surtax provision. 

It is certainly not my intention that 
this tax reform bill be a substitute for 
the comprehensive revision of the in
come tax laws now being studied by the 
House Committee on Ways and Means. 
I would hope, however, that all the essen
tial features of this bill would, at least 
be incorporated in the long-awaited re~ 
vision. They would be a long-desired first 
step to bringing a greater measure of 
justice to our tax system. 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
HEARINGS ON TAX REFORM, 
LOOPHOLES, ETC. 

<Mr. MADDEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks, and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, this morn
ing I appeared before the Ways and 
Means Committee and testified regard
ing the necessity for early action by the 
committee and the Members of the 91st 
Congress to enact effective legislation 
that will curtail and repeal some of the 
fabulous and, in many cases, fraudulent 
tax loophole bonanzas that have been 
placed on our statute books over the 
years. I appreciated the remarks and 
questions of many members of the Ways 
and Means Committe as to the necessity 
of effective Federal tax reform. 

I include my testimony before the 
Ways and Means Committee this morn
ing: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN RAY J. MADDEN, 

BEFORE THE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE, 
MARcH 26, 1969 
Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the Chair

man and the Members of the Ways and 
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Means Committe for giving me an oppor
tunity to testify on this much-needed Federal 
tax reform legislation. I also want to com
mend your committee for calling these long
delayed hearings in order to secure first
hand information for the American public 
on the deplorable conditions which our Fed
eral tax system has reached in recent years. 
During my 27 years in Congress I have been 
shocked by the gradual increase in power, 
year by year, of specially privileged and pow
erful segments of our economy slowly and 
cleverly securing favorable legislation until, 
in some cases, they are totally exempt on 
Federal taxes from their exorbitant profits. 

Our Federal tax laws, as of today, have 
become riddled with tax concessions, loop
holes, tax credits, and depletion exemptions 
to a favored few who have the finances to 
employ powerful lobbyists to relieve their 
clients of the responsibility for providing the 
revenue necessary to finance the enormous 
cost to keep our land the No. 1 nation in the 
world. 

Former Treasury Secretary Joseph Barr 
revealed in January that 21 persons with in
comes over $1 million paid no taxes at all 
in 1967, while 155 with incomes of over 
$200,000 also escaped taxes entirely. 

When the wealthy escape taxes, it is the 
average taxpayer who gets hit for higher taxes 
to make up the difference. The best example 
of this is the 10 percent tax surcharge. Faced 
with the need for more revenues, the Admin
istration came running to the average mid
dle class taxpayer, while doing nothing to 
make wealthy foundations, oil millionaires, 
real estate speculations, and highly-paid 
corporate executives · pay their fair share . 
Those with incomes of around $15,000 a year 
or less already pay nearly two-thirds of all 
personal Federal income taxes, and the sur
charge simply adds to their burden. But to 
the wealthy exploiter of loopholes the sur
charge is no problem at all-10 percent of 
nothing is still nothing. 

If just a modest number of the fantastic 
and excessive tax loopholes and exemptions 
were eliminated there would be no need for 
an extension of the 10 % surcharge tax. I have 
introduced H.R. 9195, which if enacted into 
law would bring in more than $9 billion in 
additional revenue by plugging 13 of the more 
notorious loopholes in our Federal tax sys
tem. This happens to be the same amount 
that an extension of the 10 percent tax sur
charge would yield in fiscal 1970. Thirty-one 
other Congressmen have sponsored identical 
legislation. 

Among the loopholes this bill would close 
is the depletion allowance for oil and other 
minerals. Largely because of the oil depletion 
allowance, the 20 largest oil companies in the 
country paid only 8Y:z percent of their net 
income in taxes in 1966. One large company 
with profits ranging from $61,110,000 in 1962 
and similar increased amounts of income in 
1963, 1964, and 1965 paid no Federal taxes 
whatsoever. 

Standard Oil of New Jersey had an income 
of $1,271,903,000 in 1962 but paid only six
tenths of one percent of their fabulous profits. 
In the following four years their percentage 
tax on similar profits ranges as follows: 

Year 

Standard Oil (New 
Jersey) ____________ ~~~~ 

1964 
1965 
1966 

Atlantic OiL _________ 1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 

Net income 
before tax 

Percent tax 
paid to 

Federal 
Government 

$1,271,903,000 0. 6 
1, 584, 469, 000 4. 3 
1, 628, 555, 000 1. 7 
1, 679,675,000 4. 9 
1, 830,914,000 6. 3 

61,110,000 0 
56,747,000 0 
61,081,000 0 

105,299,000 0 
127,384,000 --------------

Some companies do not do as well as the 
oil companies, however. Perhaps they do not 
have as powerful a lobby in Washington as 
"big oil." 

The following statistics on three coal com
panies illustrate the contrast: 

Percent tax 
paid to 

Gross Federal 
Year profit Government 

Consolidation Coal Co _____ 1964 
1963 
1962 

Pittston Co _______________ 1964 
1962 

Island Creek Coal Co ______ 1964 

1 Lost by SEC. 

1963 
1962 

$44, 863, 073 
39, 568,737 
32,918,065 
13,721,024 
14,699,420 
7, 713,060 
5, 149,930 
3, 459,563 (1) 

26 
28 
26 
30 
35 
18 
24 

The oil lobby will of course argue that the 
27Y:z percent depletion allowance is needed 
to insure an adequate supply of reserve oil 
in emergencies, that it is vital to our na
tional defense, that our economy wlll col
lapse without it. Fortunately the Treasury 
has just released a thorough-going study of 
the tax breaks currently enjoyed by the oil 
industry and their effect on the level of oil 
reserves. The study, done by the CONSAD 
Research Corporation of Pittsburgh, chal
lenges these oil industry arguments, con
cluding that the depletion allowance and 
special expense deductions enjoyed by the 
oil companies add only a small amount to 
the Nation's petroleum reserves. Further
more, the Report goes on, the depletion al
lowance encourages excessive drllling and in
efficient production methods and discourages 
research into other potential fuel sources. I 
don't think this is a very good bargain for 
the $2.25 blllion worth of loopholes we gave 
to oil men in 1968. Big oil has been enjoying 
this financial bonanza for years. Real estate 
speculators are almost as generously treated 
at tax time as oil men. 

Former Treasury Assistant Secretary Sur
rey, in a speech last year, said, "The Treasury 
recently examined the 1966 tax returns of 13 
real estate operators, all of whom had very 
substantial gross incomes, and found that 
depreciation 'losses' reduced the tax liability 
of nine of them to zero and of two others to 
less than $25." 

Doing away with the accelerated deprecia
tion gimmick on speculative real estate would 
head off operators of this sort and bring in 
an extra $150 million in tax revenues each 
year. 

Another gaping tax loophole is the 7 per
cent investment tax credit, enacted in 1962, 
which perm! ts business firms to subtract 
from their tax bills 7 percent of the value of 
eligible new equipment installed during the 
year. It was intended to stimulate the econ
omy by providing a subsidy to private in
vestment. 

However, our economy has been overstimu
lated and we are now in a period of serious 
inflation. fed in part by the 7% investment 
tax credit. The credit concentrates inflation
ary spending power on precisely that portion 
of the economy that is already most over
heated-the capital goods section in the first 
place, it creates a second round of inflation 
by causing business to hasten to invest be
fore inflation drives up capital goods prices 
even further. 

The Commerce Department Survey of busi
ness fixed investment plans for 1969, re
leased on March 13, underscores the need for 
repeal of the investment tax credit. The sur
vey predicted that total 1969 expenditures 
for new plant and equipment will reach a 
whopping $73 billion, a 14 percent increase 
over 1968. This contrasts with year-to-year 
increases of only 4 percent in 1968 and 2 
percent in 1967. 

This survey indicates strongly that it is 
capital goods inflation that is most serious, 
yet the Administration still insists on a 10 
percent surcharge on the average consumer 
to combat infiation. If it is inflation they 
are concerned about, why not get at the 
real culprit by repealing the 7 percent invest
ment tax credit? 

The list of tax loopholes can be extended 
almost to eternity, as this committee well 
knows. 

Capital gains which pass through an estate 
at death are not taxed. 

The unlimited charitable deduction allows 
many millionaires to escape taxation entirely. 

Special tax treatment for stock options al
lows highly paid corporate executives to get 
tax advantages not open to the average wage 
earner. 

The tax exemption for municipal industrial 
development bond interest encourages plant 
piracy and gives unwarranted subsidies to 
wealthy corporations, while costing the 
Treasury millions in lost revenues. 

As an example, certain states of the Union 
who enjoy the exemption privileges of Sec
tion B of the Taft-Hartley Law are paying 
sub-standard wages to millions of factory 
workers in their localities. These sub-stand
ard wage workers are practically out of the 
buying market in regard to $3-$4 thousand 
dollar automobiles, $400 refrigerators, etc., 
etc., and are adding nothing to the employ
ment and prosperity in factory production of 
our Nation. This, of course, is an exemption 
over which the Ways and Means Committee 
has no responsibility. On the other hand, 
your committee has recommended, and the 
Congress has enacted, tax exemptions for 
municipal industrial development bonds. 
This exemption encourages plant piracy and 
gives unwarranted subsidies to wealthy cor
porations and industrial factories to move 
into these 14B states. Thousands of towns 
and cities in these areas have taken advan
tage of the tax exempt industrial develop
ment bonds with cheap land and cheap wages 
to capture thousands of industrial factories 
from states paying a living wage to its 
workers. Multi-millions could be brought 
into the Federal Treasury by the repeal of 
the interest on municipal and other local 
civic bond promotion. 

The hobby farm loophole allows wealthy 
part-time farmers to escape taxes by using 
fictional farm "losses" to offset income. 

I will not take more of the committee's 
time by extending the list of loopholes, for 
time is something we don't have very much 
of because of the need for immediate action 
in repeal of tax loopholes, exemptions, etc. 

The American people are weary of being 
told that we are all very concerned about tax 
reform, that we are working very hard on it, 
and that it is very difficult and complicated 
and it is going to take a long time. The tax
paying public is running out of patience, and 
the surcharge is doing little to make them 
more tolerant. 

Therefore, I would urge the committee to 
act within the next two months on as many 
major tax reform items as possible. Tax re
form should not be postponed until we can 
put together a neat, tidy, "skim milk" pack
age that everyone can agree on. We will be 
here until the year 2000 if that is the.goal. 

I am not going to take the time of this 
committee in detailing the fabulous and 
fraudulent raid on the Federal Treasury by 
thousands of tax-avoiding estate foundations. 
A former Secretary of the Treasury stated be
fore a Senate Committee that he could not 
speculate as to how many foundations are 
operating and enjoying tax exempt benefits. 
Some foundations are engaging in free en
terprise industry in competition with regular 
tax paying corporation and non-exempt busi
ness and industries. One official in the Treas
ury Department testified that he could place 
the number of foundations enjoying tax ex
emptions at approximately 25,000. Congress-
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man Wright Patman and other Members have 
gone into the foundation tax bonanza in de
tail before your committee, and I know your 
committee and all Members of Congress are 
familiar with its tax-avoiding ramifications. 

Every tax dollar lost through these loop
holes must be paid by another source. For 
the most part, this loss-and it has been 
estimated to be a whopping $50 billion-is 
paid by moderate income groups, by small 
people with incomes of $15 thousand and 
less, who cannot afford to hire high-priced 
accountants and tax lawyers to enact loop
holes, credits and exemptions. 

The House should be given an opportunity 
to work its Will on tax reform at the earliest 
opportunity. I firmly believe that the heavy 
financial obligation of Government would 
warrant your committee concentrating on 
major loopholes which involves literally bil
lions of escaped taxes by certain segments of 
our economy. Your committee, I hope will 
report a bill closing the top-bracket tax-es
caping loopholes so the Congress can act im
mediately on the same. The minor loop holes 
can be taken up by your committee and con
sidered later in the year. The American public 
has become familiar in recent years With 
the necessity of taking the gigantic tax load 
off the wage-earner and the salaried citizen 
while mammoth corporations and gigantic 
mergers of corporations profiteer on the 
American public. I do hope your committee 
will not submit a weak, and ineffective rec
ommendation on the closing of the tax loop
holes. As a Member of the Rules Committee, 
I for one, and I know of others that for the 
first time in years, will insist on an open rule 
on this legislation. This will give the other 
410 Members of Congress an opportunity to 
answer the demand of the almost unanimous 
cry of the American public for effective tax 
reform. 

It has been suggested by some Members 
that this legislation could be enacted in the 
next few months if the major loophole recip
ients, whose payments on their huge profits 
is but a pittance, would start paying into the 
Federal Treasury a blanket minimum Fed
eral tax ranging from 15 percent to 30 per
cent of their profits. They then would join 
w1 th the small businessmen and the wage 
and salaried citizen in supporting our huge 
domestic and foreign programs and Federal 
obligations. 

AN APPRAISAL OF THE CONFLICT 
IN VIETNAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAT
TEN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on the special 
order which I am about to undertake. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago, 

the National Urban Coalition under the 
chairmanship of former Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, John w. 
Gardner, issued a report on progress 
made during the last year in meeting the 
challenges posed by the President's Na
tional Advisory Commission on Civil Dis
order. In area after area of domestic 
need-housing, education, unemploy
ment, discrimination, pollution of our 
atmosphere and water-the report of the 

Urban Coalition concluded that no prog
ress had been made in the year since the 
National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders issued its call to the Nation to 
respond to these pressing urban problems 
before our cities deteriorated beyond re
pair. 

As the situation in our cities becomes 
dai~y more crucial, the war in Vietnam, 
which has consumed more and more of 
our Nation's resources and, even more 
tragically, cost the lives of over 33 000 
American servicemen, continues. While 
our cities disintegrate and our country 
becomes increasingly disunited, a war 
which was ill conceived from the begin
ning rages on with undiminished fury. 

From the beginning of this tragic con
flict I have consistently warned of the 
threat which the war poses to both the 
welfare of the Vietnamese people and the 
stability and integrity of the United 
States. Since 1964 the domestic needs of 
our people have been neglected as our 
Nation's resources and energies have 
been committed to the Americanization 
of the war and the constant escalation 
of our military role-an escalation car
ried on with the consent, if not the ad
vice, of the Congress, which, despite the 
opposition of a few of us, has readily 
authorized and appropriated some $30 
billion annually to conduct the war in 
Vietnam. 

Last March, in the wake of mounting 
opposition to the war--opposition which 
spread from the campuses to important 
segments of the labor movement, busi
ness community, and even within the pol
icymaking apparatus of the Government 
itself, and which was then finding ex
pression through the political process
the Johnson administration changed 
course. The President declined to commit 
the 206,000 additional troops which Gen
eral Westmoreland had ::.·equested. On 
March 31 he announced a curb in the 
bombing of No:tth Vietnam, said he 
~oU!d move toward peace through nego
tiatiOns, and removed himself from con
sideration as a candidate for reelection. 
A short time later, in May of 1968 the 
preliminary peace negotiations got' un
derway in Paris. 

For those of us who had long opposed 
our deepening involvement in Vietnam, 
and who had urged that the President 
stop the bombing in the North and rely 
on diplomatic means for a settlement of 
the war, the President's announcement 
appeared to signal a deescalation in the 
war and at least the beginning of a move 
toward a negotiated settlement. 

That was 1 year ago. 
What is the result of that "change in 

direction" today? Has the level of vio
lence in Vietnam declined? 

Last week, the Pentagon announced 
that 351 American servicemen had been 
killed during the week ending March 15. 
1,401 Americans were wounded. 

In the week previous to that 336 
Americans were killed and 1,694 w~und
ed. And in the week ending March 1, 
453 Americans died in combat and 2,593 
were wounded. 

This makes a total of 1,140 deaths dur
ing 3 weeks of the current North Viet
namese-Vietcong offensive. 

These statistics by themselves, how·· 
ever, do not fully reveal the intensifica
tion of the fighting that has occurred 
since the so-called reversal of direction 
was announced by President Johnson. It 
is significant that almost one-third of 
the total number of 33,063 American 
servicemen who have died in Vietnam 
since 1961-10,565 men-have died since 
the preliminary Paris peace talks began 
on May 10, 1968. 

lis these grim figures show, despite the 
general expectations of the American 
public that the advent of negotiations 
would produce a deescalation of hostil
ities in Vietnam, the fighting has intensi
fied to the point that 3,459 lives have 
been lost in the 3 months since South 
Vietnam joined the Paris talks on De
cember 7. 

Moreover, the death and suffering 
which have been the lot of the Vietnam
ese people for over two decades now con
tinues unabated. The Senate Select Sub
committee on Refugees has estimated 
that between 3 million and 4 million peo
ple in South Vietnam are presently with
out shelter or occupation, with very lit
tle hope that their condition will im
prove in their own lifetime. No one knows 
how many Vietnamese have been killed 
or maimed during the past 4 years, but 
estimates run to the hundreds of 
thousands. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
. Mr. DERWINSKI. I am rather dis
turbed that there are only about 20 Mem
bers on the floor for such an important 
address. If the gentleman wishes that I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I will 
unless the gentleman does not care to 
have an audience. 

Mr. RYAN. That is a point of order 
which the gentleman from Illinois may 
raise in his own discretion. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman will 
be discreet. 

Mr. RYAN. A number of Members 
plan to participate in this discussion dur
ing the course of the afternoon, many 
of whom are on the floor already. Oth
ers will join us, and I assure the gentle
man that we will be making recommen
dations to the Nixon administration and 
to our colleagues which I hope will be 
heeded. 

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird has 
said that the blame for the renewed in
tensification of the fighting rests squarely 
with the "enemy." "I want to state un
equivocally," he stated on March 11 
"that if these attacks continue unabated' 
an appropriate response will be made." ' 

President Nixon on March 14, also said 
that an "appropriate response" would be 
taken if the North Vietnamese attacks 
continued. 

According to New York Post columnist 
James Wechsler, however, Ambassador 
Averell Harriman, the chief Paris nego
tiator for the Johnson administration 
has said that the ''present North Viet~ 
namese offensive is essentially a response 
to our actions rather than a deliberate 
attempt to dictate the peace terms or 
torpedo the talks." Ambassador Harri
ma?'s comments echo an earlier warning 
which the New York Times made last 
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December 14, when it warned that an 
escalation in U.S. military activity-cou
pled with a decline in the number of bat
talion-scaled assaults by the North Viet
namese and Vietcong-was endangering 
the Paris talks. The editorial cautioned 
that an upset in the military balance in 
Vietnam in advance of a settlement "is 
bound to produce a reaction sooner or 
later" that could "wreck the chance for 
a negotiated peace." 

Stepped up offensive military actions 
by the United States is being used, how
ever, to attempt to upset the military 
balance. In the hopes that the occupa
tion of territory long held by the Viet
cong will produce a settlement more 
favorable to the Saigon regime, the U.S. 
military has continued to make exten
sive use of aggressive "search and de
stroy" missions. In spite of the fact that 
in the past each U.S. escalation has been 
matched-and that the only result of 
an intensification of hostilities has been 
more death and destruction-the Amer
ican military command appears to persist 
in its belief that "just one more sweep" 
will tip the military balance in their 
favor. This strategy has failed to produce 
any significant military gain in the past. 
For, as I have repeatedly stated in nu
merous speeches to this body, the Viet
cong does not intend to dissolve in the 
face of U.S. firepower. The National 
Liberation Front, and its predecessor the 
Viet Minh, have been fighting for over 
two decades to rid Vietnam of foreign 
influence. Any amount of American mili
tary pressure, short of total destruction, 
will only produce an "appropriate re
sponse" on their part. And the destruc
tion will go on. 

A little more than a year ago, on March 
11, 1968, when General Westmoreland 
was asking for an additional 206,000 
troops, I said that the choice was c~ear. 
"Will additional thousands of Amencan 
young men be sent to their death in 
Vietnam? Will more billions of dollars be 
spent, which should be spent on our 
domestic crisis, only to reach new levels 
of destruction in Vietnam, only to 
achieve a continued stalemate at a new 
plateau? Or will the administration 
negotiate a political settlement?" The 
lack of progress at the Paris peace talks 
and the actual intensification of the war 
since the talks began leaves little doubt 
that neither the Johnson administration 
nor the Nixon administration has taken 
the steps necessary to obtain a negoti
ated political settlement. Instead, more 
treasure has been spent, and more lives 
have been sacrificed. 

At his last press conference on March 
19 President Nixon ominously threat
en~d that "he had warned North Viet
nam once" and that he would not "warn 
them a second time." 

With the possibility increasing that 
President Nixon may take some retalia
tory action against the latest offensive 
by the North Vietnamese and the Viet
cong, it is imperative that the Congress 
make clear its opposition to any renewal 
of the policy which I described on March 
1, 1966, as "mindful escalation.'' As I 
have stated, such retaliatory action will 
only lead to a counterresponse and a 
new round of escalation of the war. And 

the result will only be the unnecessary 
prolongation of the suffering of the Viet
namese population. 

By speaking out now-before the 
Nixon administration takes such meas
ures--the Congress can prevent any new 
escalation. If Congress fails to define our 
objectives in Vietnam, the President will 
have only the counsel of those in the 
Pentagon and the foreign policy estab
lishment who have led us into this 
morass from the outset. 

The presidential primaries of last 
Spring-in which both Senator Ken
nedy and Senator McCARTHY won de
cisive victories on programs advocating a 
deescalation of the war and an emphasis 
on diplomatic negotiation as the means 
to peace-made it clear that the Amer
ican people want this war ended. In
deed, that feeling seemed to be almost 
universally accepted by all candidates. 

As long ago as March 1968, in the 
course of the New Hampshire primary, 
Presidential candidate Nixon said, "The 
next President of the United States must 
end the war.'' He declared that his state
ment about ending the war "was not a 
vague campaign promise." "I do have 
some specific ideas on how to end the 
war," he said. "They are primarily in the 
diplomatic area." 

In his testimony before the Senate Dis
armament Subcommittee on March 20, 
Secretary of Defense Laird said that if 
the Paris talks "failed to produce a ne
gotiated settlement" of the war, the 
Nixon administration had "other alter
natives'' which it was prepared to pursue. 

The Congress should demand that the 
administration make clear the nature of 
these "other alternatives.'' 

In March 1968, Presidential candidate 
Nixon had "specific ideas on how to end 
the war." In March 1969 President Nixon 
has "other alternatives." Vague "alter
natives" are no substitute for a clearly 
defined statement of our goals and ob
jectives in Vietnam. 

It is time for the President to explain 
those "specific ideas" and "alternatives." 

Moreover, it is time for the Congress 
to assert its own role in the formulation 
of foreign policy and insist that the ad
ministration take steps to get the Paris 
negotiations off dead center and on the 
road to a prompt and early settlement. 

What should those steps include? For 
the most part, those of us who have long 
advocated an end to the war have al
ready spelled out-on numerous occa
sions--what must be done to bring this 
war to an end. Let me reiterate them, 
however. 

First, the Congress must refuse to ap
prove any further appropriations for 
military activities in Vietnam. 

As I said on May 5, 1965; March 1, 
1966, March 2, 1967; and June 11, 1968-
when I voted against funds for the Viet
nam war-the authorization and appro
priations process offers the only oppor
tunity to debate our policy in Vietnam; 
it is the only way in which we can exer
cise influence over the administration's 
war policy. We have never had before 
us the question of a declaration of war. 
Approval of appropriations for the war 
has been interpreted by President John
son as congressional approval of the ad
ministration's war policies. It will con-

tinue to be regarded as approval so long 
as we continue to vote funds for the war. 

Proponents of the present policy have 
in the past attempted to pose the ques
tion of war appropriations as one of sup
port for our boys who are fighting the 
war. No doubt they will continue to pose 
the question in this manner. But that 
ploy is nothing less than an attempt to 
hide the catalog of error and bland as
surances of progress that repeatedly 
have been belied by events in the cloak 
of providing adequate protection for our 
fighting men. No one in this House has 
ever suggested that our courageous fight
ing men in Vietnam should not have 
whatever they need to protect and de
fend themselves. But the appropriations 
have been used to escalate the war. Let 
us not forget that our fighting men are 
not responsible for the policies that send 
them into battle to risk their lives. If 
those policies have resulted in the need
less sacrifice of thousands of American 
young men, it is at least partially be
cause Congress has been unwilling to 
halt those policies by halting the appro
priations which support them. 

Second, the administration must ac
cept the participation of the National 
Liberation Front in the future political 
life of South Vietnam. Our present re
fusal to grant the NLF any role in the 
postwar political environment of South 
Vietnam is a major obstacle to progress 
at the Paris talks. To expect that either 
the NLF or the North Vietnamese will 
agree to a settlement which does not per
mit them a political role in South Viet
nam after nearly 25 years of struggle on 
their part to achieve power is totally un
realistic and out of keeping with the 
political realities of South Vietnam. we 
do nothing to further the evolution of 
democracy in South Vietnam by prop
ping up a regime so corrupt and unrep
resentative that even its proponents be
lieve it would immediately collapse in the 
face of United States military with
drawal. 

So long as our own policy continues to 
emphasize military strategies over polit
ical compromise, the Saigon generals will 
retain the power to destroy the prospects 
for a negotiated settlement of the war. 
For, despite their undemocratic ways and 
lack of popular support, they seem to 
have prosecuted the war with greater effi
ciency than their predecesors. However, 
if the United States makes clear its de
termination to achieve a negotiated 
settlement of the war, Thieu and Ky 
would have no choice but to pursue a 
course of conciliation and compromise, 
since they are completely dependent up
on support from the U.S. Government. 

Once the President expressed his will
ingness to accept a coalition government 
in South Vietnam which included the 
NLF, the Saigon regime would have no 
recourse except to broaden itself to in
clude those non-Communist elements 
which favor some sort of compromise 
with the NLF. For they could neither 
prosecute the war on their own nor hope 
to withstand the pressure from the Viet
cong without the aid of those groups 
which they now imprison and repress. 

What about the argument of those who 
say that a coalition government would 
only be rapidly taken over by the NLF? 
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I must say, in all candor, that I do not 
believe there is any way we can be as
sured that that will not happen. The 
NLF has sought to become the ruling 
force in South Vietnam for many years 
now. But there is reason to believe that 
the NLF would not be able to eliminate 
all political opposition in South Vietnam. 

Richard Barnett, the codirector of the 
Institute of Policy Studies, who has re
cently met with both the North Vietnam
ese and the NLF negotiators in Paris, 
has said in a recent statement that-

The NLF is under no illusions that politi
cal opposition to them will disappear once 
the Americans leave. They are going to have 
to accommodate the various factions or else 
continue a bloody civil war which it is the 
interest of no Vietnamese to prolong. 

Several of the religious groups are well 
organized and ready to compete for 
power once they no longer have to face 
the day-to-day harassment and persecu
tion which the Thieu-Ky regime per
petrated against them. As Dr. Barnett 
concludes: 

The sooner such groups are released from 
prison and harassment and can rehabll1tate 
themselves, the sooner they can unite their 
forces and deal with the Communists from 
greater strength. 

So long as the United States acquiesces 
in the face of the present regime's sup
pression of these groups, potential oppo
sition to the NLF will remain fragmented 
and disunited. 

A third important step by which the 
United States can advance the peace 
talks is by withdrawing significant num
bers of troops from Vietnam. This would 
speed the belief in the mind of the North 
Vietnamese that the United States in
deed intends to withdraw its troops from 
Vietnam, which, as James Reston pointed 
out on March 7, is essential to achieving 
a negotiated settlement. 

In his March 19 testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, Sec
retary of Defense Melvin Laird re
vealed that the assumption of the Mili
tary Assistance Command in Vietnam
MACV-was "that no reduction of 
U.S. personnel would be possible in 
the absence of total withdrawal of 
North Vietnamese troops." If James 
Reston's conviction that the withdrawal 
of some U.S. troops is essential in order 
to convince the North Vietnamese of our 
willingness to eventually withdraw all 
troops is correct, then the military's 
"assumptions" will clearly prevent any 
progress at the talks in Paris. The :result 
will be a continuation of the stalemate 
in Paris and the killing in Vietnam. 

The time has come to indicate our 
commitment to a diplomatic settlement 
of the war by withdrawing a significant 
number of U.S. troops-at least 100,000-
as soon as is logistically possible. More
over, the withdrawal process should be 
continued by not replacing those portions 
of our military force which are rotated 
back to the United States after their tour 
of duty in Vietnam. This would have two 
effects: 

First. It would provide concrete proof 
to the North Vietnamese of our sincerity 
in seeking to deescalate the level of hos
tilities on the battlefield and thereby· ex
pand the possibility of achieving a break
through at the Paris negotiations, and 

Second. It would serve notice on the 
Saigon regime that the United States 
does not intend to remain indefinitely in 
South Vietnam and thereby accelerate 
pressures on the Saigon generals to 
broaden their ov,;n political base in prep
aration for serious discussions with the 
NLF. This strategy would additionally
and not unimportantly-greatly reduce 
the level of fighting which has charac
terized the war during the past 10 
months. 

To continue to pour vast amounts of 
men and money into South Vietnam in 
the ill-founded hope that the South Viet
namese Government will someday be able 
to carry on the war without U.S. aid is to 
commit this country to an indefinite 
presence in Vietnam and to condemn the 
Vietnamese people to still more suffering 
and destruction. My reply to Secretary 
Laird's statement that he was "encour
aged and impressed" in his talks with 
South Vietnamese leaders "with their re
peatedly stated desire to take on more of 
the responsibility for fighting" is to refer 
him to one of his predecessors, Robert 
McNamara, who said in June of 1965: 

The South Vietnamese are fighting effec
tively. We continue to see increases in their 
recruitment. We continue to see some in
creases in their strength. 

As the Washington Post said on March 
20: 

We've heard it all before. 

How many times will we accept these 
bland assurances of progress, assurances 
that are repeatedly repudiated by the 
continued ability of the enemy to inflict 
high casualty rates on both American and 
South Vietnamese troops? 

The Congress must reject the bank
rupt solutions of the military strategists 
and make clear its own determination to 
end this tragic war by refusing to ap
prove any further appropriations for the 
Vietnam war. The people of this Nation 
through the political process have re
pudiated the very policy which still pre
vails. Too many lives have already been 
sacrificed in a vain attempt to save the 
faces of those who conceived and carried 
out this wastefUl war. The only recourse 
now is to promptly terminate this war 
and to turn our attentions to the urgent 
problems in our own society which are 
even now ripping apart the social fabric 
of the United States. 

It is time to stop saving faces and to 
start saving lives. 

Let me emphasize that I do not speak 
in a partisan way today. This war is not 
of President Nixon's making; he inher
ited it. But it is now his responsibility 
to follow the mandate of the American 
people and end it. If the President does 
not take immediate steps to get the Paris 
negotiations off dead center, he will be 
responsible for the continued death and 
destruction in Vietnam, and his capacity 
to direct the resources of this Nation 
to the solution of domestic problems will 
be curtailed, even as his predecessors 
ability to respond to those problems was 
curtailed. 

The message to the President from 
Congress must be clear: Get us out of 
Vietam now, for the urgency of our crisis 
here at home demands your full energies 
and preoccupation. More importantly, 

that message must be backed up by the 
exercise of the only power Congress has 
to regulate the conduct of foreign policy, 
the power of the purse. If Congress re
fuses to appropriate additional funds to 
prosecute the war. the President will 
withdraw troops because he will have no 
alternative. If Congress fails to end its 
support of the war, it cannot shift all of 
the responsibility for the continuation of 
the war to the President. Congress must 
recognize that it can stop the war and 
that, if it does not, it will be at least 
partially to blame for the additional vio
lence and suffering that will ensue. 

It has been argued that the withdraw
al of American troops from Vietnam, 
before the security of the Saigon govern
ment is assured, would make all that we 
have poured into that country-includ
ing the men we have lost and the vast 
amounts of money we have spent-a 
waste. How could the American people 
ever accept this, it is asked. How could 
any American Government ever explain 
that the sacrifices made by over 33,000 
young American men have been in vain? 
There is no simple answer. But pouring 
more and more money into this wru-, and 
sacrificing thousands more men, is sure
ly no answer. 

The blunt fact is unavoidable that this 
country has erred tragically in the con
ception and carrying out of this war. 

There really are only two courses. We 
can continue-like the poker player who 
stays in the game for the one more deal 
that will salvage his losses-to pour 
more men and money into Vietnam in 
a foredoomed attempt to gain something 
from our sacrifices. Or we can admit 
frankly to the American people that the 
best way to correct bad policy is to sim
ply stop perpetuating it. Surely our stat
ure in the eyes of the world would be 
improved if we admitted the error of 
our policies ·and rectified them. I believe 
the American people as well would pre
fer that course to the continued destruc
tion of Vietnam and indeed, our own 
society. 

As I have said, President Nixon is not 
responsible for the tragic consequences 
of our policy. Yet, he has an unparalled 
opportunity to correct mistakes that are 
not of his doing. So dQes the Congress. 
Both must exercise their mutual respon
sibilities of explaining to the American 
people that the war has been a disas
trous and tragic mistake. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I am delighted to yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, 1 year 
ago next Monday an incumbent Ameri
can President renounced renomination 
because the war in Vietnam had shat
tered his role as party and national 
leader. 

Today we watch his successor closely, 
seeking assurance that the lessons of 
Vietnam animate President Nixon's 
search for peace. 

Those lessons are: 
An exhausting, cruel, and tragic war 

was fought for the empty delusion that 
American arms could impose conform
ity to our political ideas. We should ex-
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pect other strange ideas in other strange 
countries. What shall we do? 

Our military leaders, who promised 
a military victory time after time, have 
led us instead to a political catastrophe. 
We should weigh their advice more care
fully in the future. 

We have paid over 30,000 American 
lives and $150 billion in this vain war 
effort. Comparable sacrifices for genuine 
domestic needs elude us. 

We have been told that we should give 
the new administration 100 days in office 
before criticizing its conduct. I would 
wait forever to criticize our present policy 
in Vietnam if I thought such forbear
ance would end the war 1 day sooner. 
But the new administration gropes, 
with little apparent difference from its 
predecessor, toward an illusory military 
victory. 

Peace will not come at the Paris con
ference table any more than it will come 
in the jungle fighting in Vietnam. Peace 
will come when we Americans begin to 
withdraw our forces--which are the only 
foreign troops in Vietnam-and let Viet
namese political processes achieve the 
equilibrium which arms could not im
pose. 

It seems to me that the critical judg
ment is not necessarily whether they put 
all their energies into a peaceful settle
ment. I suspect that each administra
tion, past and present, would assert that 
they did do that. But it may be that 
they misunderstood the nature of the 
conflict in Vietnam. Maybe they mis
understood what has to be done. It seems 
to me that the original mistake in 1954 
was the belief that we could achieve 
through military means a political ob
jective. We did not fully understand 
that we cannot decide for ourselves what 
style, type and quality of government 
there should be in another land. 

And even if we were able to make 
that decision, as General Rfdgway suR
gested, our military imposition was not 
manageable. We saw this from 1965 to 
1968-the period of escalation-that the 
administration felt that we could achieve 
through military victory, a political solu
tion. President Johnson finally deter
mined that the military was leading him 
down a primrose path. He finally saw no 
success at the end of it, because a viable, 
tranquil peace can never be achieved in 
any country unless the people involved 
in that country are involved in trying 
to make that peace obtainable and work
able. 

The biggest stumbling block I think 
was not an inadequate desire to make 
peace but our inability to understand the 
nature, quality, and style of the govern
ment in South Vietnam. Until the ele
ments of the populace in South Vietnam 
could join together, live together, and 
build together, their own political en
tity, there could not be peace. Our tragic 
misunderstanding was in not seeing that 
there could not be peace imposed at a 
military price that either the people of 
the United States were willing to pay or 
the world was willing to let us pay. 

We should look to the past to see 
where we made our mistakes, but not to 
inquire to the motivations of the indi
viduals involved. I would like to look to 
the future. 

I think the Nixon administration ought 
to learn the lesson that others failed to 
learn: there must be a government in 
South Vietnam that is going to deal with 
all political elements. Past governments 
in South Vietnam simply were not going 
to take themselves out of office. I do not 
know how credible recent statements to 
the contrary are. 

These governments knew that mainte
nance of the war and maintenance of 
their military posture kept them in a 
position of power. As long as they re
fused to deal with other elements in Viet
nam society, there could not be a viable, 
meaningful peace. Yet only through such 
refusal could they keep their power. It 
may well be that President Nixon has 
secretly indicated or perhaps he could do 
it publicly also that the American Gov
ernment is dissatisfied with the posture 
of the autocratic regime in South Viet
nam. If we were to begin withdrawal of 
our troops, that regime would be pushed 
into a position of compromise. Other 
leaders could come to the fore in South 
Vietnam who would be willing to make 
a durable and lasting peace. 

It may well be that that has happened. 
I certainly hope so. I believe President 
Nixon and his administration must be 
reminded that it cannot achieve a mili
tary victory, because it is absolutely 
unobtainable. We have to resort to the 
political process, painful as it might be. 
That is the lesson of Vietnam. 

What type of government will follow 
from a coalition of political elements? 
What kind of peace will follow? It may 
be to our liking and it may not be to our 
liking. But the hard, cold fact is that we 
do not have a choice. We clearly cannot 
dictate the style and the quality of gov
ernment they have. 

I would hope that it would be a demo
eratic government with legitimate rep
resentation of all interests in society 
there. It does not necessarily have to 
follow our style, but I think it should 
have at least a basic element of demo
cratic representation. But if it does not 
have that, if it is something more than 
that or something less, whether it vio
lates my own poor judgment is some
what irrelevant. The Vietnamese will 
have to deal with their own government, 
as we must deal with ours, at their own 
pace, under their own conditions. We 
cannot impose our will there. Military 
events cannot be permitted to make pol
icy in the United States. The President 
must clearly enunciate what American 
objectives are. 

I commend the gentleman and his col
leagues for taking this time to make 
these very important statements. I hope 
the message is clear for the present ad
ministration; we cannot sit back and let 
military events overtake policy. 

To summarize, I urge our Government 
to make clear: 

First, we want peace; second, we want 
it under conditions that are satisfactory 
to the people in South Vietnam; third, 
that it is our intention to withdraw our 
forces from South Vietnam as rapidly as 
possible, and fourth, the Vietnamese 
must make their own way in the world. 

As soon as Americans and Vietnamese 
understand that, the world will applaud 
us for supporting principles of democ-

racy and fair and honest and legitimate 
representation. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. I cer
tainly think he has put his finger on the 
key element; that is, the determination 
of past policymakers to pursue a mili
tary victory and their failure to under
stand that this was essentially a politi
cal problem which required a diplomatic 
solution. 

Furthermore, of course, there must be 
a recognition of the need to broaden the 
Government to include all elements of 
the population. The refusal on the part 
of the past administration-! hope there 
will be a change by this one, but so far 
there has been no indication of any 
change~to recognize that the NLF-the 
National Liberation Front-has a role in 
the future political life of the South 
Vietnamese people is, of course, the 
stumbling block, in my judgment, to a 
negotiated settlement. Once that is ac
cepted, it may be possible to bring about 
a settlement. 

The immediate withdrawal of 100,000 
American troops from South Vietnam 
would make it clear that we do not in
tend an indefinite military presence in 
South Vietnam. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, there is one 
further point I want to make, to reaffirm 
the point made by Ambassador Harri
man, who suggested, in an article pub
lished by the International Pre.ss, that, 
when President Johnson decreed there 
should be no bombing in the North, 
most of us felt there would be a reduc
tion of military activity. What Governor 
Harriman suggested happened was an 
increase in our search-and-destroy ef
forts in South Vietnam, by which we re
placed cessation of bombing in the 
North with increased bombing in the 
South. So, most regrettably, I think, we 
initiated increased military operations 
in South Vietnam, and that is contrary 
to what most Americans understood 
would be the situation when the Presi
dent made that speech. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, wlll the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. KocH). 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman from New York and I sub
scribe to the remarks he has made thus 
far, and I would add the following com
ment. 

I think this Congress must take an in
dependent cow·se of action. It cannot 
wait for the President to do what he said 
he would do; namely, end the war in 
Vietnam. 

Though the Congress does not make 
foreign policy, we can seriously affect it 
by our power to provide or withhold the 
billions of dollars that the military wants 
for the further prosecution of the war. 

When military appropriations are re
quested, we have the right to know how 
much money is specifically earmarked for 
the further prosecution of the Vietnam 
war. If this is done, I will oppose the ap
propriation of those amounts so ear
marked. If such information is not pro
vided, I will oppose the total appropria
tion. 
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I will not vote a single dollar for more 
killing-not a single dollar. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman. I 

agree that Congress must assert its role . 
Congress has acquiesced in this war by 
voting funds for it during the past 4 
years. If Congress simply cuts off the 
funds for the war, then the executive 
branch will have to pursue a different 
policy. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
to the distinguished gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM) . 

Mrs. CHISHOLM. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Speaker, on the same day Presi
dent Nixon announced he had decided 
the United States will not be safe un
less we start to build a defense system 
against missiles, the Headstart program 
in the District of Columbia was cut back 
for the lack of money. 

As a teacher, and as a woman, I do not 
think I will ever understand what kind 
of values can be involved in spending $9 
billion-and more, I am sure-on elabo
rate, unnecessary, and impractical weap
ons when several thousand disadvan
taged children in the Nation's Capital get 
nothing. 

When the new administration took of
fice, I was one of the many Americans 
who hoped it would mean that our coun
try would benefit from the fresh perspec
tives, the new ideas, the different priori
ties of a leader who had no part in its 
mistakes of the past. Mr. Nixon had said 
things like this: 

If our cities are to be livable for the next 
generation, we can delay no longer in launch
ing new approaches to the problems that 
beset them and to the tensions that tear 
them apart. 

And he said: 
When you cut expenditures for education, 

what you are doing is short-changing the 
American future. 

But frankly, I have never cared too 
much what people say. What I am inter
ested in is what they do. We have waited 
to see what the new administration is 
going to do. The pattern now is becoming 
clear. 

Apparently launching those new pro
grams can be delayed for a while, after 
all. It seems we have to get some mis
siles launched first. 

Recently the new Secretary of Com
merce spelled it out. The Secretary, Mr. 
Stans, told a reporter that the new ad
ministration is "pretty well agreed it 
must take time out from major social 
objectives" until it can stop infiation. 

The new Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, Robert Finch, came to 
the Hill to tell the House Education and 
Labor Committee that he thinks we 
should spend more on education, particu
larly in city schools. But, he said, unfor
tunately we cannot "afford" to, until we 
have reached some kind of honorable 
solution to the Vietnam war. I was glad 
to read that the distinguished Member 
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) asked Mr. 
Finch this: 

With the crisis we have in education, and 
the crisis in our cities, can we wait to settle 
the war? Shouldn't it be the other way 

around? Unless we can meet the crisis in 
education, we really can't afford the war. 

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird 
came to Capitol Hill, too. His mission was 
to sell the anti-ballistic-missile insanity 
to the Senate. He was asked what the new 
administration is doing about the war. To 
hear him, one would have thought it was 
1968, that the former Secretary of State 
was defending the former policies, that 
nothing had ever happened-a President 
had never decided not to run because he 
knew the Nation would reject him, in 
despair over this tragic war we have 
blundered into. Mr. Laird talked of being 
prepared to spend at least 2 more years 
in Vietnam. 

Two more years, 2 more years of 
hunger for Americans, of death for our 
best young men, of children here at home 
suffering the life-long handicap of not 
having a good education when they are 
young. Two more years of high taxes, col
lected to feed the cancerous growth of a 
Defense Department budget that now 
consumes two-thirds of our Federal in
come. 

Two more years of too little being done 
to fight our greatest enemies, poverty, 
prejudice, and neglect here in our own 
country. Two more years of fantastic 
waste in the Defense Department and of 
penny pinching on social programs. Our 
country cannot survive 2 more years, or 
4, of these kinds of policies. It must 
stop--this year-now. 

Now I am not a pacifist. I am, deeply, 
unalterably, opposed to this war in Viet
nam. Apart from all the other considera
tions, and they are many, the main fact 
is that we cannot squander there the 
lives, the money, the energy that we need 
desperately here, in our cities, in our 
schools. 

I wonder whether we cannot reverse 
our whole approach to spending. For 
years, we have given the military, the de
fense industry, a blank check. New weap
ons' systems are dreamed up, billions are 
spent, and many times they are found to 
be impractical, ine:tlicient, unsatisfac
tory, even worthless. What do we do 
then? We spend more money on them. 
But with social programs, what do we 
do? Take the Job Corps. Its failures have 
been mercilessly exposed and criticized. 
If it had been a military research and 
development project, they would have 
been covered up or explained a way, and 
Congress would have been ready to pour 
more billions after those that had been 
wasted on it. 

The case of Pride, Inc., is interesting. 
This vigorous, successful black organiza
tion, here in Washington, conceived and 
built by young inner-city men, has been 
ruthlessly attacked by its enemies in the 
Government, in this Congress. At least 
six auditors from the General Accounting 
O:tlice were put to work investigating 
Pride. They worked 7 months and spent 
more than $100,000. They uncovered a 
fraud. It was something less than $2,100. 
Meanwhile millions of dollars--billions 
of dollars, in fact-were being spent by 
the Department of Defense, and how 
many auditors and investigators were 
checking into their negotiated contracts? 
Five. 

We Americans have come to feel that 
it is our mission to make the world free. 
We believe that .we are the good guys, 
everywhere, in Vietnam, in Latin Amer
ica, wherever we go. We believe we are 
the good guys at home, too. When the 
Kerner Commission told white America 
what black America has always known, 
that prejudice and hatred built the Na
tion's slums, maintains them, and profits 
by them, white America would not believe 
it. But it is true. Unless we start to fight, 
and defeat, the enemies of poverty and 
racism in our own country and make our 
talk of equality and opportunity ring 
true, we are exposed as hypocrites in the 
eyes of the world when we talk about 
making other people free. 

I am deeply disappointed at the clear 
evidence that the No. 1 priority of the 
new administration is to buy more and 
more and more weapons of war, to re
turn to the era of the cold war, to ignore 
the war we must fight here-the war 
that is not optional. There is only one 
way, I believe, to turn these policies 
around. The Congress can respond to the 
mandate that the American people have 
clearly expressed. They have said, "End 
this war. Stop the waste. Stop the kill
ing. Do something for our own people 
first." We must find the money to 
"launch the new approaches," as Mr. 
Nixon said. We must force the admin
istration to rethink its distorted, unreal 
scale of priorities. Our children, our job
less men, our deprived, rejected, and 
starving fellow citizens must come first. 

For this reason, I intend to vote "No" 
on every money bill that comes to the 
.floor of this House that provides any 
funds for the Department of Defense. 
Any bill whatsoever, until the time comes 
when our values and priorities have been 
turned right-side up again, until the 
monstrous waste and the shocking profits 
in the defense budget have been elimi
nated and our country starts to use its 
strength, its tremendous resources, for 
people and peace, not for profits and 
war. 

It was Calvin Coolidge I believe who 
made the comment that "the Business 
of America is Business." We are now 
spending $80 billion a year on defense
that is two-thirds of every tax dollar. 
At this time, gentlemen, the business 
of America is war and it is time for 
a change. 

Mr. RYAN. I want to thank the dis
tinguished gentlelady from New York for 
her very stirring remarks. Her con
tribution is very valuable to this debate. 
She has brought deep understanding and 
compassion to the House which has 
strengthened our cause. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. PoDELL). 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentleman for giving 
me the opportunity to join with him in 
what I consider a very important issue, 
or the most important issue today facing 
the American people. I would like to 
commend the gentleman for bringing 
this to the attention of the American 
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public and to associate myself with his 
remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I am growing increas
ingly apprehensive over the Nixon ad
ministration's stand and activities on 
Vietnam and our involvement there. We 
hear of proposals by military people to 
bomb in Cambodia. We hear murmur
ings of hardening positions from the 
military. The pace of the war and at
tendant casualties have risen in an ever
ascending curve in recent weeks. I know 
that the President wishes peace. Nor do 
I question his good will. It is the meth
ods and progression of events that cause 
my disquiet. 

In spite of the fact that secret dis
cussions are progressing, the casualty 
lists inexorably continue to appear in our 
papers, and the evening news reports 
continue to present the depressing sad
ness of the tragedy that is Vietnam. 

During the campaign, Mr. Nixon said 
that "the best policy is to walk softly and 
carry a big stick." Perhaps so. But it 
seems that this big stick is not prevent
ing American casualties. 

In October, President Nixon said that 
he wanted a generous peace which won't 
destroy either North Vietnam or South 
Vietnam. It is my hope that with this 
thought in mind, we are acting accord
ingly in the secret discussions, aiming at 
a reasonable middle ground which will 
allow the United States to begin to phase 
out its presence there. 

I also look with increasing impatience 
for signs that the armed forces of South 
Vietnam are carrying increasing portions 
of the defense of their own country. 
Certainly, this is one avenue of improve
ment we have every reason to believe the 
administration is pursuing. 

I look with increasing impatience to 
the day we start bringing our boys home. 

Mr. Nixon said at the National Re
publican Convention that Vietnam "was 
a war for people, not for territory." I 
yearn for a day when this will be a con
flict strictly between the people of Viet
nam and perhaps a coalition govern
ment that can settle the conflict there, 
and pray the administration is keeping 
this thought in mind during these talks. 
For the sake of seeing the beginning of 
the end of America's intervention in this 
iternecine struggle, I am willing to re
strain impatience for the immediate 
present. But I simply offer these figures 
to my colleagues, to the people, and to the 
secret negotiators and to the administra
tion. From election day to today, ap
proximately 4,200 Americans have been 
killed in Vietnam. Wounded for the 
same period are approximately over 
25,000. 

Since President Nixon was inaugu
rated until now, there have been approx
imately 2,600 Americans killed in action. 
The figure for the wounded is approxi
mately 15,000 for this same period. 

These are sobering statistics indeed. 
I recall very well President Nixon in 

his campaign stated that he has a plan 
for the ending of the war. I only suggest 
to the President that in view of the ac
celeration of these casualty figures I be
lieve it is time to divulge the plan now. 

For now I shall say no more, except 
to hold up these figures prominently to 

President Nixon, and remind him that 
many are remembering the campaign 
slogan about finding that new solution to 
Vietnam. They are also willing to wait 
the short-term outcome of these secret 
talks-but no longer. The voices of the 
generals of this country have been heard 
for far too long. The voice of the citi
zenry awaits its turn. 

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman, and 
I appreciate the contribution he has 
made. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I will be glad to yield to the 
gentleman from New York, Mr. BINGHAM. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, nearly a 
year has now passed since the Vietnam 
watershed of 1968-the critical moment 
in American history when the United 
States admitted that military victory in 
Vietnam was not attainable at an ac
ceptable cost and opted for negotiation as 
the only feasible path toward settlement. 
At the time of President Johnson's 
speech last March 31, the way seemed 
open to move seriously toward peace. 
Bombing of North Vietnam was cur
tailed. Talks began shortly afterward in 
Paris. But as spring and summer passed, 
men continued to die on the battlefield 
and hope for an end to conflict dimmed. 
Then, in the fall, bombing of North Viet
nam was totally halted and the Paris 
talks were broadened. New hopes were 
raised. Now, these, too, have faded. 

Since last March, nearly 12,000 Ameri
cans have died in battle, along with 
countless thousands of Vietnamese sol
diers and civilians on both sides of the 
war. Every day during the past month, an 
average of 50 American soldiers have 
fallen. It behooves us to ask, Mr. 
Speaker, what is being accomplished by 
this continuing carnage. The patience of 
the American people, limited at best, is 
wearing dangerously thin. A recent 
Gallup poll graphically demonstrated 
American war weariness. Over three
fourths of those who expressed a view 
as to what the United States should do 
next in Vietnam felt we should either "go 
all out," "pull out," or end the war "as 
soon as possible." Alarmingly, the largest 
percentage-nearly one-third of all re
spondents-favored greatly escalating 
the war, a course which past experience 
has shown cannot bring about the vic
tory it is intended to achieve. 

Clearly, we cannot tolerate continua
tion of the appalling waste of human 
life that characterizes the scene in Viet
nam. Nor can we simply continue the 
stately gavotte that passes for negotia
tions in Paris. Escalation is a dead end. 
What, then, should be our choice? 

As I have previously stated in this 
Chamber and elsewhere, Mr. Speaker, 
we must make up our minds that the ulti
mate settlement in Vietnam will be 
political, not military. Once we fully 
accept this premise, we can more readily 
accept the scaling-down of American 
forces, and of military operations gener
ally, which is its immediate corollary. 
This has always been a struggle without 
firmly fixed lines, in which the nominal 
control of a hundred villages more or 
less will have little if any effect on the 
final settlement. The monthly returns 

from the Hamlet Evaluation Survey, for 
example, neatly cataloging "our" villages 
and "their" villages in hopes of showing 
an encouraging trend, are an exercise 
in self-delusion. This is an amorphous 
war, not given to facile quantification. 
Any of my colleagues who are inclined 
to take seriously these measures of 
"progress" would do well to ponder a 
recent report warning that the entire 
militia-half the armed force respon
sive to Saigon-might defect to the 
enemy if the National Liberation Front 
appeared likely to enter the govern
ment. Under these circumstances, how 
solid are "our" villages really likely to 
be? 

At some point, whether tomorrow or 
next year or 5 years hence, American 
troops will leave Vietnam. The situation 
they !eave behind will presumably be 
one which has been worked out by the 
Vietnamese themselves-Saigon, the 
NLF, and all the other groups who to
gether probably represent a majority of 
the South Vietnamese people. If lives are 
to be spared, the process must begin 
promptly-and the fighting must be re
duced or stopped while it is underway. 

How can we move in this direction? 
An encouraging note has been sounded 
by President Thieu. His invitation to the 
NLF to meet in private talks suggests an 
initial recognition by the Saigon govern
ment that political settlement is inevita
ble, and that the NLF must be part of 
such a settlement. Until now, Saigon has 
been the greatest barrier to introducing 
political questions into the negotiating 
process. It is not surprising that this 
should be so. While the war continues, 
the present regime in Saigon has excel
lent prospects of retaining power. The 
Thieu-Ky government is probably the 
best one that the United States could 
find for the purpose of single-mindedly 
prosecuting the war. With the American 
support which results from this conver
gence of interests, they are relatively 
immune to internal challenge. Their 
principal opponents are either on the 
other side of the war or in their own 
jails. Any political negotiation must in
evitably give those opponents new legiti
macy and, eventually, at least a share in 
the power they now wield alone. 

Nevertheless, it is clearly better for the 
Saigon government to negotiate under an 
American umbrella than to risk being 
left totally exposed if American war 
weariness were to dictate a rapid with
drawal from Vietnam. And it may well 
be just such fear of a change in the 
American national mood that prompted 
this limited first step by President Thieu. 
The invitation to the NLF will not be 
followed up by serious negotiations en
visaging an eventual sharing of power, 
however, unless American pressure on 
Saigon is exerted in this direction. To 
date, we have all too often encouraged 
the South Vietnamese to take a hard 
line, for this has suited the convenience 
of our military commanders and matched 
•the basic American preference for a 
"clean" military solution. Now, however, 
ewe must ourselves accept the full im
plications of the watershed decision of 
1968 and move wholeheartedly toward 



March 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 7767 
political settlement-and we must not 
permit Saigon to slow the pace, much 
less to exercise a veto. 

Several immediate steps have been sug
gested before, Mr. Speaker, but warrant 
reiteration because they still point us in 
the necessary direction. First, the Presi
dent should announce a schedule for 
initial withdrawals of American troops. 
Only as the protective umbrella actually 
begins to shrink will the Saigon govern
ment be given a real incentive for serious 
political negotiation. Withdrawals would 
thus combine a political benefit wi,th the 
immediate prospect of reduced American 
casualties. Second, we should discontinue 
search-and-destroy operations or at least 
limit American participation in such op
erations to those directly concerned with 
the protection of American installations. 
Other than the past 4 weeks of the North 
Vietnamese-Vietcong countero:tfensive, 
the distressingly high American losses in 
recent months were reportedly due in 
large part to stepped-up o:tfensive opera
tions by our forces. Since such operations 
cannot destroy the enemy nor seize and 
hold territory as a means of strengthen
ing the South Vietnamese negotiating po
sition, no rational purpose is served by 
permitting them to continue as before. 

As a third step, we should propose an 
immediate cease-fire. This goes beyond 
the suggested withdrawals and limited 
o:tfensive operations but like them is fully 
justified by the essential irrelevance of 
military actions in determining the fu
ture of South Vietnam. Military opera
tions have become almost a reflex ac
tion-the opposing armies fight because 
they are there and because that is what 
opposing armies are supposed to do. The 
North Vietnamese and Vietcong seem
ingly came closer than did we to recog
nizing the lack of purpose in further 
fighting when they scaled down their own 
operations, and withdrew substantial 
forces beyond the borders, during the 
fall of 1968. Not surprisingly, they re
sponded last month with a fresh o:tfensive 
to prove their continuing military vitality 
when we failed to respond in kind to their 
tentative move toward disengagement. 
Since military operations are basi
cally irrelevant, however, we should now 
take the further step of proposing a 
cease-fire as the only e:tfective means for 
halting the death and destruction which 
now prevail in Vietnam. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Did I 
correctly understand the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) to state 
that last fall the North Vietnamese de
escalated their troop involvement in the 
south and, if so, would the gentleman 
restate that so I may understand it more 
clearly? In the restatement, will the 
gentleman indicate what response and 
mutual deescalation, if any, took place 
either on the side of the ARVN forces or 
the U.S. forces? 

Mr. BINGHAM. It is my understand
ing that the North Vietnamese did with-

draw a substantial number of troops last 
fall, that there was a slowing down of 
military activities on their part, and 
that this was not met by a correspond
ing deescalation on our side. But, on the 
contrary, we stepped up our bombing op
erations. We intensified the level of our 
activities, as is shown by the casualty 
:figures, and this, by the way, was re
ferred to not long ago in a column writ
ten by James Wechsler of the New York 
Post in which he quoted Averell Harri
man to that e:tfect. That quotation has 
since been confirmed. So I think it is 
fair to characterize, as I did, the recent 
North Vietnamese o:tfensive as a counter
o:tfensive. 

Mr. BURTON of California. I com
mend the gentleman for underscoring 
this very important development which 
has been all but obscured from the 
American people, and I for one am most 
grateful to the gentleman from New 
York for bringing this matter to the at
tention of myself and my colleagues. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. On this 
very important point brought up by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RYAN), 
and commented on by the gentleman 
from Califol'!lia <Mr. BURTON J , I asked 
the Library of Congress about the ton
nage of bombs that have been dropped 
in Vietnam since the beginning of the 
war. They checked with the Pentagon 
and advised me that more bombs, the 
highest tonnage of bombs in the entire 
Vietnam war, was dropped in January 
1969. And I might point out as an 
aside that all of these bombs were 
dropped on South Vietnam. So the only 
conclusion that one can arrive at is that 
there has been a huge escalation insofar 
as bombing is concerned in South Viet
nam since the bombing halt. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle
man. 

A cease-fire is, of course, peculiarly dif
ficult to apply in a guerrilla war. Cer
tainly, any cease-fire must include, at 
least in principle, an end to terrorist at
tacks as well as to larger scale military 
operations. It is an open question at best 
whether the other side would agree to 
such a restriction on their operations. 
Indeed, it is doubtful that they could af
ford to accept this kind of restriction, 
in view of the problems they would face 
in keeping a guerrilla force together un
der conditions of inactivity. But there is 
surely no reason why we should not at 
least propose a cease-fire. It would dem
onstrate our interest in stopping the 
needless killing now taking place, and, if 
accepted, would also create more favor
able conditions for such programs as land 
reform and institution building which 
are the real keys to relative influence of 
the various factions in a final settlement. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we should add 
further weight to our insistence that 
Saigon negotiate the key political ques-

tions both promptly and meaningfully by 
insisting that the current repressive do
mestic policies of the South Vietnamese 
Government be abandoned. Unless the 
non-Communist opponents of the pres
ent regime are free to undertake political 
activity, the NLF will emerge from any 
settlement as the best organized politi
cal force in the country. Saigon, with its 
eyes firmly fixed on war, is doing all the 
wrong things in terms of preparing for 
peace. And these pragmatic considera
tions apart, it is certainly inappropriate, 
to say the least, for the United States to 
o:tfer so enthusiastic an embrace to an 
ally which is behaving in so blatantly un
democratic and dictatorial fashion. 

In addition, we should make clear to 
Saigon that talking with the NLF in 
Paris, while denying it a future political 
role in Vietnam, is not a realistic posture. 
For the NLF, with its established infra
structure and long history in South Viet
nam, must inevitably play some part in 
the future of the country. To refuse this, 
as Saigon persists in doing, is to refuse 
the route of political settlement-and 
this is a course we cannot a:tford to tol
erate. 

Mr. Speaker, these propooed actions 
flow naturally from the basic decision 
taken a year ago to pursue a Vietnam 
settlement through negotiation rather 
than through interminable and costly 
warfare. They are actions which, indeed, 
should have been taken as an immediate 
consequence of that basic decision. The 
delay has already coot this country near
ly 12,000 dead. There is no reason, and 
no excuse, for delaying any further. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and for taking this time. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlemen from New York for their 
remarks. 

Let me summarize briefly, Mr. Speaker, 
the three points which I think are basic 
to moving the Paris peace negotiations 
o:tf dead center and bringing about a 
prompt settlement of the Vietnam con
flict. 

First. Congress must refuse to appro
priate any additional funds for prosecu
tion of the war in order to make it clear 
to the administration that this war must 
end. 

Second. There must be immediate rec
ognition on the part of the President, 
and a statement to that e:tfect, that the 
United States is willing to accept a coali
tion government in South Vietnam, in
cluding participation of the NLF. 

Third. The immediate withdrawal of 
100,000 U.S. troops from South Vietnam 
as evidence that the United States does 
not intend to maintain a continued mili
tary presence and also to encourage the 
Saigon government to broaden itself in 
preparation for serious deliberations 
with the NLF. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
BURTON). 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
RYAN) for the leadership he has given 
us this afternoon in this very important 
discussion. 
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As the gentleman from New York 
knows, he and I have been two of the 
half dozen or so Members of the House 
who have opposed every single one of the 
supplemental appropriations reflecting 
the escalation of the most unhappy war 
in Vietnam. It was about 4 years ago this 
coming May, when we had the first sup
plemental appropriation sought by the 
then Democratic administration, that a 
number of us pointed out during the 
course of that discussion, that the war in 
Vietnam was essentially an indigenous 
conflict and that it would not be resolved 
until such time as the Nation Liberation 
Front would be involved meaningfully in 
the discussions. We said then that the 
Saigon government should be a partici
pant in those discussions with the NLF. 

I noted in reading the papers this 
morning that it has been announced that 
the Saigon government has finally openly 
admitted this course of action must be 
followed. I wonder if there is not some 
similarity between the response, or the 
leaking of the response, of the Saigon 
government late yesterday, immediately 
prior to the special order, and the releas
ing of information by the Defense De
partment just prior to the special order 
we had with reference to the mutiny 
trials at the Presidio of San Francisco. 

Just 2 or 3 hours prior to the beginning 
of that discussion and debate the execu
tive branch sought to take some of the 
sting out of the criticism that was to take 
place on the floor. 

The gentleman from New York would 
agree, I am sure, that the executive de
partment--and all too many of our col
leagues in the Congress-made a very 
grave mistake when we began bombing 
the north in 1965 or 1966. It was this es
calation of the war, this carrying of the 
military effort to the north, this widening 
the scope of the effort, which American
ized the conflict. In my judgment, the 
conflict has been, and still is, essentially 
a civil war. 

We have sent over tens and tens of 
thousands of troops. Every time the sit
uation did not reflect any particular im
provement, the military experts would 
tell us, "Just give us a little more arms 
and a little more in the way of troops 
and we can bring this situation into 
focus." Time after time, month after 
month, year after year these military ex
perts have been in error. 

Our Democratic administration in the 
past, but for the events of March 31 and 
thereafter last year, all too often heeded 
the advice of these so-called military 
experts. 

I am sure the gentleman from New 
York would agree with me that a num
ber of us had hoped that the new admin
istration, viewing the election results of 
the primaries, particularly of the Demo
cratic primaries throughout the country, 
evolving around the candidacies of Sen
ator McCARTHY and Senator Kennedy, 
would have gotten the message. Themes
sage becomes even clearer when coupled 
with the fact that they won the election, 
due in no small measure to the decision 
of a considerable number of persons con
cerned about the American involvement 

in Vietnam that they either not support 
the Democratic candidate or they sup
port a new administration that would 
hopefully provide us with a fresh look at 
this matter. A number of us had hoped 
this administration would, in fact, take 
a fresh look at this question. Being es
sentially unfettered, because it was not 
in power at the time the judgment was 
made, it might therefore hopefully bring 
a rational solution to and rational extri
cation from the American involvement 
in Southeast Asia. 

I, for one, did not hold out much hope 
in this regard, but some hope I did have. 
I must confess the decision of this ad
ministration on the antiballistic missile 
system, coupled with the statement of 
the new Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird, 
here within the last week, has pretty well 
disabused me of any optimism that this 
administration has any magic formula 
or is going to take any meaningful look 
at the American position in Southeast 
Asia. 

I think the administration is making a 
very serious mistake. I think they are 
going to find that so many problems con
fronting American society cannot be and 
will not be resolved in any measure so 
long as we are involved in an effort cost
ing us directly out of the National Treas
ury some $30 billion or $36 billion or $40 
billion a year. 

I fear time is passing, time we had 
hoped would be used by this new admin
istration to bring this very ugly war to 
an end. 

I fear very profoundly that once again 
the military experts have won the battle 
in the policy councils of the Executive. 
I fear that this new administration, just 
as our previous Democratic administra
tion, has been hoodwinked by the mili
tary experts. 

Our distinguished colleague from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM) noted that last No
vember the North Vietnamese withdrew 
substantial numbers of their troops from 
the southern part of the demilitarized 
zone back across to the north. 

This withdrawal was not met by re
ciprocal deescalation of the military 
effort either on behalf of the South Viet
namese Army or the American military 
presence. The American military experts 
have told us that this withdrawal was 
not a sign, as many of us viewed it, of 
the fact that the north was sincerely in
terested in deescalating the conflict but, 
rather, the military told us that it was 
merely because of the enormous pressure 
of the American military presence on the 
north that they had to take this action. 

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, when 
the Vietcong or the North Vietnamese 
Army do not engage in the shelling of 
cities or in massive or meaningful mili
tary offensives, our military says this is 
because we are so strong. I would prefer 
to think that on a number of these occa
sions this was · an effort being made by 
the NLF through the Vietcong to invite 
a reciprocal deescalation on our part. 

On the other hand, when these armies 
of the Vietcong or the North Vietnamese 
engage in major actions like the Tet 
offensive, then our military experts tell 
us, "You see, you cannot trust them. 

They say they want to deescalate and yet 
they proceed to escalate." 

The.long and short of all of this is that 
the American people want this war to 
end. The military experts have hood
winked, in my view, the Executive under 
the previous administration and I fear 
are now doing it again. I must state that 
our American policy, I think, is dead 
wrong in Vietnam. I hope that none of 
our colleagues will pay heed to the so
called military experts who were wrong 
from the inception of this conflict about 
our ability to suppress this civil war. Who 
have been wrong throughout the course 
of the involvement. Who will be just as 
wrong today if they think there is a pos
sibility that this matter can be resolved 
in any way but by a meaningful, nego
tiated settlement with the parties in
digenously involved in this very unhappy 
situation. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the war in 
Vietnam and the military approach to 
foreign policy are being repudiated by 
thousands of citizens. Today, members 
of Women Strike for Peace are in Wash
ington to protest the war and to urge the 
President and Congress to bring it to a 
prompt end. Mrs. Bella Abzug, chairman, 
National Political Action Committee, 
Women Strike for Peace, estimates that 
some 1,200 women are participating in 
this outpouring of concern. 

Mrs. Abzug said: 
We have given this day and made this 

journey to Washington to remind Congress 
and the President that the American elec
torate, especially the women, have rejected 
this immoral war. We demand that Presi
dent Nixon move toward a political settle
ment and announce plans for the withdrawal 
of America from Vietnam. We will fill the 
gallery of Congress to demand that Con
gress use its power over appropriations to 
bring about peace by diverting the billions 
from the Vietnam war and the ABM missile 
race to the critical needs of the black, the 
poor, the hungry in our cities and through
out the land. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans in increasing 
numbers are marching across the coun
try for peace. It is imperative that the 
President and Congress respond to this 
call. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all of 
my colleagues who participated in this 
very important discussion this afternoon. 
Let us hope that our discussion will make 
clear to President Nixon and his ad
ministration that the Nation cannot af
ford to wait any longer. 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, as the 
United States enters the fifth year as a 
combatant in Vietnam, I have come to 
the conclusion that the Nixon adminis
t.ration must immediately make a choice 
between continuing the tragic and im
moral course of the past or charting out 
a new policy designed to get the United 
States out of the Vietnam quagmire. The 
Vietnam war is now the longest conflict 
in American history. It has now sur
passed both World War II and the Civil 
War in length of time, and I find it dis
tressing to compare the lofty ideals and 
goals of these two struggles with the in
noble aims of our Vietnam policy. This 
is no war to free the slaves and preserve 
the Union. It is no war to defeat Nazi 
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and Fascist aggressors and liberate mil
lions of oppressed peoples. Rather, it is a 
war designed to ma~ntaL11. in power a 
group of generals in Saigon with ques
tionable motivation, who for years have 
exploited their own people. If the mili
tarist in Saigon had any popular support 
at all, the United States would never 
have had to send troops into South Viet
nam in the first place. History will decree 
that no action ever squandered so many 
of its human and material resources in 
so unworthy a cause. 

Before the United States became 
bogged down in the quicksand of the 
Vietnam conflict, it was interesting to 
note how administration officials and the 
Congress could heatedly argue and de
bate over spending an additional $1, $2, 
or $3 billion on the needs of America, 
particularly to help the· Nation's poor 
and underprivileged. Yet, within 2 years 
after the first American combat troops 
landed in South Vietnam, the adminis
tration was proposing and Congress was 
appropriating with scarcely a whisper of 
disagreement some $20 billion per year 
for the war. Vietnam war spending today 
is running close to $35 billion a year. I 
am appalled when I think of this money 
being spent thousands of miles away 
from home in what is literally a dot on 
the map to support someone like Nguyen 
Cao Ky, who once said that Hitler was 
his idol. If the executive branch and 
Congress had been as free with the purse 
string in waging the war ·on poverty as 
they have been in waging the immoral 
war in Vietnam, the year 1970 might 
have gone down in history as the year 
in which the bounty of America reached 
all of its citizens. And, again, it is so 
senseless to be contemplating a new cycle 
of military spending in the form of the 
antiballistic missile. If Congress approves 
this project, and I hope it turns it down 
completely, it will once again turn its 
back on the real needs of the Nation in 
favor of another scheme of the military
industrial complex designed to perpet
uate its dominant position in American 
life. 

It has never been more necessary for 
an American President to chart a new 
direction for the United States than it 
is for President Nixon to do so now. It is 
all very well to be cool and guarded in 
press conferences, to issuing warnings 
only once, to evince concern, to appear in 
control and build public support. But at 
some point the administration is going 
to have to choose, and it appears to me 
that the time has arrived. The President 
must first begin by disengaging the 
United States from Vietnam totally and 
permanently, leaving the Vietnamese 
people to settle their own internal affairs. 
It must be made clear that the United 
States has no desire to be engaged in an 
internal conflict of this type. The admin
istration must alone draw a firm line 
against new, multibillion-dollar military 
projects such as the ABM. Finally, both 
the administration and the Congress 
must show the same zeal in attacking 
problems of America's needs as they have 
shown in throwing billions away in places 
like Vietnam. 

America's vast problems can be solved 
but only if we, as a people, determine a 

new path for the United States. At the 
end of this path should stand the elimi
nation of human suffering at home--and 
not the decadent and immoral pursuit of 
power politics abroad. The Nixon admin
istration won the November election by 
promising a new team and a new ap
proach to the vital issues of the day. 
The time has come for the administra
tion to deliver on its promise. The Ameri
can people will settle for nothing less. 
The future of our country depends on 
this promise. 

The time is at hand for. an immediate 
and permanent cease-fire in Vietnam. Let 
us stop the killing, the wounding and the 
physical destruction in Vietnam. This 
should be our uppermost objective and 
the highest priority of action for 
America. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. SpeakeT, in the last 
several years I have registered my mis
givings and my personal suggestions on 
Vietnam policies to high ranking indi
viduals in the administration, including 
the President, and I have joined in in
troducing legislation in the Congress 
which called for greater effort on the part 
of our Government to place this issue 
before the United Nations. 

I have never issued public statements 
approving or endorsing the conduct of 
the war unless I sincerely believed specific 
action on the part of our Government 
had been in the interest of the peaceful 
goal all of us seek. 

It is my firm conviction that I have a 
responsibility to support the people's 
President in matters of foreign policy. 
I believe any disagTeement should be-
as it has been with me--a matter between 
me and the President and not between me 
and the press. In matters of foreign 
policy it cannot be my administration, 
your administration, or their administra
tion. It is our administration, elected 
to represent us by a majority of our 
citizens. 

Now we have a new administration. 
For myself, I pledge complete support to 
President Nixon in the conduct of for
eign affairs. I will inform the President 
of my views and recommendations with 
full realization that he is the only man 
in this Nation with full access to all of 
the intelligence and other information on 
the situation in Vietnam and elsewhere. 
The final decision is his and I will accept 
it. 

In regard to the Vietnamese situation, 
here are the recommendations which I 
am making to President Nixon. For the 
most part, I share the position of Sen
ator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, of Massachu
setts. 

We ace.epted the responsibility of as
sisting South Vietnam in its effort to de
fend itself. But we cannot be South 
Vietnam. We cannot govern South Viet
nam. We cannot accept full responsibil
ity for the war. Our commitment must 
be limited. The outcome of that struggle 
depends now, as it always has, on the 
courage, determination, and ability of 
the people of the South. 

There have been many disappoint
ments in our relations with the people 
and government of South Vietnam. We 
had hoped that we could help them to 

help themselves build a nation and a gov
ernment that could attract the support 
of its own people and achieve a political 
victory over the Vietcong. 

Time and again our hopes seemed to 
be dashed by the apparent incompetence 
and corruption of our South Vietnam 
ally-a government, as Seruitor KENNEDY 
said, that "has consistently proved in
capable or unwilling to meet the needs 
of its own people, a government that has 
demanded ever more money, ever more 
American lives to be poured into the 
swamp of their failure." 

Our Nation began taking steps some 
time ago to persuade the South Vietnam
ese to take eventual complete control 
of the war. We have helped and we can 
continue to help, but I believe it is im
perative that we establish immediately a 
timetable for our withdrawal from South 
Vietnam. Although I continue to believe 
we have a responsibility to be of assist
ance, I think our responsibility is equally 
great to insist that South Vietnam re
move itself from reliance upon us. 

It would not be right to abandon them. 
I do not, therefore, call for immediate 
withdrawal, but for a systematic, orderly 
reduction in our participation and an 
increase in South Vietnam's own com
mitment to itself. We must begin now. 

Further, I encourage the President to 
do anything feasible that might enhance 
the chances of success in the Paris peace 
talks including extension of the bombing 
halt. Of course, every precaution must be 
taken to protect the lives and safety of 
American boys whose only protection is 
provided by the cover of bombing. 

Finally, after establishing a systematic 
timetable for the deescalation of our 
par ticipation in the war, I believe we 
must follow it. 

To those who ask, "Will this fulfill our 
commitment?" or "Would this be an 
honorable way out?" I respond "Yes." 

Never before in history has one nation 
done for another what we have done for 
South Vietnam. It seems to me that with 
our generous contribution of resources
human, monetary, and material-South 
Vietnam should have -triumphed long 
ago if it had a government with the de
sire or ability to meet the needs of its 
people. 

I do not think our limited commitment 
included or implied a commitment to 
take brinksmanship risks which could 
lead to a confrontation between the 
world's great powers in a third world 
war. Our commitment is to maintain 
peace, to withstand aggression, and to 
assist in preventing a lighted fuse for 
reaching the powder keg. 

The new administration, I am sure, is 
taking a fresh look at our involvement 
and our commitment in Vietnam. It must 
review what has been done and, using 
the facts available to it, decide a future 
course. It cannot and will not be guided 
completely by past decisions, good or 
bad. 

I have summarized for you the direc
tion I hope our Nation will take in Viet
nam. I submitted these proposals to 
President Johnson, and I will submit 
them to President Nixon. The President 
will have my support because he is the 
people's President and I have confidence 
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in his ability to steer this Nation toward 
lasting peace. 

Let us begin now to end this conflict 
with action rather than words. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, there is no need for me to elab
orate in detail on the statements made 
today concerning Vietnam. Enough has 
been said on this floor-indeed, enough 
has been said in recent years-to impress 
upon us all the necessity for ending this 
tragic war. 

Today, I want to associate myself with 
the desire for peace of the American 
people and the demand for peace being 
made here on this floor. 

The events of the past few days once 
again give us hope that concrete steps 
toward a settlement will be forthcoming 
in the not too distant future. 

President Thieu's stated willingness to 
meet privately with the national liber
ation front is encouraging. 

Even more interesting is President 
Nixon's comment to the National Asso
ciation of Broadcasters yesterday that 
"a few months from now, I think you 
will look back and say what we did was 
right." 

I deeply hope that the President will 
be right and that is why I want to ex
press my own support of the et!orts 
being made by the administration to ne
gotiate a settlement. 

The experience of the past has taught 
us that peace in Vietnam is an elusive 
goal. 

Diplomacy-whether public or pri
vate-is a di:fficult art, but I hope that 
the administration will employ every 
diplomatic means at its disposal to bring 
about a cease fire and a negotiated set
tlement. 

At the same time, I think it is our 
responsibility here in Congress to remind 
the President and his advisors that busi
ness as usual will not bring the desired 
results. The policy of alternating mili
tary pressure with diplomatic initiatives 
has been the story of the past but it 
has, unfortunately, been a story without 
an ending. 

It will not do to stop the bombing of 
the North while, at the same time, the 
volume of bombs dropped in South Viet
nam and Laos is greater than it was 
when the North was being bombed. 

It is somewhat inconsistent of the Sai
gon Government to express a willingness 
to negotiate privately while they have 
increased their demands for more Amer
ican military support. 

We cannot accept a policy which one 
day tells us that the troops will be com
ing home, only to say the next day that 
such a proposal is unrealistic. 

We cannot pretend today that the 
South Vietnamese Army can take a full
er share of the military burden only to 
have our experts come up to Capitol Hill 
and deny that possibility. 

We cannot seek peace in Paris and, 
at the same time, seek a wider -war in 
Cambodia. 

These are the type of inconsistencies 
which have marked the policies and pit-
falls of the past. ' 

But we are not here to regret the past. 
We are here to express a sense of ur
gency, to make responsible suggestions 
and to express our support of the ad
ministration's diplomatic et!orts. 

I hope that the President can end this 
war-speedily and honorably-so that 
we can get on with the urgent domestic 
priorities and responsibilities facing us 
as a nation. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the war in 
Vietnam has been with us so long it is 
di:fficult to remember when there was 
peace. It began hard on the heels of an
other war in Asia. And that war in Korea 
broke the short peace on the timeclock 
of history which followed the Second 
World War. 

Through this whole period there has 
been the silent, chilling war of nerves, 
the war that we kept cold because the 
alternative was too terrible to consider. 
Perhaps we have forgotten the ways of 
peace. Perhaps war has been so much 
with us in the nearly 30 years since Pearl 
Harbor that we would be uncomfortable 
were we forced to live in peace. 

But finally we must ask if this price we 
pay for the familiar, the comfortable, is 
too high. Indeed, if we cannot adjust to 
peace, if a world truly at peace would 
make us feel ill at ease, then we are living 
on borrowed time. 

This seems to me, finally, to be the case 
in Vietnam. We are there on borrowed 
time, and we have borrowed time too long 
from the important task of facing up, 
finally and ultimately, to the question of 
war or peace. 

The deception is easy. It, of course, is 
not ever really considered a matter of 
war and peace, but a practical, hard
headed matter of national self-interest, 
loyalty to friends, defense of the North 
American Continent. These are easy is
sues to deal with. They lend themselves 
to hardheaded practical answers, which 
we are good at. We approach Vietnam on 
that basis all the time now because we 
know, given this approach, the issue of 
war and peace need never really be faced. 

But great men, and I number Lyndon 
Johnson among them, have chosen this 
approach only to learn too quickly that 
this really does not work. We must finally 
face up to the war, its horrible reality, its 
corruption of American life, its divisive 
nature in the land itself, the dead and 
the bleeding, the young widows and the 
mothers old before their time. 

This was indeed the mandate that was 
given to Richard M. Nixon. He prom
ised-or was it only a dark hint-a new 
approach to the war and to the peace 
that must follow. 

Must we disabuse ourselves of that 
conceit? 

There was a feeling on the land that 
with the Paris talks there would be peace. 
Oh, maybe not tomorrow, not next 
month, but certainly next year or was 
it the year after. 

This has been the tone for months and 
the American people, despite the bitter
ness, the mourning, the new graves, 
waited patiently with trust, and more 
importantly, with hope. 

I say to President Nixon that we are 
a patient people and we will wait--but 
how long must we wait? I ask are we 
going to kill more so that fewer will die? 
That is the algebra of field commanders, 
of generals who escalate. 

We have been asked to defend the 
house of a friend. Whether he was a true 
friend or not is a question we no longer 

ask. All we know is that he asked for 
help and we gave him help. But what is 
to be done now? We have neglected our 
own house, while shoring up his. We have 
given of our blood and strength while de
fending his house against marauders. We 
have been so zealous in our defense of 
his home, we have come to know it as our 
home too and we seem more zealous in 
its defense than he does. We have been 
gone for years to Troy and now long for 
home, where trouble and unrest threaten. 

I caution President Nixon. He will not 
be a leader with a fresh opportunity for 
long. I do not say abandon Paris. Stay in 
Paris. Make them sit with us for long 
hours around the table. Paris may help. 
Take chances in Paris rather than risk
ing lives in the Iron Triangle. I encour
age President Nixon to explore private 
talks and unexplored avenues in South
east Asia or anywhere else. I do caution 
him against old errors, old solutions 
which solved nothing. 

This is not a bipartisan issue. The 
33,000 dead do not array themselves on 
an aisle. They were Americans. The war 
must end. There is other work to be done 
and we must be around to do it. And the 
time is short. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, 1 year 
ago next Monday an incumbent Amer
ican President renounced renomination 
because the war in Vietnam had shat
tered his role as party and national 
leader. 

Today we watch his successor closely, 
seeking assurance that the lessons of 
Vietnam animate President Nixon'8 
search for peace. 

Those lessons are-
An exhausting, cruel, and tragic war 

was fought for the empty delusion that 
American arms could impose conformity 
to our political ideas. We should expect 
other strange ideas in other strange cou..."l
tries. What shall we do? 

Our military leaders, who promised a 
military victory time after time, have led 
us instead to a political catastrophe. We 
should weigh their advice more carefully 
in the future. 

We have paid over 30,000 American 
lives and $150 billion in this vain war 
et!ort. Comparable sacrifices for genuine 
domestic needs elude us. 

We have been told that we should give 
the new administration 100 days in o:ffice 
before criticizing its conduct. I would 
wait forever to criticize our present pol
icy in Vietnam if I thought such for
bearance would end the war one day 
sooner. But the new administration 
gropes, with little apparent dit!erence 
from its predecessor, toward an illusory 
military victory. 

Peace will not come at the Paris con
ference table any more than it will come 
in the jungle fighting in Vietnam. Peace 
will come when we Americans begin to 
withdraw our forces-which are the only 
foreign troops in Vietnam-let Vietnam
ese political processes achieve the equi
librium which arms could not impose. 

OUR INVOLVEMENT IN THE VIET
NAM WAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California (Mr. BROWN) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 
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Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to 

the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker I would 

like to take this occasion to thank the 
gentleman from California for providing 
me this opportunity to speak on the is
sue of our involvement in the Vietnam 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, I directed an inquiry to 
the President of the United States as 
follows: 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The war in Vietnam 
has divided and troubled the American peo
ple as has no other war of the 20th Century. 
Many of our people regard the war as neces
sary and just, but many others are doubtful 
and troubled. Some are unconvinced that the 
Saigon Government is worth saving; some 
fear that the United States has inadvertently 
taken over the role of the old European 
colonial powers; some simply cannot under
stand what vital interests are served by 
sending American soldiers to fight and die in 
a civil war almost 10,000 miles away from 
their own country. 

During the first three weeks of the current 
North Vietnamese and Viet Cong offensive, 
1,140 American soldiers were killed, or just 
219 fewer than died in the first three weeks 
of the devastating 1968 TET offensive. 

Present realities require ~revision of priori
ties in American policy. It is true that we 
cannot undo the past, but the assessment of 
past errors is absolutely indispensable to 
efforts to correct them and to avoiding their 
repetition. 

Mistakes are not liquidated without a price 
being paid. No responsible critic of the war 
advocates a disorderly withdrawal of Amer
ican forces and the abandonment of South 
Vietnam to the VietCong, but many point to 
the need for a peace short of absolute vic
tory--on either side, for a peace involving 
some mutual concessions. A concession, how
ever, is not a humiliation and may indeed 
be turned to one's own advantage, as Gen
eral De Gaulle demonstrated by giving in
dependence to Algeria and as Khrushchev 
demonstrated by proclaiming himself a 
peacemaker while yielding to the American 
ultimatum in the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

It seems to me that the concessions we 
must make are necessary as an act of com
mon sense; they are also honorable in a 
tragic situation. 

I believe, therefore, that the key to peace 
is mutual disengagement through political 
arrangement for the neutralization of South
east Asia. 

It is my belief that the United States 
should pledge the eventual removal of Amer
ican military forces from Vietnam in an all 
out effort to achieve meaningful results from 
the current negotiations. 

The date and conditions for the removal 
of American military forces from Vietnam 
could be set forth in an international agree
ment defining the status of a neutralized 
South Vietnam and establishing certain in
ternational guarantees. 

A forthright pledge to remove American 
forces is of great importance for the per
suasiveness of peace initiatives because of 
the well-known Chinese and North Vietnam
ese fear that, despite assurances to the con
trary, the United States wishes to maintain 
permanent military bases in South Vietnam. 

If tangible evidence of progress is not de
rived from current peace talks within a rea
sonable time-perhaps a period Oif 60 days
it is suggested that, in addition to the cur
rent partlclpanm, the following count..rles 
should be represented in peace negotiations: 
The Soviet Union, China, France, Great Brit
ain, Japan, India and Pakistan, and the 

countries of the Southeast Asian ma.l.nla.nd: 
Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, Burma and Ma
laysia. The larger nations-that is, the United 
States, China, Soviet Union, France, Great 
Britain, Japan, India and Pakistan could be 
expected to aot as guamntors of a final set
tlement. 

These are alternatives that I have consid
ered most carefully; alternatives that I be
lieve could stimulate meaningful negotia
tions and result in an honorable poo.ce. If, on 
the other hand, there are other altern.a.tives 
under advisement which can also offer the 
prospect of an honorable peace in Vietnam 
in the foreseeable future, I, as a Member of 
Congress, wouJd apprecia.te the knowledge of 
their status and whatever other pa.rtioulars 
could be afforded me. 

Respectfully yours, 
MARIO BIAGGI, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend 
the gentleman from California and my 
colleague from New York for providing 
this forum for the Members of Congress 
to discuss this most prominent issue in 
the world today, as it relates to all of us. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speake.r, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding 
tome. 

Mr. Speaker, today we are engaged in 
a long-overdue discussion of the single 
most important issue facing our Nation
the continuing war in Vietnam. This war 
has dragged on for so long that it threat
ens to become a permanent part of our 
existence, or nonexistence, as the case 
may be. This war continues to be an 
exc~ssive moral, physical, and monetary 
dram on the resources and lives of all 
Americans. 

A satisfactory conclusion to the war 
must be found, and it must be found 
promptly. There are too many demands 
here at home for the men and money we 
are pouring into Vietnam. Instead of 
perpetuating a stalemated war the 
United States must take the nec~ssary 
steps to secure the negotiated settlement 
that will finally end the carnage in Viet
nam and bring about lasting peace. 

Those of us in Congress who have in 
the past criticized American policy vis-a
vis the war in Vietnam find it ironic that 
our recommendations of 2, 3, and even 4 
years ago are finally bearing fruit today. 
A cessation of the bombing of North Viet
nam did bring a beginning toward peace 
negotiations and did not jeopardize the 
safety of our servicemen. Yesterday 
President Thieu publicly acknowledged a 
basic fact of life: the South Vietnamese 
Government and National Liberation 
Front will have to enter into private bi
lateral talks to ultimately bring an end 
to the war. 

President's Thieu's announcement is, 
of course, most welcome. I applaud his 
frankness and hope this will expedite 
the negotiations. An appropriate re
sponse by the National Liberation Front 
would pave the way for a cease-fire and 
ultimately for a final peace agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I could well go on at 
length about the military and political 
problems of the situation in Vietnam. 
But this is ground we have traveled 
across time and again and my colleagues 

are admirably discussing these issues 
today. 

I should, therefore, like to direct my 
attention to an ancillary problem that 
will, in the final analysis, be as crucial 
to the future of South Vietnam as the 
fighting and the Paris negotiations. 

I have reference, Mr. Speaker, to the 
failure of the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment to establish the proper base 
for a free and democratic society and 
the directly related problem of continu
ing corruption and graft throughout 
South Vietnam. As long as these prob
lems remain unresolved it will be impos
sible for South Vietnam to establish a 
viable social, political, and economic 
order. And without that foundation for 
a strong government no amount of mil
itary successes or diplomatic coups will 
provide South Vietnam with the basis 
for a viable government. 

The most glaring and inexplicable ex
ample of how the basic principles of de
mocracy are not being adhered to is the 
case of Truong Dinh Dzu, once a leading 
candidate for the Presidency of South 
Vietnam, and now a civilian prisoner of 
the military, sentenced to 5 years at hard 
labor in a closed, secretive military trial 
that completely ignored his fundamental 
rights. 

Mr. Dzu, it is alleged, made treasonous 
statements against the South Vietnamese 
Government. When I was in Vietnam 
last December I visited with Mr. Dzu's 
family and returned to the United States, 
not with any knowledge of his guilt or 
innocence, but with the definite knowl
edge that Mr. Dzu was denied the most 
fundamental rights of a free society. It 
is imperative that he be granted a new, 
fair trial and I believe the United States 
should make clear to South Vietnam our 
unhappiness with the Dzu case. 

It is most ironic that, according to 
news reports, the statements for which 
Mr. Dzu has been incarcerated directly 
parallel President Thieu's recent com
ments on the desirability of direct, pri
vate talks between the Republic of Viet
nam and the National Liberation Front. 

As long as Mr. Dzu remains a political 
prisoner without fulfillment of a just 
demand for a fair trial there is serious 
reason to question whether South Viet
nam will ever adhere to a democratic 
order. But, as a case in point, Mr. Dzu's 
imprisonment raises a more tragic and 
telling question: What, Mr. Speaker, have 
30,000 American men died for? It must 
never be said that we have fought a war 
and given 30,000 American lives to sub
stitute one "ism" for another. 

And an equally important situation 
exists in Vietnam in the matter of un
controlled, unpoliced graft and corrup
tion. This problem moves vertically and 
horizontally through South Vietnam in
cluding private citizens, military person
nel, and Government officials. And not 
only are the South Vietnamese guilty of 
laxity on this matter; the allied nations, 
including the United States, are also 
seriously implicated. 

Recently the State Department noti
fied me that on the basis of information 
I provided to the Department after my 
most recent visit to Vietnam that a major 
crackdown will be conducted against 
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American civilians who engage in the in
sidious practice of currency manipula
tion. This problem, like the general prob
lem of the commodity black market, in
volves American, South Vietnamese, and 
allied civilian and military personnel. 

The South Vietnamese must act and 
not delay any longer in implementing a 
greatly needed crackdown against war 
profiteering and corruption. 

Not only are there substantial black 
markets in currency and goods, there is 
also the perpetual problem of diversion of 
commodities and military supplies 
shipped to Vietnam by the United States. 

This war profiteering in its many rami
fications aggravates a prior problem of 
graft and corruption in all levels of the 
South Vietnamese Government from the 
small village through the provinces to 
Saigon. 

The values that obtain today in Viet
nam are simply not conducive to the es
tablishment of a lasting, free and in
dependent nation. This is the unhappy 
prospect after 30,000 American lives have 
been lost and more than $100 billion 
spent. 

It is especially necessary, therefore, 
that the United States and our allies take 
the following steps without further de· 
lay: Decrease the level of military activ
ity, escalate the intensity of negotiations, 
and dramatically overhaul the entire ap
proach to civic action, pacification, and 
civil order in Vietnam. 

To do anything less would guarantee 
the continuation of a war that is as cost
ly, in lives and dollars, as it is unproduc
tive. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I call today upon 
the South Vietnamese Government to 
announce publicly at the Paris talks its 
willingness to include all South Viet
namese in free elections as part of any 
solution to the Vietnam war. 

This does not mean imposing a gov
ernment on South Vietnam, but it does 
mean the full exercise of the democratic 
process. 

Anything less than full participation 
of all political factions would not be 
democratic. The goals of self-determina
tion and democracy that we are com
mitted to in Vietnam require that all 
the South Vietnamese participate in the 
electoral process regardless of political 
beliefs. 

I am confident that free elections 
would affirm the South Vietnamese de
sire for a true democracy and reject 
Communist control of the country. 

Mr. BROWN of California. The gen
tleman's suggestions are indeed excel
lent and I certainly want to commend 
them to the attention of the Members 
of the House. 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, it is no 
coincidence that March 1969 has brought 
forth a new upsurge of concern over the 
war in Vietnam; for this month marks 
the start of the 5th year in which the 
United States has participated in the role 
of a direct combatant. The Vietnam con
flict is now the second longest war in 
American history. ranking behind only 

our Revolutionary War in length of time. 
And the end is still not in sight. 

Therefore. the new concern expressed 
over Vietnam comes at a most appro
priate moment. Americans are weary of 
battle reports and mounting casualty 
rates. Many feel that our undue concen
tration on Vietnam has caused the United 
States to neglect its interests in other 
parts of the world, thus inviting new 
troubles in the 1970's. Americans have 
also concluded to a greater and greater 
extent that the United States has squan
dered too many of its material and hu
man resources into this conflict and that 
it could have better employed them to 
solve our multitude of domestic problems. 
There is a growing belief that the returns 
on our nearly $30 billion per year invest
ment in Vietnam have been meager in
deed, especially when one considers the 
vast possibilities for utilizing these funds 
in the United States to alleviate such so
cial ills as poverty and the decay of the 
cities. 

I share many of these misgivings. It 
has become more and more apparent to 
me that the United States cannot achieve 
its other objectives at home and around 
the world by continuing its present 
course in South Vietnam. 

In Paris, we face the unhappy prospect 
that the negotiations will drag on for 
many months while the casualty rates 
rise. Since the bombing halt last No
vember no significant progress has been 
made. I believe that the road to getting 
the Paris negotiations on the move lies 
in the United States taking a firm posi
tion with respect to our 1·ole in Vietnam. 

Previously many of my colleagues dis
cussed what that stand should be, and 
certainly I do not intend to disagree with 
them. However, I believe personally that 
the most significant and meaningful 
stand that the United States could take 
with respect to the negotiations is to 
reaffirm the principles as outlined in the 
1954 Geneva accords. I think it is im
p,ortant to note that the violations of 
these accords is what led to resumption 
of the fighting in that war torn area. 

Basically the principles of the 1954 
Geneva accords which America should 
support are: an immediate cease-fire. and 
mutual withdrawal of United States and 
North Vietnamese troops from South 
Vietnam, the establishment of interna
tional machinery under the United Na
tions and/or neutral nations agreeable 
to both North and South Vietnam to 
supervise the troop withdrawals and 
supervise national elections to resolve 
the political question and unify Vietnam. 

The United States must then firmly 
and unequivocally state in public its in
tentions to abide by the results of any 
such election. The United States and the 
American people should not find this key 
to a political settlement in Vietnam 
overly troublesome, since we have al
ready affirmed the principle of one man, 
one vote. I think that while we advocate 
this position we must realistically, i.n 
the absence of any progress, work toward 
disengagement on another level, and 
that is building up the ability of the 
South Vietnam Armed Forces to take 
over the combat burden from the U.S. 
troops. 

To this end the Nixon administration 
must give the highest priority to improv
ing the effectiveness of South Vietna
mese fighting forces and develop a spe
cific plan to phase-out all of the U.S. 
combat troops in South Vietnam. Re
gardless of what one may think of the 
Vietnam war, we have commitments in 
Southeast Asia. The task of the 1970's 
will be to preserve the freedom of South
east Asia while avoiding another quag
mire like that of Vietnam. To that extent 
I think it would be helpful if we, in an
ticipation of the conclusion of this war, 
would provide for a program of economic 
development to that area, coupled with 
an opening of recognition of mainland 
China with a view toward the resump
tion of diplomatic relations with them. 

The voice of the American people has 
been heard long and loud in dissent to 
the war in Vietnam, and I think that 
what they are saying is that we in Amer
ica must be the example not merely of 
peace, because we will not fight, but 
peace because peace is the healing and 
elevating influence of the world and 
strife is not. There is such a thing as a 
nation being s.o right that it need not 
convince others by force that it is right. 
We are basically saying we do not wish 
our Government to abandon its interests 
in promoting freedom throughout the 
world, but we would rather do it at the 
negotiating table than on the battlefield. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I wish to 
thank the gentleman for his excellent 
contribution. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. OT
TINGER). 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BROWN) and my colleague from New 
York <Mr. RYAN) and the other gentle
man from California (Mr. EDWARDS) for 
providing this opportunity for many of 
us in the House to express our views with 
respect to the war in Vietnam. 

Our efforts in the past, I think, had 
some marked results in changing atti
tudes in the country and starting to re
verse the policies of the previous admin
istration. I am hopeful that the new ad
ministration will be responsive. 

There is no question about it, it is time 
to end the war in Vietnam. Measured 
from the first combat death, this is the 
longest war in our history. It will soon be 
t~e fourth bloodiest. It is already the 
second costliest. If we add to the $100 
billion, the cost of a divided nation, of 
an alienated generation, of a nation di
verted from critical domestic needs, of a 
country torn by self-doubt, this is surely 
the most devastating war for our na
tional spirit in our whole history. 

To what end? Whether we make the 
compromises necessary to terminate the 
war now, or 2 years from now, or 4 years 
from now, the settlement is unlikely to be 
any better. In the meantime, the costs 
and dislocations of the war will escalate 
in every aspect. 

What is the new administration's re
sponse to the demands from all over the 
country that our policies be changed? 
What is the secret plan that the Presi
dent promised, but withheld for fear of 
jeopardizing foreign relations, before his 
term began? Perhaps it will unfold at 
secret talks in Paris. I hope so. 
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But today we have only the evidence 

of deeds. That evidence consists of con
tinued increase in search and destroy 
missions, continued increase of deadly 
fire on the towns and villages of South 
Vietnam, the apparent total capitulation 
of the Secretary of Defense to the mach
inations of the military-industrial com
plex, and utter silence in the face of 
dictatorial tactics by the South Vietnam
ese Government in censoring the press 
and jailing i-ts opposition for merely 
talking of peace. 

All this suggests that the "new" policy 
is simply more of the same. 

I think we are strong enough and 
honest enough to recognize when we 
have made mistakes. I think, however 
hard the decision may be, a commitment 
at least for once to try genuine deescala
tion and genuine political negotiation 
based on the realities in South Vietnam is 
long overdue. It is certainly better than 
continued reliance on military solutions 
that prove so elusive and take the lives 
of hundreds of Americans every week. 

We have just received the very dis
couraging disclosure that the American 
military command has asked President 
Nixon to approve plans to attack mili
tary bases in Cambodia-a request 
which is apparently receiving serious 
consideration at the White House. 

This is further evidence that we are 
embarked on the same tragic merry-go
round which has characterized our in
volvement in Vietnam for the past 5 
years, which prolonged and widened the 
war there; which disrupted our own 
economy, divided our Nation, alienated 
our youth, and diverted us from critical 
domestic needs: a policy of military ac
tion and response which can only lead to 
further escalation of the war and its 
terrible tolls. 

It would seem each time political de
velopments offer an opportunity to 
achieve a breakthrough toward peace, 
military counterpressure makes such a 
breakthrough impossible. So we find 
American deaths in Vietnam approach
ing the figure for the Korean conflict; 
the President denying any prospect of a 
reduction of U.S. forces in Vietnam; and 
the Secretary of Defense calling on Con
gress to provide more money to feed the 
fires of this war. 

Can we, as Members of this Congress, 
simply sit by and silently accept the 
message that there is no prospect of with
drawing our troops; that there is no 
political initiative to be made to achieve 
peace; and that all of the discredited ob
jectives of our past policies in Vietnam 
must remain intact today? 

Are we really to pretend that nothing 
happened last year? That there was no 
election? That there was no mandate for 
change? That there is no new adminis
tration, no demand that this new ad
ministration deliver our Nation from the 
war that has so devastated the Ameri
can spirit? 

It is to the President's credit that he 
did not respond to recent Vietcong ac
tions by renewing the attack on North 
Vietnam. But maintaining the status quo, 
if that is what we are doing in South 
Vietnam, is not sufficient. A cessation of 
the bombing of North Vietnam proved 
necessary to at least get the combatants 

to the bargaining table, but an intensifi
cation of ground action, and especially a 
broadening of the war to Cambodia, may 
well preclude any further progress. 

Why is it that we must accompany 
every gesture for peace with a contra
dictory military spasm that implies a 
wider war? 

Yes, we stopped the bombing, and we 
went to Paris, but at the same time we 
vastly increased our offensive actions in 
South Vietnam. The North Vietnamese 
made a gesture toward peace by with
drawing a sizable number of their troops, 
and instead of responding with a reduc
tion of our own forces to achieve a mu
tual deescalation, which is the path many 
of our own experts in the Defense De
partment say is the way this war might 
be ended, we did just the reverse. 

A change in Presidential personality 
and style is no substitute for a change in 
policy. The unrest and divisiveness in our 
Nation will not simply disappear because 
administration statements have been 
toned down and dissenters are no longer 
called "nervous Nellies." 

It is time the new administration made 
clear its objectives in Vietnam. If those 
objectives are the same as those of the 
previous administration-an unachiev
able military victory and a total political 
defeat of the National Liberation Front, 
despite the realities of the NLF's influ
ence in South Vietnam-Congress and 
the American people must know it. 

If the President's objectives are more 
realistic, the entire world should know 
it, for such a policy change could create 
a climate in which meaningful conces
sions from the other side would be made. 

If the war is to end during this ad
ministration, the President is going to 
have to arouse the American people from 
the long dream of our omnipotence and 
all-righteousness in Vietnam. He will 
have to admit the mistakes of the poli
cies of the past and articulate sound, new 
policies for the future. 

We have a responsibility to the Ameri
can people to make the President see 
the urgent need for new directions and 
new initiatives in Vietnam, for a realis
tic strategy to end this tragic $100 bil
lion war. 

Perhaps progress will be made in se
cret talks hinted at in Paris. We all pro
foundly hope so. But it certainly will not 
be achieved without basic changes in our 
policies and objectives which the Ameri
can public must be made to understand 
if they are going to accept them. 

Let us resolve that our discussion here 
today is just a start. The time is now. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank the 
gentleman very much for his contribu
tion. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman from California yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very pleased to join the gentleman 
from California this afternoon in his 
comments about Vietnam. 

I should like to say at the outset, I am 
in my 11th year of service in the House 
of Representatives. 

The gentleman from California <Mr. 
BROWN), in my estimation, is without a 

peer in his fearless, -unremitting pursuit 
of world peace and particularly the ques
tion of peace in Southeast Asia. This is 
another reason why I am proud this 
afternoon to associate my remarks with 
his. 

Mr. Speaker, there is little I can say 
about the Vietnam war which has not 
been said before and said with much elo
quence and deep conviction. For, after 
all, the war is not a new one. Vietnamese 
have been fighting and dying for almost 
30 years, and we have been burying our 
own dead since 1961. Despite the blood
shed and the destruction in Vietnam, 
and despite the real price we are paying 
here in America by the rending of our 
own social fabric, there is still scant as
surance that the end is in sight. The 
new administration's opportunity for 
bold action is waning, and with it, our 
hopes for a deescalation of the violence, 
and at least a reduction, if not an end, to 
the killing. 

Mr. Speaker, we continue to fight a 
war we cannot win-not for lack of 
valor on the part of our servicemen, 
certainly not for lack of funds provided 
by this Congress, but for lack of po
litical courage. It is the easy way out to 
continue to see military victory around 
the corner, or to be more in vogue, at the 
end of the tunnel; it is the easy way out 
to accuse the other side of actions we 
ourselves blithely engage in and con
veniently overlook; it is the easy way 
out to stake our national prestige on the 
outcome of an internal conflict in a dis
tant land, and to insinuate that critics 
of the war lack faith in America. 

Mr. Speaker, we are once again on the 
escalation merry-go-round. It is now 
common knowledge that the bombing 
halt over North Vietnam has been offset 
by increased bombing elsewhere, inferen
tially in the south, and ominously in 
Laos. The announced reductions in bat
talion-size U.S.-initiated actions in re
cent months has been more than offset 
by increased small unit actions by our 
forces. But these hard facts are too con
veniently ignored by our own Govern
ment. The latest Tet offensive attacks 
by the enemy have been described by 
Ambassador Lodge as not being a re
sponse to any recent Allied initiatives. 
They were instead, Ambassador Lodge 
insisted, the ''long-heralded winter
spring campaign of 1969." But how can 
we be certain of this assumption beyond 
a reasonable doubt? A sharp increase in 
the frequency of American-initiated con
tacts since last November 1 has been 
clearly documented by our own military 
command. Such a knowledgeable figure 
as Governor Harriman is reported to 
have described the current enemy at
tacks as essentially a response to Amer
ican actions, rather than a deliberate 
move to affect the peace talks. Not only 
is there doubt as to who is responding 
to whom, but we have not been told the 
exact nature of the understanding with 
North Vietnam which preceded our 
bombing halt. 

Mr. Speaker, the new administration 
must decide whether it has sufficient 
courage to take over the conduct of the 
war from our professional military men, 
who, while admitting they do not like 
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the war, claim it is the only war they 
have-and indeed they seem to be mak
ing the most of it. When will we admit 
that our actions, since the bombing halt 
began, have not been particularly reas
suring to the North Vietnamese that we 
desire peace? Have we been able to show 
by our deeds that we indeed are seeking 
a political settlement of the war, rather 
than a military victory? 

Mr. Speaker, the time has c·ome for 
our Government to be honest with itself, 
and to realize that there is a spedal kind 
of price to be paid for peace in Vietnam. 
It is not the price we would usually be 
called upon to pay in blood and treasure, 
but a price to be paid in false pride. Our 
Nation's greatness will in no better way 
be demonstrated, and our national in
terest will be no better served than by 
admitting to ourselves that we have 
made a mistake. Once we have done 
this, it should not be beyond our inge
nuity to devise a means of extricating 
ourselves from what has become an un
tenable position. Instead of creating 
consternation among our allies, as has 
been forecast by those who would con
tinue the war, this course of action 
should reassure our friends that we have 
not become the prisoners of our own 
rhetoric and self-righteousness, and that 
we will seek nonviolent solutions to world 
problems while continuing to adhere to 
our own basic principles. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation's real strength 
lies in its dedication to the value of hu
man life and the dignity of man. These 
noble aspirati·ons are ill served by our 
current role in Vietnam. The problem is 
enormous-but it will not be solved by 
applying the tried and proven wrong 
policies of the past. A start must be 
made somewhere, and we are certainly 
in a better position to be magnanimous 
than the other side. At worst, we may be 
rebuffed, but we must be certain this 
time, beyond any doubt, that our deeds 
match our words. We owe this effort to 
ourselves, the world, our 33,000 dead, 
and to the young, here and in Vietnam, 
who will inherit the future we are pre
paring for them. Hopefully, they will be 
able to live in a less violent world. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for his very 
kind remarks and welcome his contribu
tion to this discussion. 

I should like to point out that although 
this discussion has appeared to be rather 
one-sided this afternoon, coming en
tirely from the Democratic side of the 
aisle, there was in yesterday's RECORD a 
contribution by two of our distinguished 
Republican colleagues which I think is 
worthy of note. The distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) and 
the distinguished gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. CARTER) used the opportunity 
to discuss at length their own antipathy 
to the course of the war in Vietnam and 
to express their hope that we might be 
on the verge of a change in the policy 
which this country has been following. 
It should also be noted, I think, that the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. FINDLEY) 
inserted in the RECORD yesterday the 
names and addresses of all of the 33,000-
plus casualties that we have experienced 
to date in the war in Vietnam. I think 

this was a worthy service in itself, be
cause it points out to all of us in the 
most forceful possible way the impact 
that this war is having in terms of the 
deaths of some of America's finest young 
men. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
hope that this debate will not be con
strued as partisan in its nature or as an 
effort necessarily to attack the present 
President because he is of the opposite 
party. I think it is well known that many 
of us who are participating in this de
bate were just as strong in our opposi
tion to these policies when they were the 
product of a Democratic administration, 
and I think we will continue to be equally 
strong in our efforts under a Republican 
administration. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, I would like to com
mend my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BROWN), 
for his leadership not only today but 
through the entire course and period that 
the war has been going on. 

I would like to make a note for the 
benefit of those who have just joined 
us that Congressman KocH, of New York, 
informed me that there had been some 
temporary difficulty for some of those 
wanting to hear this debate. We brought 
this matter to the attention of our dis
tinguished majority leader, Mr. ALBERT, 
and discussed the matter with Speaker 
McCoRMACK, who indicated that he had 
been unaware that people were having to 
wait any undue length of time to hear 
the debate and he urged and ordered the 
Sergeant at Arms to open up the doors. 

I might state preliminary when this 
special order was first set that we had 
no idea how many hundreds or thousands 
of people might want to come in from all 
over the country to hear it. As a conse
quence, there was some understanding 
that there would be an effort made to 
limit each group to 50 and require each 
group of 50 after listening to the debate 
for a while to move out so that others 
might hear it. It was not anticipated at 
that time, as we have experienced for the 
last half hour at least, that there would 
be some empty spaces in the balcony. 
And, for that reason, the Speaker, the 
distinguished gentleman from Massa
chusetts; and the majority leader, the 
distinguished gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. ALBERT), when this was brought to 
their attention made sure that the Ser
geant at Arms made these seats avail
able. 

I would like to note also, if I may, as 
my distinguished colleague from Cali
fornia is well aware, that earlier our col
league, the distinguished gentleman 
from New York, WILLIAM FITTS RYAN, 
held the floor for approximately 1 hour. 

We have been debating or discussing 
this matter for something on the order 
of an hour and 50 minutes or 2 hours. 
Also, there are a good number of our col
leagues who have already expressed their 
opposition to the war and there are still 
a few of our colleagues who will seek 

recognition for the purpose of discussing 
this situation. Therefore, for that reason 
I yield back the time which the gentle
man from California has so generously 
yielded to me. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
BuRTON) for his explanation of the situ
ation and I appreciate indeed the con
tribution which he also made to the de
bate a little bit earlier. 

I was trying to make it clear that 
while the proceedings this afternoon are 
not exactly in the nature of a debate 
and there is not an adversary present, 
that, nevertheless, the kind of views that 
are being expressed here are representa
tive of a larger and larger number of 
Members of Congress who serve in the 
House of Representatives from both the 
Republican and Democratic side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that none 
of us wish to be in the position of at
tempting to pressure a new President at 
an early stage as he takes office and 
attempts to grapple with these extremely 
difficult problems. All of us are willing 
to be fair and be generous in terms of 
allowing an opportunity for policies to 
be developed. But I think at the ~arne 
time all of us want to make it clear
and it is my opinion that the American 
people want to have it made clear
that we do not wish to see the continua
tion of certain policies, continuation of 
the same kind of military escalation, the 
same kind of intervention, resulting from 
certain foreign policies which have 
brought this country to the position in 
which it finds itself today. 

I wish to make it clear that for my 
part-and I think this is true of most of 
my colleagues-this attitude does not 
stem from a lack of concern for Amer
ica's security or for America's defense. 
All too frequently we find some who say 
that those of us who are critical of the 
Vietnam war are not c.oncerned about 
American security and American defense. 
But, in fact, just the opposite is true. 
We are the most deeply concerned 
about America's security and America's 
defense. 

We feel that if history demonstrates 
anything above all else, it is that a policy 
of unrestricted military intervention-or 
a semi-imperialist desire to have our 
presence felt around the world, that we 
should be able to exercise our control in 
every dispute or every difficulty that may 
arise in any part of the world-does more 
to undermine America's security than 
any other possible action that this coun
try could take. 

I think all of us who have studied in
tently the present policies and the pres
ent situation in Vietnam believe that at 
the root of this involvement lies a con
cern with the desire to continually ex
pand America's power, to continually 
serve as safeguardian of the world. 

I believe, and I think most of my col
leagues agree with me, that no country 
in the world, no great imperialistic 
power in Rome, in Greece, in Britain, or 
in France, has ever been able to make 
this kind of policy stick. Hence, one es
sential aspect of ending the war in 
Vietnam is to look closely at the kind of 
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policies which have resulted in that 
involvement. 

There have been a number of excellent 
articles written on this overall subject 
recently, and I would like to commend 
them to the attention of my colleagues. 

The distinguished former Comman
dant of the Marine Corps, General 
Shoup, for example, in the current issue 
of Atlantic Monthly, has an excellent ar
ticle on the way in which our militaristic 
policies--the very existence of the largest 
military force in the world-has led us 
into situations such as Vietnam from 
which we cannot extricate ourselves. I 
place the article in the RECORD at this 
point: 

THE NEW AMERICAN MILITfRISM 

(By Gen. David M. Shoup) 
(NoTE.-Its roots are in the experience of 

World War II. The burgeoning military 
establishment and associated industries fuel 
it. Anti-Communism provides the climate 
which nurtures it. "It" is a "new American 
militarism." General Shoup, a hero of the 
Battle of Tarawa in 1943, who rose to be
come Commandant of the United States 
Marine Corps for four years until his retire
ment in December, 1963, doesn't like it. He 
has written this essay in collaboration with 
another retired Marine officer, Colonel James 
A. Donovan.) 

America has become a militaristic and ag
gressive nation. Our massive and swift in 4 

vasion of the Dominican Republic in 1965, 
concurrent with the rapid buildup of U.S. 
military power in Vietnam, constituted an 
impressive demonstration of America's readi
ness to execute military contingency plans 
and to seek military solutions to problems 
of political disorder and potential Com
munist threats in the areas of our interest. 

This "military task force" type of diplo
macy is in the tradition of our more primi
tive, pre-World War II "gunboat diplomacy," 
in which we landed small forces of Marines 
to protect American lives and property from 
the perils of native bandits and revolu
tionaries. In those days the U.S. Navy and 
its Marine landing forces were our chief 
means, short of war, for showing the flag, 
exercising American power, and protecting 
U.S. interests abroad. The Navy, enjoying 
the freedom of the seas, was a visible and 
effective representative of the nation's 
sovereign power. The Marines could be em
ployed ashore "on such other duties as the 
President might direct" without congres
sional approval or a declaration of war. The 
U.S. Army was not then used so freely be
cause it was rarely ready for expeditionary 
service without some degree of mobiliza
tion, and its use overseas normally required 
a declaration of emergency or war. Now, 
however, we have numerous contingency 
plans involving large joint Air Force-Army
Navy-Marine task forces to defend U.S. in
terests and to safeguard our allies wherever 
and whenever we suspect Communist aggres
sion. We maintain more than 1,517,000 
Americans in uniform overseas in 119 coun
tries. We have 8 treaties to help defend 48 
nations if they ask us to--or if we choose to 
intervene in their affairs. We have an im
mense and expensive mllitary establishment, 
fueled by a gigantic defense industry, and 
millions of proud, patriotic, and frequently 
bellicose and militaristic citizens How did 
this mmtarist culture evolve? How did this 
militarism steer us into the tragic military 
and political morass of Vietnam? 

Prior to World War II, American attitudes 
were typically isolationist, pacifist, and gen
erally antim1litary. The regular peacetime 
military establishment enjoyed small pres
tige and limlted infiuence upon national 
affairs. The public knew little about the 
armed forces, and only a few thousand men 

were attracted to military service and ca
reers. In 1940 there were but 428,000 officers 
and enlisted men in the Army and Navy. 
The scale of the war, and the world's power 
relationships which resulted, created the 
American military giant. Today the active 
armed forces contain over 3.4 million men 
and women, with an additional 1.6 million 
ready reserves and National Guardsmen. 

America's vastly expanded world role after 
World War II hinged upon military power. 
The voice and views of the professional mili
tary people became increasingly prominent. 
During the postwar period, distinguished 
military leaders from the war years filled 
many top positions in government. Generals 
Marshall, Eisenhower, MacArthur, Taylor, 
Ridgway, LeMay, and others were not only 
popular heroes but respected opinion-makers 
It was a time of international readjustment; 
military minds offered the benefits of firm 
views and problem-solving experience to the 
management of the nation's affairs. Military 
procedures-including the general staff sys
tem, briefings, estimates of the situation, and 
the organizational and operational techni
ques of the highly schooled, confident mili
tary professionals-spread throughout Amer
ican culture. 

World War II had been a long war. Millions 
of young American men had matured, been 
educated, and gained rank and stature dur
ing their years in uniform. In spite of them
selves, many returned to civilian life as in
doctrinated, combat-experienced military 
professionals. They were veterans, and for 
better or worse would never be the same 
again. America will never be the same either. 
We are now a nation of veterans. To the 14.9 
Ulillion veterans of World War II, Korea 
added another 5.7 million five years later, 
and ever since, the large peacetime military 
establishment has been training and releas
ing draftees, enlistees, and short-term re
servists by the hundreds of thousands each 
year. In 1968 the total living veterans of 
U.S. military service numbered over 23 Inil
lion, or about 20 percent of the adult popu
lation. 

Today most middle-aged men, most busi
ness, government, civic, and professional 
leaders, have served some time in uniform. 
Whether they liked it or not, their Inilitary 
training and experience have affected them, 
for the creeds and attitudes of the armed 
forces are powerful medicine, and can become 
habit-forming. The Inilita.ry codes include 
all the virtues and beliefs used to motivate 
men of high principle: patriotism, duty and 
service to country, honor among fellowmen, 
courage in the face of danger, loyalty to or
ganization and leaders, self-sacrifice for com
rades, leadership, discipline, and physical fit
ness. For many veterans the military's ef
forts to train and indoctrinate them may 
well be the most impressive and influential 
experience they have ever had-especially so 
for the young and less educated. 

In addition, each of the armed forces has 
its own special doctrinal beliefs and well
catalogued customs, tradition.s, rituals, and 
folklore upon which it strives to build a 
fiercely loyal military character and esprit 
de corps. All ranks are taught that their unit 
and their branch of the Inilitary service are 
the most elite, important, efficient, or effec
tive in the military establishment. By be
lieving in the superiority and importance of 
their own service they also provide them
selves a degree of personal status, pride, and 
self-confidence. 

As they get older, many veterans seem to 
romanticize and exaggerate their own mili
tary experience and loyalties. The policies, 
attitudes, and positions of the powerful vet
erans' organizations such as the American 
Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and AM
VETS, totaling over 4 million men, frequently 
refiect this pugnacious and chauvinistic 
tendency. Their memberships generally favor 
m111tary solutions to world problems in the 

pattern of their own earlier experience, and 
often assert that their military service and 
sacrifice should be repeated by the younger 
generations. 

Closely related to the attitudes and infiu
ence of America's millions of veterans is the 
vast and powerful compelx of the defense 
industries, which have been described in de
tail many times in the eight years since 
General Eisenhower first warned of the mili
tary-industrial power complex in his farewell 
address as President. The relationship be
tween the defense industry and the military 
establishment is closer than many citizens 
realize. Together they form a powerful public 
opinion lobby. The several military service 
associations provide both a forum and a 
meeting ground for the military and its in
dustries. The associations also provide each 
of the armed services with a means of foster
ing their respective roles, objectives, and 
propaganda. 

Each of the four services has its own 
association, and there are also additional 
Inilitary function associations, for ordnance, 
management, defense industry, and defense 
transportation, to name some of the more 
prominent. The Air Force Association and 
the Association of the U.S. Army are the 
largest, best organized, and most effective 
of the service associations. The Navy League, 
typical of the "silent service" traditions, 1s 
not as well coordinated in its public relations 
efforts, and the small Marine Corps Associa
tion is not even in the same arena with the 
other contenders, the Marine Association's 
main activity being the publication of a 
semi-official monthly magazine. Actually, the 
service associations' respective magazines, 
with an estimated combined circulation of 
over 270,000, are the primary medium serving 
the several associations' purposes. 

Air Force and Space Digest, to cite one ex
ample, is the magazine of the Air Force As
sociation and the unofficial mouthpiece of 
the U.S. Air Force doctrine, "party line," and 
propaganda. It frequently promotes Air 
Force policy that has been officially frus
trated or suppressed within the Department 
of Defense. It beats the tub for strength 
through aerospace power, interprets diplo
matic, strategic, and tactical problems in 
terms of air power, stresses the requirements 
for quantities of every type of aircraft, and 
frequently perpetuates the extravagant fic
tions about the effectiveness of bombing. 
This, of course, is well coordinated with and 
supported by the multibillion-dollar aero
space industry, which thrives upon the 
boundless desires of the Air Force. They re
ciprocate with lavish and expensive ads in 
every issue of Air Force. Over 96,000 mem
bers of the Air Force Association receive the 
magazine. Members include active, reserve, 
retired personnel, and veterans of the U.S. 
Air Force. Additional thousands of copies go 
to people engaged in the defense industry. 
The thick Inixture of advertising, propaganda, 
and Air Force doctrine continuously repeated 
in this publication provides its readers and 
writers with a form of intellectual hypnosis, 
and they are prone to believe their own 
propaganda because they read it in Air Force. 

The American people have also become 
more and more accustomed to militarism, to 
uniforms, to the cult of the gun, and to the 
violence of combat. Whole generations have 
been brought up on war news and wartime 
propaganda; the few years of peace since 
1939 have seen a steady stream of war novels, 
war movies, comic strips, and television pro
grams with war or military settings. To many 
Americans, military training, expeditionary 
service, and warfare are merely extensions of 
the entertainment and games of childhood. 
Even the weaponry and hardware they use at 
war are similar to the highly realistic toys 
of their youth. Soldiering loses appeal for 
some of the relatively few who experience the 
blood, terror, and filth of battle; for many, 
however, including far too many senior pro-
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fessional officers, war and combat are an 
exciting adventure, a competitive game, and 
an escape from the dull routines of peace
time. 

It is this influential nucleus of aggressive, 
ambitious professional military leaders who 
are the root of America's evolving militarism. 
There are over 410,000 commissioned officers 
on active duty in the four armed services. Of 
these, well over half are junior ranking re
serve officers on temporary active duty. Of the 
150,000 or so regular career officers, only a 
portion are senior ranking colonels, generals, 
and admirals, but it is they who constitute 
the elite core of the military estabP,shment. 
It is these few thousand top-ranking pro
fessionals who command and manage the 
armed forces and plan and formulate mili
tary policy and opinion. How is it, then, that 
in spite of civilian controls and the national 
desire for peace, this small group of men 
exert so much· martial influence upon the 
government and life of the American people? 

The military will disclaim any excess of 
power or influence on their part. They will 
point to their small numbers, low pay, and 
subordination to civilian masters as proof of 
their modest status and innocence. Neverthe
less, the professional military, as a group, is 
probably one of the best organized and most 
influential of the various segments of the 
American scene. Three wars and six major 
contingencies since 1940 have forced the 
American people to become abnormally aware 
of the armed forces and their leaders. In turn 
the military services have produced an un
ending supply of distinguished, capable, artic
ulate, and effective leaders. The sheer skill, 
energy, and dedication of America's military 
officers make them dominant in almost every 
government or civic organization they may 
inhabit, from the federal Cabinet to the local 
PTA 

The hard core of high-ranking professionals 
are, first of all, mostly service academy grad
uates: they had to be physically and intellec
tually above average among their peers just 
to gain entrance to an academy. Thereafter 
for the rest of their careers they are exposed 
to constant competition for selection and 
promotion. Attrition is high, and only the 
most capable survive to reach the elite senior 
ranks. Few other professions have such rigor
ous selection systems; as a result, the top 
military leaders are top-caliber men. 

Not many industries, institutions, or civil
ian branches of government have the re
sources, techniques, or experience in training 
leaders such as are now employed by the 
armed forces in their excellent and elaborate 
school systems. Military leaders are taught to 
command large organizations and to plan big 
operations. They learn the techniques of in
fluencing others. Their education is not, how
ever, liberal or cultural. It stresses the tactics, 
doctrines, traditions, and codes of the mili
tary trade. It produces technicians and dis
ciples, not philosophers. 

The men who rise to the top of the m111-
tary hierarchy have 'usually demonstrated 
their effectiveness as leaders, planners, and 
organization managers. They have perhaps 
performed heroically in combat, but most of 
all they have demonstrated their loyalty as 
proponents of their own service's doctrine and 
their dedication to the defense establishment. 
The paramount sense of duty to follow orders 
is at the root of the military professional's 
performance. As a result the military often 
operate more efficiently and effectively in the 
arena of defense policy planning than do 
their civlllan counterparts in the State De
partment. The military planners have their 
doctrinal beliefs, their loyal ties, their dis
cipline-and their typical desire to compete 
and win. The civilians in government can 
scarcely play the same policy-planning game. 

In general the military are better organized, 
they work harder, they think straighter, and 
they keep their eyes on the objective, which is 
to be instantly ready to solve the problem 

through military action while ensuring that 
their respective service gets its proper mis
sion, role, and recognition in the operation. 
In an emergency the military usually have a 
ready plan; if not, their numerous doctrinal 
manuals provide firm guidelines for action. 
Politicians, civilian appointees, and diplomats 
do not normally have the same confidence 
about how to react to threats and violence as 
do the military. 

The motivations behind these endeavors 
are difficult for civilians to understand. For 
example, military professionals cannot meas
ure the success of their individual efforts in 
terms of personal financial gain. The armed 
forces are not profit-making organizations, 
and the rewards for excellence in the mili
tary profession are acquired in less tangible 
forms. Thus it is that promotion and the 
responsibilities of higher command, with the 
related fringe benefits of quarters, servants, 
privileges, and prestige, motivate most career 
officers. Promotions and choice Job opportu
nities are attained by constantly performing 
well, conforming to the expected patterns, 
and pleasing the senior officers. Promotions 
and awards also frequently result from heroic 
and distinguished performance in combat, 
and it takes a war to become a military hero. 
Civilians can scarcely understand or even be
lieve that many ambitious military profes
sionals truly yearn for wars and the oppor
tunities for glory and distinction afforded 
only in combat. A career of peacetime duty is 
a dull and frustrating prospect for the normal 
regular officer to contemplate. 

The professional military leaders of the 
U.S. Armed Forces have some additional mo
tivations which influence their readiness to 
involve their country in military ventures. 
Unlike some of the civ111an policy-makers, the 
military has not been obsessed with the 
threat of Communism per se. Most military 
people know very little about Communism 
either as a doctrine or as a form of govern
ment. But they have been given reason 
enough to presume that it is bad and repre
sents the force of evil. When they can iden
tify "Communist aggression,'' however, the 
matter then becomes of direct concern to the 
armed forces. Aggressors are the enemy in the 
war games, the "bad guys," the "Reds." De
feating aggression is a gigantic combat-area 
competition rather than a crusade to save 
the world from Communism. In the military 
view, all "Communist aggression" is certain 
to be interpreted as a threat to the United 
States. 

The armed forces' role in performing its 
part of the national security policy-in ad
dition to defense against actual direct at
tack on the United States and to maintaining 
the strategic atomic deterrent force!r-is to 
be prepared to employ its General Purpose 
Forces in support of our collective security 
policy and the related treaties and alliances. 
To do this it deploys certain forces to forward 
zones in the Unified Commands, and main
tains an up-to-date file of scores of detailed 
contingency plans which have been thrashed 
out and approved by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Important features of these are the 
movement or deployment schedules of task 
forces assigned to each plan. The various de
tails of these plans continue to create in
tense rivalries between the Navy-Marine sea
lift forces and the Army-Air Force team of 
air-mobility proponents. At the senior com
mand levels parochial pride in service, per
sonal ambitions, and old Army-Navy game 
rivalry stemming back to academy loyalties 
can influence strategic planning far more 
than most civilians would care to believe. 
The game is to be ready for deployment 
sooner than the other elements of the joint 
task force and to be so disposed as to be 
the first to fight." The danger presented by 
this practice is that readiness and deploy
ment speed become ends in themselves. This 
was clearly revealed in the massive and 
rapid intervention in the Dominican Republic 

in 1965 when the contingency plans and in
terservice rivalry appeared to supersede di
plomacy. Before the world realized what was 
happening, the momentum and velocity of 
the military plans propelled almost 20,000 
U.S. soldiers and Marines into the small tur
bulent republic in an impressive race to test 
the respective mobility of the Army and the 
Marines, and to attain overall command of 
U.S. Forces Dom. Rep." Only a fraction of the 
force deployed was needed or justified. A 
small 1935-model Marine landing force could 
probably have handled the situation. But 
the Army airlifted much of the 82nd Air
borne Division to the scene, including a lieu
tenant general, and took charge of the 
operation. 

Simultaneously, in Vietnam during 1965 
the four services were racing to build up 
combat s~rength in that hapless country. 
This effort was ostensibly to save South 
Vietnam from Viet Cong and North Viet
namese aggression. It should also be noted 
that it was motivated in part by the same 
old interservice rivalry to demonstrate respec
tive importance and combat effectiveness. 

The punitive air strikes immediately fol
lowing the Tonkin Gulf incident in late 1964 -
revealed the readiness of naval air forces to 
bomb North Vietnam. (It now appears that 
the Navy actually had attack plans ready 
even before the alleged incident took place!) 
So by early 1965 the ~avy carrier people and 
the Air Force initiated a contest of compara
tive strikes, sorties, tonnages dropped, "Killed 
by Air" claims, and target grabbing which 
continued up to the 1968 bombing pause. 
Much of the reporting on air action has con
sisted of misleading data or propaganda to 
serve Air Force and Navy purposes. In fact, it 
became increasingly apparent that the U.S. 
bombing effort in both North and South Viet
nam has been one of the most wasteful and 
expensive hoaxes ever to be put over on the 
American people. Tactical and close air sup
port of ground operations is essential, but air 
power use in general has to a large degree 
been a contest for the operations planners, 
"fine experience" for young pilots, and oppor
tunity for career officers. 

The highly trained professional and ag
gressive career officers of the Army and Ma
rine Corps played a similar game. Prior to 
the decision to send combat units to South 
Vietnam in early 1965, both services were 
striving to increase their involvement. The 
Army already had over 16,000 military aid 
personnel serving in South Vietnam in the 
military adviser role, in trainlng missions, 
logistic services, supporting helicopter com
panies, and in Special Forces teams. This in
vestment of men and materiel justified a 
requirement for additional U.S. combat units 
to provide local security and to help protect 
our growing commitment of a.id to the 
south Vietnam regime. 

There were also top-ranking Army offi
cers who wanted to project Army ground 
combat units into the Vietnam struggle for 
a variety of other reasons; to test plans and 
new equipment, to test the new air-mobile 
theories and tactics, to try the tactics and 
techniques of counterinsurgency, and to gain 
combat experience for young officers and 
noncommissioned officers. It also appeared 
to be a case of the military's duty to stop 
"Communist aggression" in Vietnam. 

The marines had somewhat similar moti
vations, the least of which was any real con
cern about the political or social problems 
of the Vietnamese people. In early 1965 there 
was a shooting war going on and the Ma
rines were being left out of it, contrary to all 
their traditions. The Army's military advisory 
people were hogging American participa
tion-except for a Marine Corps transport 
helicopter squadron at Danang which was 
helping the Army of the Republic of Viet
nam. For several years young Marine offi
cers had been going to Sm:th Vietnam from 
the 3rd Marine Division on Okinawa for 
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short tours of "on-the-job training" with 
the small South Vietnam Marine Corps. There 
was a growing concern, however, among some 
senior Marines that the Corps should get 
involved on a larger scale and be the "first 
to fight" in keeping with the Corps' tradi
tions. This would help justify the Corps' 
continued existence, which many Marines 
seem to consider to be in constant jeopardy. 

The Corps had also spent several years ex
ploring the theories of counterinsurgency 
and as early as 1961 had developed an elabo
rate lecture-demonstration called Operation 
Cormorant, for school and Marine Corps 
promotion purposes, which depicted the 
Marines conducting a l~rge-scale amphibious 
operation on the coast of Vietnam and there
by helping resolve a hypothetical aggressor
insurgency problem. As always it was im
portant to Marine planners and doctrinaires 
to apply an amphibious operation to the 
Vietnam situation and provide justification 
for this special Marine functional respon
sibility. So Marine planners were seeking an 
acceptable excuse to thrust a landing force 
over the beaches of Vietnam when the Viet 
Cong attacked the U.S. Army Special Forces 
camp at Pleiku in February, 1965. It was con
sidered unacceptable aggression, and the 
President was thereby prompted to put U.S. 
ground combat units into the war. Elements 
of the 3rd Marine Division at Okinawa were 
already aboard ship and eager to go, for the 
Marines also intended to get to Vietnam be
fore their neighbor on Okinawa, the Army's 
173rd Airborne Brigade, arrived. (Actually 
the initial Marine unit to deploy was an air
lifted antiaircraft missile battalion which 
arrived to protect the Danang air base.) With 
these initial deployments the Army-Marine 
race to build forces in Vietnam began in 
earnest and did not slow down until both 
became overextended, overcommitted, and 
depleted at home. 

For years up to 1964 the chiefs of the 
armed services, of whom the author was 
then one, deemed it unnecessary and unwise 
for U.S. forces to become involved in any 
ground war in Southeast Asia. In 1964 there 
were changes in the composition of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and in a matter of a few 
months the Johnson Administration, en
couraged by the aggressive military, hastened 
into what has become the quagmire of Viet
nam. The intention at the time was that the 
war effort be kept small and "limited." But 
as the momentum and involvement built up, 
the military leaders rationalized a case that 
this was not a limited-objective exercise, but 
was a proper war in defense of the United 
States against "Communist aggression" and 
in honor of our area commitments. 

The battle successes and heroic exploits of 
America's fine young fighting men have add
ed to the military's traditions which extol 
service, bravery, and sacrifice, and so it has 
somehow become unpatriotic to question our 
military strategy and tactics or the motives 
of military leaders. Actually, however, the 
military commanders have directed the war 
in Vietnam, they have managed the details 
of its conduct; and more than most civilian 
officials, the top military planners were ini
tially ready to become involved in Vietnam 
combat and have the opportunity to practice 
their trade. It has been popular to blame the 
civilian administration for the conduct and 
failures of the war rather than to question 
the motives of the military. But some of the 
generals and admirals are by no means with
out responsibility for the Vietnam miscal
culations. 

Some of the credibility difficulties experi
enced by the Johnson Administration over 
its war situation reports and Vietnam policy 
can also be blamed in. part upon the military 
advisers. By its very nature most military 
activity falls under various degrees of secu
rity classification. Much that the military 
plans or does must be kept from the enemy. 
Thus the military is indoctrinated to be secre-

tive, devious, and misleading in its plans 
and operations. It does not, however, always 
confine its security restrictions to purely 
military operations. Each of the services and 
all of the major commands practice tech
niques of controlling the news and the re
lease of self-serving propaganda: in "the in
terests of national defense," to make the 
service look good, to cover up mistakes, to 
build up and publicize a distinguished mili
tary personality, or to win a round in the 
continuous gamesmanship of the interserv
ice contest. If the Johnson Administration 
suffered from lack of credibility in its re
porting of the war, the truth would reveal 
that much of the hocus-pocus stemmed from 
schemers in the military services, both at 
home and abroad. 

Our militaristic culture was born of the 
necessities of World War II, nurtured by the 
Korean War, and became an accepted aspect 
of American life during the years of cold war 
emergencies and real or imagined threats 
from the Communist bloc. Both the philos
ophy and the institutions of militarism grew 
during these years because of the momentum 
of their own dynamism, the vigor of their 
ideas, their large size and scope, and because 
of the dedicated concentration of the emer
gent military leaders upon their doctrinal 
objectives. The dynamism of the defense es
tablishment and its culture is also inspired 
and stimulated by vast amounts of money, 
by the new creations of military research 
and materiel development, and by the con
cepts of the Defense Department-supported 
"think factories." These latter are extrava
gantly funded civilian organizations of sci
entists, analysts, and retired military strate
gists who feed new militaristic philosophies 
into the Defense Department to help 
broaden the views of the single service doc
trinaires, to create fresh policies and new 
requirements for ever larger, more expensive 
defense forces. 

Somewhat like a religion, the basic ap
peals of anti-Communism, national defense, 
and patriotism provide the foundation for 
a powerful creed upon which the defense 
establishment can build, grow, and justify 
its cost. More so than many large bureau
cratic organizations, the defense establish
ment now devotes a large share of its efforts 
to self-perpetuation, to justifying its orga
nizations, to preaching its doctrines and to 
self-maintenance and management. Warfare 
becomes an extension of war games and field 
test. War justifies the existence of the estab
lishment, provides experience for the mili
tary novice and challenges for the senior 
officer. Wars and emergencies put the mili
tary and their leaders on the front pages and 
give status and prestige to the professionals. 
Wars add to the military traditions, the self
nourishment of heroic deeds, and provide a 
new crop of military leaders who become the 
rededicated disciples of the code of service 
and military action. Being recognized public 
figures in a nation always seeking folk 
heroes, the mill tary leaders have been largely 
exempt from the criticism experienced by the 
more plebeian politician. Flag officers are 
considered "experts," and their views are 
often accepted by press and Congress as the 
gospel. In turn, the distinguished military 
leader feels obliged not only to perpetuate 
loyally the doctrine of his service but to 
comply with the stereotyped military char
acteristics by being tough, aggressive, and 
firm in his resistance to Communist aggres
sion and his belief in the military solutions 
to world problems. Standing closely behind 
these leaders, encouraging and prompting 
them, are the rich and powerful defense in
dustries. Standing in front, adorned with 
service caps, ribbons, and lapel emblems, is 
a nation of veterans-patriotic, belligerent, 
romantic, and well intentioned, finding a 
certain sublimation and excitement in their 
country's latest military venture. Militarism 
in America is in full bloom and promises a 

future of vigorous self-pollination-unless 
the blight of Vietnam reveals that militar
ism is more a poisonous weed than a glori
ous blossom. 

(NoTE.-The opinions contained herein are 
the private ones of the author and are not 
to be construed as official or reflecting the 
views of the Navy Department or the naval 
service at large.) 

Mr. Speaker, another article appeared 
in last month's issue of Harper's-by 
Arthur Schlessinger, if I recall cor
rectly--entitled "The End of the Age of 
Superpowers," in which it is pointed out 
that we have become a warrier nation, 
a nation concerned with militarism; that 
this militarism has become the domi
nant ethic of our society, and that it was 
the major factor which was leading us 
into the kind of difficulties that now face 
us all around the world. 

On the long run, this kind of a devel
opment in America is bound to bring the 
United States into defeat and decay. It 
is bound to destroy our possibilities, our 
hopes of ever achieving the great 
strength which we all want to see for 
this country. It is this kind of concern 
we have-this kind of attitude toward 
American security. We desire to see 
America great because she has estab
lished her own greatness as a just power, 
as a power able to solve her own internal 
problems, and as a power concerned with 
liberty and freedom around the world; 
but not as a power concerned with en
forcing by military means her own con
ception of what is good for a country. 

These are the kinds of motives, the 
kinds of attitudes towards American se
curity which motivate most of us who 
are opposed to the war in Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, I could say a great deal 
more about this concept of security we 
find today-and I will not belabor it at 
great length-but we find today that the 
greatest demands upon the American 
budget-and this has been pointed out 
by many of the other speakers-are com
ing from our Department of Defense. We 
find that uniformly in the past requests 
for appropriations by the Department of 
Defense have been not only accepted by 
the Congress; they have even been added 
to. The militarists cannot seem to ask 
for enough money, even though they are 
now taking from a half to two-thirds of 
the total American Federal tax dollar. 

This, of course, has happened because 
here in the Congress most of the leader
ship has believed that American security 
and American defense could be bought 
by a proliferation of additional hard
ware. But that is not true. It is impossible 
to buy defense against the kind of threats 
that exist in the world today by adding 
to the already bulging stockpile of nu
clear weapons. 

There is, of course, defense against 
conditions created by mass poverty, by 
mass hopelessness around the world and 
in our own country. However, there is no 
defense, in terms of bombs, against the 
power of ideas which seek to restructure 
the conditions of mankind. These things 
cannot be defended against by the ex
penditures now made by the Department 
of Defense. 

If we do not recognize these concepts, 
then surely our security will become less 
and less strong in the years to come. 
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Unfortunately, what motivates a great 
part of the support by Congress for these 
huge military expenditures and what 
motivates the Department of Defense to 
a great degree to ask for these alloca
tions is not really a concern for the de
fense of this country--even in military 
terms. 

I do not think there is any rational 
Member of this body who thinks that 
any other country in the world is about 
to attack us. They did not attack us 
when we were a second or third or tenth 
rate power. There is very little logic in 
assuming that this great country, mind
ing its own business, is likely to be at
tacked by any other power in the world. 

Instead, what those people who seek 
high military appropriations want--and 
I think most of the time they perhaps 
do not even recognize themselves what 
they want--is to be able to continue 
down this road that America has been 
going on for the last generation~! 
putting a million or 1,500,000 troops 
overseas-of circling the globe with our 
Navy-of having bases in hundreds of 
locations around the world-of having 
our Air Force traverse all the skies of 
the world-and of being able to say that 
at any place in the world the end and 
the political goal which we seek will and 
must be obtained simply because of the 
fact that we have the power to obtain it. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not a defense of 
America. That is a role of militarism 
around the world. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTON of California. I gather 
from the gentleman's statement that he 
has the same mistrust as I do with re
ference to the opinion of the so-called 
military experts-the experts who told 
us in February 1965, that if the Air Force 
were only unleashed that we would bomb 
the Northern Viets, the Vietcong, to the 
conference table; the experts who told 
the executive leadership and the con
gressionalleadership of this country that 
only if we would increase our troop in
volvement, which at that time amounted 
to some 30,000 men-up to a quarter of a 
million men that we would prevail mili
tarily; the military expertise that has 
been wrong time after time in their 
evaluation of this problem in Southeast 
Asia. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Cali
fornia would comment just a little as to 
his view on just how much reliance the 
American people and the American poli
tical leadership should place on the opin
ions of our so-called military experts. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I would be 
happy to do that. But let me say to the 
gentleman that what I am saying is not 
intended in any way to derogate the loy
alty and patriotism or the honest desire 
of military experts to serve this country. 
It is only that they make their judgment 
within the framework that has only one 
value-the value of force. But today 
judgments can no longer be made on the 
basis of this one single value, even though 
there are other powers-other than the 
United States-which st.dl feel this to be 
true that goals can be achieved in the 

world by simple utilization of superior 
military power, and that superior mili
tary strength is all that it takes. 

American military men are not unique 
in feeling that this is true. There are 
persons with a similar point of view in 
every country, including countries that 
we conceive of as being our enemies, and 
it is this attitude-both in the U.S. mili
tary and around the world-which must 
be reversed today. The concept of war 
involving n~clear weapons is no longer 
absolutely impossible to contemplate. 
War under these terms is obsolete today. 
This kind of war would mean destruc
tion of the human race. Yet, instead of 
recognizing that simple and elementary 
fact and proceeding to establish condi
tions under which such war becomes less 
probable, we move in exactly the opposite 
direction and proceed with policies which 
make inevitable such a war within our 
lifetime. 

I do not wish to elaborate at any undue 
-length on this subject. I think it is im
portant to recognize that it is my con
cern--our concern-for American secu
rity and for a realistic defense of America 
which prompts the kinds of expressions 
we have been making about the war in 
Vietnam, the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem, the role of the military, and the 
extensions of American power around the 
world. 

It is not a desire to have America show 
a lack of concern for defense or security, 
or to have America play a second- or a 
third-rate role in the world. America is 
and probably will be for many years the 
world's greatest power and should act as 
the world's greatest power. 

But that does not mean that America 
should take upon itself to give answers to 
problems of every other country in the 
world. 

By way of conclusion, I merely wish to 
say that it pleased me a great deal to 
have two Members of Congress arise 
earlier today and indicate in connection 
with their concern about Vietnam that 
they were not going to vote for war any 
more, and that they were going to refuse 
to approve any additional appropriations 
for the war in Vietnam. I wish to com
mend those two Members for their state
ments, and I wish to associate myself 
with them. 

I have never voted for any money for 
the Vietnam War. I wish to go even fur
ther. I feel that under the present cir
cumstances I cannot vote for any military 
appropriations which are part and parcel 
of the policy of American imperialism 
around the world. I can no longer sup
port, nor will I vote for, additional taxes 
on the American people to uphold this 
kind of policy, and hence I will vote 
against continuation of the 10 percent 
tax surcharge, an issue which will come 
before the House shortly. 

I can no longer vote to allow this 
country to borrow money for militaristic 
purposes. Hence I shall vote against any 
further increasing of the debt ceiling or 
against any bills which would make it 
easier to borrow money to carry on our 
adventurism. And, much as I hate to say 
so, I can no longer support a foreign aid 
program which is primarily the instru
ment of a bilateral policy aimed at carry-

ing out American security policies in the 
underdeveloped world. 

So what I intend to do-and what I 
hope my colleagues will join me in do
ing-is to use the power granted to us 
by the Constitution to make clear our 
stand on these vital issues. If they do so,' 
if they speak up as they should, I think 
that this great body will again assume 
the prerogatives which it was intended to 
assume under the Constitution. I look 
forward to that day. 

Mr. Speaker, I note the presence in the 
Chamber of the distinguished Speaker, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. I am 
happy to have him here, and certainly 
hope that he will participate if he feels 
in the mood to do so. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I am happy 
to yield to our distinguished Speaker. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I would not want 
the RECORD to show that I was silent, in 
view of what the gentleman said in ref
erence to my presence in the Chamber. I 
came to the floor in an effort to be con
structive. I would like the RECORD to show 
that I have cooperated in every way pos
sible with the gentleman's special order 
today, particularly in arranging for the 
attendance of the ladies in the gallery. 
But I wish also to point out that my ef
fort does not indicate my approval of 
the gentleman's statements. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank the 
Speaker. The reputation for fairness and 
generosity of our distinguished Speaker, 
even with those with whom he differs, is 
very outstanding. We are, of course, very 
grateful to the Speaker for it. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr. 
Speaker, I would first like to commend 
my colleagues for having the wisdom and 
concern to reserve this important peri
od for debate on our continuing involve
ment in Vietnam, probably the most 
critical issue facing this country today. 
It is certainly the responsibility of the 
Congress, as a full and equal partner in 
our balanced federal system of govern
ment, to consider and debate both do
mestic and foreign issues. With the 
Nixon administration now apparently 
conducting a full-scale review of Viet
nam policy, I think it is very much in 
the national interest for us to offer our 
thoughts and our counsel in this effort 
to seek sensible goals and objectives. 
As a Member of Congress, I have given 
countless hours of thought and study to 
the questions surrounding our commit
ment in Vietnam; like many Americans 
who are looking searchingly at this is
sue, I have encountered much that is 
doubtful and little that is certain. I 
think the time is at hand for an honest 
appraisal of the situation and a frank 
discussion of our alternatives at this 
point. 

In terms of human life we are bear
ing a tragic burden; in terms of eco
nomics we are bearing a dangerous bur
den. While the peace talks continue in 
Paris, our casualty rates are again reach
ing record levels; while our cities and our 
poor go begging, war spending is con
tinuing at record rates. 

Before and during last year's cam
paign, the general consensus of Ameri-
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can opinion indicated rather strongly 
that patience with this war is wearing 
thin, and that our priorities are seriously 
inverted-that we have allowed what 
was intended to be a limited war with 
limited objectives to become an intoler
ably open-ended drain on our human 
and economic resources. I submit that 
we have no justification for allowing 
those conclusions to be ignored or for
gotten While this Nation drifts toward 
foreign or domestic disaster. Instead, we 
must examine our commitment and our 
objectives in order to determine a rea
soned set of goals and expectations. 

I am unequivocally opposed to any 
further escalation of this war. Again and 
again we have escalated and again and 
again the enemy has matched us, man 
for man, weapon for weapon. The con
:fiict is clearly a stalemate, with neither 
side able to declare victory or willing to 
accept defeat. 

The lessons which the United States 
has learned in Vietnam have been bitter 
ones. The kind of allout military victory 
which we have achieved in past wars 
is not possible in this new guerrilla war
fare except, possibly, through near-total 
destruction of Vietnam, both North and 
South. This is not our objective. We have 
also learned that even the mightiest 
nation in the world cannot expect to 
extend itself halfway around the world 
and easily thwart the plans of a small, 
relatively weak people. These lessons, un
pleasant as they are, ought not to be 
wasted or rationalized; they should serve 
as an impetus for an objective reassess
ment of the situation leading to the 
quickest possible end of our involvement. 

As a member of the House Committee 
on Armed Services, I have consistently 
adrocated full military preparedness and 
the strongest possible support of our 
troops wherever they serve. I do not, 
however, agree with those who view a 
desire for peace in Vietnam as being in 
con:fiict with these principles; full sup
port of our troops certainly must include 
acting to bring them home. 

In 1962, President Kennedy stated 
that though we could aid, support, and 
train South Vietnamese forces to pro
tect their nation, it is still their war, and 
it must be fought by them and won by 
them. I think our experience in this war 
bears our late President out. The time 
has come for us to initiate a major 
shifting of responsibility from United 
States to South Vietnamese forces. Much 
was said recently about reducing our 
present combat force in South Vietnam, 
but it does not seem to be coming to pass. 
Though the President and the Secretary 
of Defense did talk earlier about signifi
cant troop withdrawals, they are now on 
record as saying there is no possibility 
of reducing troop levels now or in the 
immediate future. We have been told that 
the Army of South Vietnam has made a 
great deal of progress, but it is appar
ently not adequate to permit any changes 
in the number of American troops cur
rently in combat. When wil! the progress 
be adequate? How soon will we be able 
to actually de-Americanize this war and 
allow South Vietnamese to determine 
South Vietnamese destiny? This is now 
the longest war in our history. I am 

deeply concerned that a continuing and 
excessive fear of any Viet Cong threat 
in South Vietnam could solidify the 
foundations for an indefinite, costly 
commitment of men and materiel; in 
other words, a long, open-ended Asian 
land war against which we have been 
repeatedly warned for years by many 
leading Americans. 

It is clear that the civilian and military 
ruling class of South Vietnam are not 
anxious to compromise with the enemy 
or witness a reduction in the level of our 
involvement. While billions of dollars 
continue to flow into South Vietnam, 
reports of corruption and war profiteer
ing continue to :fiow out. The Thieu-Ky 
regime is a product of the American 
commitment, and that commitment is 
apparently the only force which can sus
tain that regime. Therefore, can we 
rightly claim that what we have accom
plished in Vietnam is the creation of a 
stable, independent, and popularly sup
ported government, or are we, in fact, 
really an occupying force sustaining a 
regime which will exist only as long as our 
force remains? 

I am well aware that the forces of 
North Vietnam continue to be strong 
and determined; such a threat ob
viously does not disappear overnight. 
Nevertheless, I believe that the most 
rapid possible disengagement of Ameri
can troops, with the Army of South Viet
nam taking over the largest possible 
share of the fighting, should now be our 
primary objective. If the South Viet
namese are honestly intent upon defend
ing their nation, the time is at hand for 
them to shoulder the responsibilities and 
assume the burdens. 

President Thieu's recent offer to hold 
private unconditional talks with the Na
tional Liberation Front is, however, a 
hopeful sign. This con:fiict must ulti
mately be settled through negotiation, 
not escalation, and private talks with 
little fanfare or publicity are likely to be 
the real source of progress in Paris, 
rather than the larger, more open talks 
involving all parties. A logical objective 
for us to pursue would be simultaneous 
progress in both secret and official talks 
in Paris and in a program of military 
disengagement in South Vietnam. It is 
also worth noting that President Thieu 
now appears to accept the belief that 
escalation is not the answer, as he has 
now stated that, in his opinion, a resump
tion of the bombing of the North will not 
constitute an appropriate response to the 
enemy offensive in the South. 

To those who continually insist that 
we are in too deep to turn back, I suggest 
the analogy of the cardplayer who, hav
ing bet the limit, decides to remain in 
the game despite the fact that he has 
already gone too far; he cannot retrieve 
his losses, but rather than accept reality, 
he digs in deeper, thinking he can reverse 
his fate. I am persuaded that our present 
dilemma in Vietnam is of a similar 
nature. To dig in deeper would be a 
tragic mistake. Other obligations, espe
cially with regard to our domestic crises, 
are simply too urgent to permit such a 
massive war commitment to be pro
longed or enlarged. 

. 
We are now at a crossroads; this is 

the time to initiate a prompt and decisive 
timetable for this disengagement. I fear 
the only alternative is to become hope
lessly mired in the quicksand that is the 
endless squandering of our previous hu
man and economic resources. To conclude 
that such a costly burden is in the best 
national interest of the United States 
would be a disasterous misjudgment. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, the Viet
nam war continues as the most urgent 
and pressing problem facing our coun
try. That it must be ended and soon, 
there can be no doubt. The real question 
is the willingness of the American peo
ple to accept the realities of this war, 
and to acknowledge that indeed the 
political issues must be left to the peo
ple of South Vietnam to resolve by 
themselves. This is what President John
son said when he reiterated so often 
the right of self-determination as be
longing to the South Vietnamese. It ap
pears still to be the position of the new 
Nixon administration. This I feel is the 
crux of the problem as well as the heart 
of the solution. 

I am greatly encouraged to hear that 
despite all indications of a military es
calation following the Tet observances, 
that private talks are now endorsed by 
both our Government and the Thieu-Ky 
Saigon regime. If indeed the military as
pects can be resolved by the United 
States and North Vietnam, then it will 
fall upon the leaders of the NLF and the 
South Vietnamese Government to resolve 
the internal political issues concerning 
the future governance of South Viet
nam. This is the prospect for peace that 
promises the greatest hope so that we 
shall be able as a nation to return to the 
real priorities of this century. 

The peace conference in Paris must 
succeed. The military pressures within 
our country to escalate the war must 
be subdued. Instead we must use all our 
efforts to persuade our policymakers 
that indeed the people of this country 
are prepared to accept terms of settle
ment which will bring an end to our 
military commitment, by stages if neces
sary, and which will reserve to the peo
ple of South Vietnam the responsibility 
for determining the form and content 
of their future government. Once this 
determination is agreed upon, then I 
would hope that the United Nations 
would be called upon to preserve the sta
bility of the settlement which has been 
achieved. 

The formula for peace in Vietnam 
seems so obvious to me. I hope that it 
is as equally obvious to our new ad
ministration. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
year since former President Johnson's 
speech urging a prompt settlement of the 
war, and particularly in the 4 months 
since the bombing halt on Hanoi, our 
involvement in Vietnam has become more 
entrenched. The speech and the bomb
ing halt seemingly deceived a lot of 
Americans-they thought the war would 
soon be over, and they have proceeded 
accordingly to halt the protests, stop the 
debate, and wait for the troops to come 
home. 
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The intent of thi~ special order today 
is to alert the country to the continuing 
escalation of the war in Vietnam. For, 
while we had our backs turned on the 
war, the situation has deteriorated; more 
American boys have died; we have in
creased rather than decreased the num
ber of battalion-sized operations by 
American and South Vietnamese troops; 
and we have allowed the Paris Peace 
Talks to dwindle to mere rumors of "pos
sible peace in the unforeseeable future." 
I want to congratulate the various peace 
groups in the country, such as the 
Women's Strike for Peace, which have 
kept the vigil over the interminable war 
in Southeast Asia and have urged Con
gress to reopen the debate. 

The war must be ended as soon as 
possible because so many things hinge 
on its settlement. We are pouring money, 
manpower, and lives into a hole that 
keeps getting larger; it can never be 
filled. The crisis in our cities demands 
attention before it, too, becomes totally 
unmanageable. We cannot seek "peace 
and democracy," if indeed, that is what 
we seek in Vietnam, while we allow the 
conditions which spawn tragedy in the 
cities to go unremedied. We must re
assess our priorities, now-negotiate a 
settlement in Vietnam, and withdraw 
Amtrican troops as soon as possible, or 
we chart a perilous course for America 
which will cost us dearly in human suf
fering. We must obtain peace in Vietnam 
so that we can maintain peace in the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious, that we will 
never "win" the war in Vietnam, the 
enemy clearly is not on the run and is 
prepared to fight for another 10 or 20 
years if we do not decide to come home. 
A negotiated peace among all the parties 
to the war wlll not create a loss of face 
for the United States. In fact, turning 
our attention and treasury away from 
Vietnam and back to our domestic crisis 
will probably increase our prestige among 
all those at home and abroad who are 
still trying to figure out what we were 
doing in Vietnam in the first place. No 
one respects a man who gambles away 
his assets while his children are starving. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their remarks 
on the subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
PATTEN). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

THE WAR IN VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. EDWARDS) for 60 minutes. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, ~11 the gen
tleman yield briefly? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, if I may, in 

noting the presence of the distinguished 
Speaker on the floor, I want to express 
my appreciation to him for having made 
the caucus room available to me today 
so that the ladies from Women Strike for 
Peace may gather there. I know that they 
also appreciate the courtesy which the 
Speaker extended. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. It is a 
pleasure to yield to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CAREY). 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding. 

Perhaps my presence on the floor is not 
as markedly evident as that of the 
Speaker, but I would like to suggest that 
when a colonel of infantry in World 
War II, who has done his share of killing 
and sending others into the horrors of 
war, joins in this debate as a friend of the 
man in the well and one who admires him 
for speaking out and speaking out now, I 
hope it will be noticed to some extent. 

Justice Frankfurter said one time: 
Wisdom is a virtue which comes so seldom 
that even when it comes late, it should 
not be rejected. 

I have gained considerable wisdom over 
the past couple of years. I went along 
with the designs and the desires of our 
military people and I supported my party 
and my President-! had hoped for the 
best. 

During the course of my study of this 
conflict, I found we must do more than 
study and wait and support. And if a 
small collection of Members go into 
the well today to suggest to the State De
partment and to the Defense Depart
ment and to the administration that we 
have had enough of waiting and that 
peace is too precious to wait for in si
lence, then I am closer to the number 
engaging in this dialog than I have ever 
been before. 

I have studied day by day the reports 
of the military in behalf of our forces 
and read the daily bulletins. I read that 
the B-52's are still striking day by day 
and province by province. I read that we 
are moving away from the old concept 
of search and· destroy, but we are still 
engaging in what they call sweep and 
clear, or search and clear. 

This may not mean much to the lay
man, but to me as an infantryman it 
means day-by-day offensive military 
operations. 

I know belligerence begets belligerence, 
and at a time when we are discussing 
compatibility and exchange of ideas in 
Paris, I would hope that a restraint could 
intrude itself upon the military in their 
day-by-day operations in the theater of 
combat. I have not seen this in a suffi
cient degree yet. 

I am constrained to object when the 
commander in chief of the Pacific, Ad
miral McCain, sets forth in no uncertain 
terms a statement of belligerence in be
half of my Government in the February 
Reader's Digest. I suspect Ho Chi Minh 
reads the Reader's Digest, or has it read 
for him, and when he finds out we mean 
to fight to the finish, and the peace talks 
should produce not just a peace, but 
some sort of determination of victory for 
our side, I think that probably has and 

will cost us more American lives, because 
the North Vietnamese were moved to 
fight harder and to fight in response. 

I do not think the peace policy of our 
country should be formed in the Reader's 
Digest. I would hope that would not 
happen. 

I would hope that what the Secretary 
of Defense has learned from his recent 
visit to the theater of operations in Viet
nam could just as well educate us as it 
educates him, and that his communica
tion of knowledge would not be confined 
to the Armed Services Committee. Per
haps it would be fitting for him and for 
the Secretary of State to visit with us 
in this Chamber in executive session and 
tell us what their plans are toward peace 
and their plans toward the reduction in 
hostilities that they have in mind for us 
in the months to come. I would like to 
know. 

I am not entitled to be priVY to the 
high councils of our Nation in the search 
for peace, but I must respond to the 
people who have told me that mothers 
and fathers do not want to go any fur
ther with the war. I must respond to 
them. 

What I know now disturbs me as I 
assess our recent operations in the field. 

I read the calendar. I saw ·;;hat there 
were ultimate preparations made to re
spond to the projected Tet offensive. I am 
wondering if some of our preparations 
did not add to the intensity and the 
ferocity of the enemy Tet offensive. Per
haps our preparations begot the offensive 
to some degree. 

These are military operations which 
are beyond the knowledge of a Member 
of the House. I wonder how long we can 
allow these operations to be beyond the 
knowledge of a Member of the House if 
we are truly to represent all our people 
in the search for peace. 

As I study the calendar I see we did 
respond in February to a degree to try to 
secure some reduction of hostilities. In 
the words of the last Secretary of De
fense, Clark Clifford, I was told we were 
trying to bring about disengagement. I 
thought disengagement made sense. We 
tried it on a unit-by-unit basis, to pull 
our troops back and to pull them away, 
hoping the enemy would do the same. In 
some cases I was informed they did the 
same in response to our initiatives and 
casualties fell. 

If this was possible under Secretary 
Clifford's policy, why is it not still pos
sible today? Can we not engage in dis
engagement in that theater while we talk 
at Paris? These should be a parity of ef:.. 
fort, so that we say what we mean in 
Saigon and we say what we mean in 
Paris, and do what we mean in Saigon 
as we say what we mean in Paris. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I ask unani
mous consent to enter into the RECORD 
an article which appeared in yesterday's 
New York Post, written by Clayton 
Fritchey, entitled "Of War and Words," 
where our actions and our words are in 
diametric contrast. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The article is as follows: 
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OF WAR AND WORDS 

(By Clayton Fritchey) 
WASHINGTON.-Through the COurtesy Of 

official spokesmen, on the one hand, and the 
American press, on the other, this column 
brings you a special report on the progress 
of the Vietnam war: 

"We have the enemy licked now ... He 
cannot even mount another major offen
sive."-Adm. John McCain, U.S. commander
in-chief, Pacific, in the February issue of 
Reader's Digest. 

SAIGON, March 6.-U.S. m1litary forces in 
South Vietnam suffered 453 battle deaths 
during the first week of the Communists' 
current offensive. Not since last May have 
more Americans been killed in combat in one 
week. (Washington Post.) 

SAIGON, February 27.-0n Feb. 6 President 
Thieu said some U.S. combat units 
could begin leaving this year. Today he of
fered this clarification: one and possibly two 
U .S. divisions could leave South Vietnam 
during the last six months of 1969. (news 
dispatch) 

WASHINGTON. March 14.-President Nixon 
said today there was no prospect for re
duction of American military forces in South 
Vietnam in the foreseeable future because 
of the current enemy offensive. (New York 
Times) 

SAIGON, January 3.-It is a large measure 
of agreement among military men that Viet 
Cong attacks these days show poor planning, 
poor execution and poor tactical leadership. 
(New York Times) 

SAIGON, February 26.-More than 1000 Viet 
Cong and North Viet:i:lamese pushed to with
in 15 miles of Saigon today, seized a group 
of refugee villages in Bien Hoa and fought 
their way to the edge of the busiest Amer
ican air base in South Vietnam on the fourth 
day of the enemy offensive. (Washington 
Star) 

SAIGON, January 31.-Premier Huong de
clared tonight that his government's goal 
is to control 100 per cent of South Vietnam's 
population at the end of 1969. (Washington 
Post) 

SAIGON, February 4.-Viet Cong terrorism 
increased nearly 30 percent in South Viet
nam last month, allied officials reported this 
evening. (New York Times) 

WASHINGTON, March 19.-Defense secretary 
Melvin Laird said today that he was accel
erating the program to prepare South Viet
namese troops to replace some American 
soldiers . . . in Congressional testimony last 
May 28 former Defense Secretary Clark Clif
ford said that the South Vietnamese "are 
ready to bear an increasing burden and there
by enable us to level off and in due time 
reduce our contribution." (New York Times) 

SAIGON, December 5.--South Vietnamese 
army desertions have climbed sharply in the 
last six months, allied military sources said 
today. (Washington Post) 

"The enemy seexns to be approaching a 
point of desperation," Gen. William C. West
moreland, Army Chief of Staff, told report
ers last year. (As reported in The Progressive) 

SAIGON, February 25.-American casualties 
rose stea dily today as the Viet Cong's new 
offensive continued for a third day. (Wash
ington Post} 

WASHINGTON, February 26.-Chairman 
John C. Stennis (D-Miss.) of the Senate 

Armed service Committee yesterday asked 
the Pentagon to provide Congress with 
facts-no "rosy pictures"-on the Vietnam 
war: "We've gone along for years with the 
same rosy, rosy picture." 

Mr. CAREY. I think to our friends and 
allies and to our so-called enemy alike, 
we had better begin saying what we 
mean, and that we mean peace, and that 
this be portrayed in actions consonant 
with the search for peace. 

If I were a Vietnamese or a Vietcong 
living in Kontum Province or one of the 
other outlying Provinces 25 miles or more 
from Saigon, and I saw a B-52, with eight 
engines, drop its bombload on my neigh
borhood, whether under the military con
trol of the Vietcong or not, I simply would 
not know and understand the bombing 
had stopped. It would not do me any good 
to know that the Americans are not 
bombing near Hanoi any longer or 
above the DMZ, because they are still 
bombing my hamlet, my village, my area. 

As I study the calendar, again I say to 
my friend in the well, Mr. Speaker, the 
greatest day in the history of the world 
in the making of peace, the rebirth of 
man, is just ahead of us. Easter is com
ing, and Passover. And all men will com
mune with themselves and with their 
neighbors on what we have done to bring 
about the peace. 

Perhaps this is a time for us to urge 
upon the Chief Executive of the United 
States and the administration now in 
power and upon the Secretary of State 
that there is here a chance for a new 
initiative. 

If it is right to respond to the Vietcong, 
to the North Vietnamese and South Viet
namese, in order to suspend hostilities 
for the Tet holiday, and we are in doubt 
about who caused the offensive and who 
carried away the day, can we not, as 
Christians and Jews alike, celebrating 
Easter and Passover, call upon the world 
in the days of Easter and Passover to 
come, to reduce the hostilities now and 
forever, once and for all, with a cease
fire, a suspension of all bombing, and a 
disengagement of forces without delay, 
beginning during the week to come, Holy 
Week and Easter Week? 

No one could mistake our meaning. No 
secret talks are needed, simply the ap
peal to conscience in the world. 

I say again, if I have been late in com
ing to your numbers and adding to your 
words I will have to live with this for the 
rest of my life, with my family, with my 
children, and my countrymen, but there 
are too few here today to hear what you 
are saying and to join in what you are 
doing. 

I am pleased at least on the minority 
side we do have Members present--not 
as many as there are on this side. 

However, numbers are not important 
any more excepting the numbers that we 
hear day after day in terms of casualty 
reports from the other side of the world. 
There will always be another side of the 
world, Mr. Speaker, if we can take and 
continue to take joy or consolation or 
horror from the fact that we have out
numbered them in killing 10 to 1, that 
they have lost 300,000 and we have lost 
30,000. The day of the body count must 
end. Every human being in this world is 

entitled to another day of life. We gain 
nothing when we point to a victory 
against our so-called enemy. The world 
wants to hear only that we have stopped 
killing and that we have done our utmost 
to use our power for peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman in 
the well for giving me this opportunity to 
say in this day and hour that I hope, I 
pray, and I aspire that your numbers will 
grow and that your words will be heard, 
because until they are heard I fear for 
my children and for the children of this 
world because the elders did not stay and 
listen. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. CAREY) for his moving 
contribution. 

I now yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LOWENSTEIN) . 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. MT. Speaker, I 
appreciate the courtesy of the gentle
man from California in yielding, and ap
preciate this opportunity to comment to
day on events that crowd in on all of us. 

We have come a year since the star
tling week when a shaken America lost 
Martin Luther King, Jr., and heard an 
incumbent President announce his de
cision to retire. What a year it has been. 

We round now into another year with 
frustration and impatience abroad in 
the land; with fundamental problems un
attended; with the national malaise 
poised, as it were, in midair; with the 
confidence of the people in their ability 
to affect the direction of their Govern
ment wobbling; with some men talking 
intermittently in Paris and others dying 
uninterruptedly in Vietnam. 

Some have asked why those of us who 
are opposed to the war have seemed so 
quiet during the opening months of the 
new administration. Some have been 
quiet because of the patience traditional 
among Americans toward new Presidents 
as they assume office. Some have been 
quiet because in a national mood of ex
pectancy and hope, noise might fall on 
ears determinedly deaf. Some have been 
quiet in response to President Nixon's 
suggestion in his inaugural address that 
affirmative virtue might in fact reside in 
a period of relative silence. 

But if many have been quiet, none 
have become quiescent. And the quiet has 
come not because the American people 
will accept a decision to continue the 
war, but because they expect a decision 
to discontinue it. 

Why then do some of us speak now, 
when clearly it would be unfair to expect 
a new President to bring peace overnight 
where there has been war for over a 
quarter of a century. 

And indeed, the dilemma is a difficult 
one. For if we speak now, some will say 
our voices may undermine the negotia
tions and thus delay peace itself. And 
some may even say that we betray a lack 
of faith in the good will or the high pur
pose of the new President. 

Yet, if we remain silent in the after
math of recent remarks by the Secretary 
of Defense and in the backwash of de
velopments in Vietnam, we may by that 
silence be helping to seal decisions by 
the administration based on miscalcula
tions of the public mood. Should such 
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decisions lead to a repetition of the 
errors of the last years of the Johnson 
administration, we would all be ensnared 
in the spiral of calamities that must 
then befall America. 

So there is a responsibility to speak 
now, to do what we can to make visible 
the fears and hopes of that vast number 
of Americans who participated in the 
events that led to the collective national 
decision to reverse course in Vietnam and 
to get on with the business at home. 

And we speak in a spirit not of accusa
tion against the President nor of attack 
against his motives, but rather in sup
port of what we hope and believe from 
his inaugural address and from many of 
his comments since then, are in fact his 
goals, too. . 

We hope he will accept our suggestiOns 
and the public energies that will be dis
played in furtherance of these sugges
tions as part of the effort to make it 
easier for him to do what he wants to do, 
to lead where he wants to lead, to make 
America what he wants America to be. 
For we know that President Nixon is a 
man who craves peace for his country 
and for the world as deeply as anyone; 
but we know that President Johnson be-

~ fore him was such a man also, and we 
know how far from peace his course 
wandered. 

Thus the Johnson administration 
found itself caught in what became an 
endless circle of disaster-a disaster that 
became inexorable once policies were 
adopted that were based on logic. t~at 
was as unyielding as it was faulty m 1ts 
premises. Thus, the Johnson administra
tion, in what must stand as a classic 
example of a syllogism in reverse pro
ceeded with :flawless logic from tragic 
error to tragic error, unwilling or unable 
to reexamine original defective premises 
on which the whole structure of its Viet
namese policy first foundered, tottered, 
and then collapsed. We speak now in the 
hope that the new administration is en
gaged in the kind of determined reex
amination of those premises-premises 
about the nature of the war, about the 
requirements of national security, about 
the arrangement of national priorities, 
about the way in which America should 
face her obligations as a world power. 

It seems inconceivable at this junc
ture that any such fundamental reexam
ination would not conclude that the 
purpose of negotiations about Vietnam 
must now be limited to three goals: 

First. To make possible the orderly 
withdrawal of American troops. 

Second. To provide protection for 
South Vietnamese who would rather re
locate themselves than stay on after 
American troops have withdrawn. 

Third. To allow time for the transition 
in both South Vietnam and the United 
States-time during which the present 
Government of South Vietnam could 
take over the war if it should decide to 
do so or could enter into negotiations 
for an acceptable settlement if it should 
choose to do that. 

I would suggest that these goals are 
consistent with the original purposes of 
the American intervention in Vietnam 
and are in fact negotiable now. 

If these are not the goals now being 

sought by our negotiators in Paris, we 
must face again the consequences of an 
endless unwinnable and disastrous war, 
disastrous to the American people even 
as to the Vietnamese. But if these are 
the goals, the American people, even in 
their impatience to have done with war, 
will not begrudge the time necessary to 
achieve them. 

Too much is happening to feel secure 
that these are in fact the goals. Ameri
can offensive activities on the ground 
in South Vietnam have increased since 
the halt in the bombing of the north, and 
Admiral McCain, the commander in chief 
of the Pacific Fleet, and others equally 
eminent, have told us that this is nec
essary to secure a better bargaining 
position. 

The Secretary of Defense has told us 
that he does not think there is a possi
bility "for any American troop with
drawal in any significant numbers," even 
as Admiral McCain assures us: 

We have the enemy licked now; he is 
beaten. 

So once again the familiar contra
puntal ambivalences of pronouncements 
of imminent success and predictions of 
long-range difficulties begin to rain upon 
the American people in the same dis
quieting pattern that led the Johnson 
administration from national consensus 
into credibility gap and eventually into 
discredited chasms where it was aban
doned by the American people. 

And so, with anniversaries pressing 
on the calendar, with young men dying 
in greater numbers than a year ago, and 
with confusion about the meaning of 
events and statements that threaten to 
drown out the President's own words, 
it becomes our obligation to discuss the 
situation and report the facts as we find 
them: 

First. The cost of the war, still running 
at more than $30 billion a year, still pre
empts the resources and energies of the 
Nation. 

Second. The revolt of young people 
smolders in the mainstream and erupts 
with increasing irrationality and bitter
ness at the edges. 

Third. The erosion of American infiu
ence in a world community faced with 
the great problems of Central Europe, 
the Middle East, Latin America, and 
Africa, continues, with sad consequences 
to the best interests of the American 
people and of countless other people 
elsewhere. 

Fourth. The decline of the United Na
tions as an effective force for peace and 
social justice proceeds unchecked toward 
a point perilously close to no return, at 
the very moment when men concerned 
with survival itself should be harnessing 
their best energies to deal with the mas
sive problems presented by new advances 
in technology and weaponry, by the 
population explosion, by the opportuni
ties and challenges of outer space, and 
by the horrors of the widening gap be
tween those who have and those who 
have not, all over the world. 

Fifth. More than 11,000 American 
servicemen are now dead who were alive 
at this time a year ago. A thousand more 
die each month so that this week, the 
total of American deaths in Vietnam will 

surpass the total of American deaths in 
Korea, and this year will surpass the 
total in World War I . 

And all these facts, these leaden re
minders that weigh on the hearts of so 
many men and women who love this 
country, are made ever more unac
ceptable by the additional circumstance 
that our people have in two presidential 
elections voted as clearly as our system 
made possible for change to policies in 
the direction of peace; and by the hor
rifying awareness that no additional 
number of killed or maimed Americans 
can in fact contribute to the national se
curity or protect the national interest, 
or advance the national purpose. 

So before thousands more are dead 
and thousands more are in exile or in jail, 
and before millions more have joined 
those who doubt the meaning of the 
electoral process itself; and before an
other anniversary has come round with 
another commission to report that we are 
not embarked on the great national 
agenda laid forth by the Kerner Com
mission, and before another administra
tion finds itself trapped into inevitable 
error by choosing continually between 
false options and then defending false 
options with inconsistent and sometimes 
dishonest explanations; and before the 
very fabric of the unity of this Nation 
unravels in an acid sea of hate, and self
doubt, and self-recrimination, we ad
dress as urgently as words can manage 
this plea to the President to begin the 
implementation of the reversed course 
which will help to buy the time necessary 
to finish the reversing of course. 

Soon we in the Congress will be asked 
again for the funds to continue prose
cution of the war and then, as before, 
Members of Congress will face the most 
unacceptable of alternatives: . for they 
will be told that to refuse to appropriate 
money to protect our fighting men is to 
consign to death yet more of those 
Americans least deserving to die-those 
Americans who in carrying out the or
ders of their Government have displayed 
a valor and a loyalty to country that 
in the face of the difficulties and un
certainties of the situation which they 
have been placed in must rank with the 
highest such response of our history. 

Yet valor and loyalty do not make 
wrong things right, or senseless policies 
sensible, or hopeless pursuits hopeful. 
So there will be those who feel that to 
vote money for the further prosecution 
of the war is not to protect lives but in
deed to make more certain that more 
lives will be pointlessly lost. 

It is the imminence of this decision 
and the existence of stalemate and esca
lation in Paris and Vietnam that leads 
me then to urge upon the President the 
following steps: 

First, the United States should begin 
at the earliest possible moment to with
draw with all deliberate speed as large 
a part of our Armed Forces in South 
Vietnam as would be consistent with the 
continued safety of those men who 
remain behind. 

Second, this Government should make 
clear to those whom we have supported 
and opposed alike that it is our inten
tion to continue to withdraw American 
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troops from South Vietnam until none 
shall remain, providing only that during 
this continuing withdrawal the Govern
ment of North Vietnam and the Viet
cong will participate in good faith ef
forts to resolve by negotiation the nego
tiable questions mentioned above. 

Third, the United States should re
iterate its willingness to assist in there
location of people who do not wish to 
remain in South Vietnam under new 
circumstances that must arise in any 
peace settlement and to assist through 
international agencies in the reconstruc
tion of the land devastated by so many 
years of war. 

I am convinced on the record of the 
past year that should these steps be 
taken by the .President now, the effect 
would be to facilitate negotiations rather 
than to hinder them, to remove road
blocks between the American people and 
the most nearly satisfactory resolution 
of their most difficult dilemma, and to 
shorten the tragedy already too long 
in progress. 

Should the President take these steps, 
it would signal at last the determination 
of the American people to let the Viet
namese people settle their own affairs, 
and would in fact "strengthen the bar
gaining position" of our negotiators in 
seeking on both sides the quickest pos
sible end to war and the least painful 
transition to reconstruction. 

Once these steps were taken and the 
American purpose were clear, there 
would be new unity in support of those 
who are negotiating, new hope for heal
ing of the spirit of the land, an irrefut
able rebuttal to those who have denied 
the efficacy of the democratic process 
and who would tear it down on the pre
text that it has become irrelevant. 

The money necessary for the protec
tion of the lives of those Americans still 
in the combat area would then be voted 
without the haunting sense that each 
dollar proclaimed as protection might in 
fact increase the likelihood of destruc
tion. 

And above all, the President could get 
on with the pressing national business so 
long deferred and already so difficult to 
address. The recitation of this national 
agenda has become almost a national 
litany, repeated as if repetition somehow 
will remove the need for action. 

The reform of electoral and legislative 
process; the reform of the tax structure; 
the end of compulsory military duty; the 
development of programs to end hunger 
and malnutrition and to place a floor 
below which no American need live; the 
building of adequate houses; the devel
opment of mass transport systems; con
struction of schools and the paying of 
livable wages to teachers and other pub
lic servants; the checking of the poison
ing of the environment so we may again 
breath the air, drink the water, and en
joy the beaches of this fair land; the 
ordering of our relationships with other 
nations in the tradition of the good 
neighbor; the reconstruction of the 
United Nations so that it can begin again 
the painful task of building world order 
where the words peace and justice wlll 
not ring as cynical reminders of lost 
dreams; and, above all, the beginning of 
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the healing of the national spirit, the 
beginning of the accomplishment of the 
revolution in attitudes and values that, 
accomplished in a spirit of national rec
onciliation, can alone make America 
what America must be if she is not to be
come the greatest monument to the fail
ure of self -government in the history of 
the human race. 

It is almost 1 year ago today that 
Senator Robert Kennedy, speaking in 
Kansas said: 

But I am concerned ... that the course we 
are following at the present time is deeply 
wrong .... I am concerned that, at the end 
of it all, there will only be more Americans 
killed, more of our treasure sp11led out, and 
because of the bitterness and hatred on 
every side of this war, more hundreds of 
thousands of Vietnamese slaughtered; so 
that they may say, as Tacitus said of Rome: 
"They made a desert and called it peace," 
I don't think that's satisfactory for the 
United States of America. I do not think that 
is what the American spirit is really about. 
I do not think that is what this country 
stands for. 

We are standing here in this House 
today in the absence of Dr. King and 
Senator Kennedy, with the memory what 
it was they told us to do and with the 
determination that what they wanted 
done will be done even with the greater 
difficulties that attend doing it in their 
absence. 

It is because nothing less than the 
course of the history of this great land 
and its favored people is at stake at this 
moment of anniversary and rededication, 
of despair and opportunity, that we ad
dress ourselves so urgently and prayer
fully to the President. 

We attend his response, patiently, but 
in the hope that he shall not confuse 
patience with acquiescence in too long 
continuing a silence. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to congrat
ulate the gentleman and to commend 
him for his very thoughtful statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I :firmly believe that it is 
of the utmost urgency that the fighting 
in Vietnam be brought to a halt soon. I 
am hopeful that this discussion on the 
floor of the House today will have the 
effect of adding to the sense of urgency 
attached by the White House to achiev
ing such a prompt cessation of hostili
ties. 

Accordingly, I would like to thank my 
colleagues, Mr. RYAN, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. BURTON of California, Mr. 
CONYERS, and Mr. EDWARDS of California 
for arranging this special order. 

Mr. Speaker, for almost a year the 
war in Vietnam has been practically a 
dormant issue. On March 31, 1968, then 
President Johnson announced a partial 
halt in the bombing of North Vietnam 
and said further that he would not seek 
another term as President. Within a few 
days the North Vietnamese had agreed 
to negotiations. And, in an instant, the 
differences between hawks and doves 
were blurred-no longer were doves those 
who favored a halt to the bombing and 
a negotiated settlement and the hawks 

those who did not. In fact, since last 
March the only real discernible differ
ence between hawks and doves has been 
the degree of willingness to tolerate con
tinued death and enormous expense in 
Vietnam. 

But because public positions have be
come less clear and public interest has 
appeared to wane, I do not believe it is 
correct to say that the American people 
attach any less importance to a cessa
tion of hostilities. 

The American people are fed up and 
embarrassed by the war. Moreover, they 
are even guilty, anxious, and tired just 
thinking about the war. 

Vietnam has retreated from the front 
page. Most people have ceased to read 
the casualty reports and the battle ac
counts in the newspapers. The tele
vision news is less replete with film foot
age on the progress of the war. 

How many people have lulled and 
sedated themselves to the issue, wishing 
only that it would go away? 

As I sense the mood, the American 
people basically do not like the war. They 
are not convinced of its necessity, and 
they feel it is not worth the high taxes 
and inflation and death it has caused. 
But, most Americans, too, are stoic
almost as if the war were beyond their 
control. Protests and demonstrations 
are not their thing, and besides they 
seem not to work. And so it is, I think, 
that the American people have resigned 
themselves with a hope and prayer-a 
hope that their leaders will lead them 
out of the war, and back to the work 
of making American life a joyful, sig
nificant pioneer experience-a fulfill
ment of the Whitman vision and the 
American dream. 

At this point what is needed is for this 
popular distaste for the war to be trans
lated into a greater sense of urgency on 
the part of the new administration. The 
public does not condone a honeymoon 
of harmony but inaction on the Viet
nam question. I would hope that this 
discussion today will help translate this 
popular sentiment into that greater 
sense of urgency. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not take the time 
of the House to suggest any strategic 
proposals for a solution. And while I 
seek to convey a sense of urgency, I do 
not intend to limit the public options 
available to the President. Only if time 
passes without sufficient progress, will it 
be appropriate to force specific sugges
tions upon the President's attention. 

For the moment, then, I will content 
myself with one very significant proce
dural suggestion. 

In my view the first step toward any 
solution in Vietnam is for the new ad
ministration to define its objectives in 
Vietnam. In this Congress can be of help. 

It will not be possible to adequately 
assess any proposal, or to make any offer 
or counteroffer, unless and until we 
know what at a very minimum we are 
seeking in Vietnam. 

This does not mean that it will be nec
essary to make public these conditions of 
a minimum acceptable compromise, but 
it does mean that within the adminis
tration it is essential that a minimum 
position be worked out. 
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~oreover, it will be necessary to de
cide what objectives in addition to these 
minimum conditions we would like to 
negotiate, arid in turn to decide the rela
tive priority to be attached to each of 
these additional marginal objectives. 
With these goals well in hand it will 
then be possible to make new and imag
inative steps toward a negotiated peace, 
and to discard those past positions which 
bear no real connection with our mini
mum intentions. 

In the formulation of these minimum 
and additional goals, I believe it will be 
necessary to assess long-range American 
policies in Asia-to put into perspective 
and real terms the roles of the United 
States, our present allies and our pres
ent adversaries. We will have to ask 
whether a particular approach to Viet
nam negates another approach to the 
problems of Japan, or the Philippines, or 
Korea. We will have to ask whether a 
particular type of involvement in Viet
nam will necessitate a similar continued 
involvement in other countries. In short, 
we will have to consider the Vietnamese 
questions in the whole fabric of Asian 
Pacific relations over the long term. 

In the formulation of these goals, too, 
we will have to weigh the merits of solu
tions calling for a continued American 
involvement against those which would 
allow a larger involvement with domes
tic problems. We will have to measure 
the need for our resources in Vietnam 
against the needs for them in other parts 
of the world and at home. In sum, we 
will have to put Vietnam solutions into 
the context of competing demands on 
severely limited fiscal and manpower re
sources. 

It will also be necessary to evaluate 
the situation on the ground in Vietnam 
today to formulate these minimum goals. 
This will mean not only evaluating the 
military situation, but evaluating the toll 
of more fighting on the morale of the 
Vietnamese people and the prospects of 
reconstruction of the Vietnamese na
tion. It will mean evaluating the possi
bility of imposing a solution on the com
peting groups or merely withdrawing 
ourselves and allowing the forces then 
existing to shape a solution. It will mean 
choosing ultimately between solutions 
more or less likely to yield pro-American 
regimes. But hopefully too, it will mean 
evaluating the costs of solutions which 
are relatively more likely to yield pro
American regimes against the backdrop 
of their costs in dollars and lives at 
home, and in loss of respectful public 
opinion at home and in the world. 
~r. Speaker, I think we can find an 

acceptable solution in Vietnam if we 
make these evaluations, and in the proc
ess release ourselves from goals and 
strategies unrelated to prompt cessa
tion of hostilities at minimum cost. I 
most respectfully urge the new Presi
dent and his administration to carry 
out these evaluations and to seek these 
new avenues. The alternative is con
tinued war, and perhaps as our patience 
wanes, a very great risk of further 
escalation in this already overheated 
conflagration. 
~oreover, ~r. Speaker, I am confident 

that after this evaluation we will find 
that-as President Kennedy reminded us 
years ago--this is a Vietnamese war, and 
it will be won or lost by the Vietnamese. 
Our continued military presence can 
only sap the national spirit of the Viet
namese and allow a certain air of un
reality to permeate the thinking of cer
tain Vietnamese. The Vietnamese will 
be able to find a solution to this Viet
namese problem-and a continued 
American involvement may make it 
more difficult, rather than less difficult, 
to achieve this Vietnamese solution. 

Despite the fact that the findings on 
reevaluation of our Vietnam objectives 
may be much different from our present 
and past objectives, I strongly commend 
the exercise to the new administration 
and to my colleagues here in the Con
gress. 
~r. ~IKVA. ~r. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield? 
~r. EDWARDS of California. I yield to 

the gentleman from illinois. 
~r. ~IKVA. ~.Speaker, I commend 

the gentleman now in the well, the gen
tleman from California (~r. EDWARDS), 
as well as the gentleman from New York 
(~.LowENSTEIN), and others of our col
leagues who have partaken in this dis
cussion today. 

The country ought to be grateful to 
the gentleman from ~ichigan (~r. CoN
YERS), the three gentlemen from Cali
fornia .(~r. BROWN, Mr. BURTON, and ~r. 
EDWARDS), and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RYAN) for providing an op
portunity for this body to look at Amer
ica's agony-the war in Vietnam. There 
are some who say that any discussion of 
the war by members of Congress is not 
met because the President is entitled to 
100 days free of criticism. On the possi
bility that there is indeed something 
magic about 100 days-as opposed to 173 
days-! would agree. Indeed, if the pur
pose of discussing Vietnam is to criticize 
President Nixon or criticism in general, I 
would agree whatever the time limit. Too 
many people in public life have suffered 
too much anguish from c1iticism for the 
sake of criticism about the war in Viet
nam. If there is anyone who believes that 
any occupant of the White House can be 
comfortable while the war in Vietnam 
continues, my words cannot reach him 
nor are they intended to. 

I assume that President Nixon, like his 
predecessor and like all of the other 
candidates for President, before and 
after the national nominating conven
tions earnestly desires to see a termina
tion of our part in the war in Vietnam. 

The purpose of this discussion rather 
is to remind ourselves and the people we 
represent that the burden is not only on 
the Chief Executive; that burden under 
our system must be shared by the legisla
tive branch as well. Just as former Pres
ident Johnson pointed to the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution as the authorization 
for our military activities in Vietnam, so 
the Congress continues to possess the 
awesome power to continue, modify or 
terminate our participation in the hos
tilities. 

It has been argued that while the nego
tiations pend at Paris, any public dis-

cussion of strategies or fall-back posi
tions is impolitic, if not downright trea
~<mable. Those arguers forget that the 
great strength and weakness for democ
racy is that ultimate decisions are made 
by the people. I am not suggesting that 
this body or the other body deliver ul
timatums either to our negotiators or 
their negotiators as to when a formula 
for peace must be reached ere some other 
alternative course of action is taken. 

I am saying that every Member of 
Congress bears a joint and several re
sponsibility for deciding, with or without 
the administration, the war and peace 
posture of this country as it relates to 
Vietnam. That decision cannot be dele
gated, not even to our negotiators at 
Paris, let alone to the negotiators for 
South Vietnam, let alone to the nego
tiators for the Vietcong or North Viet
nam. Put another way, is there any doubt 
that at some point the best interests of 
this country, and indeed the world, would 
be served best by terminating our partici
pation in the hostilities even if some 
other team of negotiators, allied or 
enemy, did not agree? I would remind 
the members of this body that former 
President Johnson stated over and over 
again that if the South ·vietnamese Gov
ernment ever told us to get out, we would 
get out. That pledge was not conditioned 
on any reciprocal action on the part of 
the North Vietnamese. 

If our continued participation in the 
hostilities was then, and presumably is 
now, conditioned only on the will of the 
South Vietnamese Government, should 
it not be conditioned similarly on the 
will of the people of the United States? 
Is there not some point when our ca
pacity to continue fighting in this war, 
either because of will or wherewithal, !s 
just as relevant a consideration as the 
desires of the South Vietnamese Govern
ment-or the tractability of the North 
Vietnamese negotiators at Paris? 

As the branch which authorizes the 
size of our Armed Forces, as the branch 
which allocates the wherewithal of this 
country, as the branch which states the 
broad policy aspirations, which the Presi
dent seeks to execute, Congress cannot 
escape the responsibility for its decisions. 
No one will be around to justify or inter
pret the decision or lack of decision by 
this Congress either of which may cause 
the greatest recorded democracy to 
crumble into chaos. We must ask our
selves, and re-ask ourselves, what is our 
breaking point? 

When is the plight of our cities and our 
schools so great that we must devote the 
money and manpower now seeking to 
save Saigon to seek to save Chicago in
stead or New York, or Detroit? When 
does the tension and hostility between 
the young and the not-so-young, the 
black and the white, the have-nots, and 
the haves, become so great that we must 
devote our wherewithal to easing that 
tension and hostility rather than finding 
a modus vivendi between North Viet
namese and South Vietnamese? When 
does the alienation of our youth become 
an anxiety so acute that we must turn all 
our attention to the tears in this society
even at the expense of terminating our 
involvement in Vietnam less than grace-
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fully. The French left Vietnam less than 
gracefully; they left Algeria less than 
gracefully; who is so great a seer as to 
say they did not act from a desperate 
concern for the life of France as a 
country? 

Those decisions-as to when and how, 
and whether-unfortunately are not the 
exclusive agony of the President; wheth
er a President of 60 days, 90 days, or 5 
years. So long as Congress retains the 
power that it unquestionably has, we 
similarly retain the responsibility. No one 
understanding our system can reject the 
proposition that Congress is more than 
a repository of advisory impotency. If the 
country's existence is indeed threatened 
by the Vietnamese venture, who says we 
are powerless? And if it is not so threat
ened, than why are the signs so ominous? 
Why do we now have a huge command 
center at the Pentagon for communica
tion and deployment use for riots and 
disorders? Why does every large city in 
the country, including the District of Co
lumbia, seek more policemen, more riot 
equipment, and express more concern 
about law and order? Why do most of the 
colleges and many of the high schools 
have one brush with disaster after an
other? Has the whole younger generation 
gone mad? Do we really think that all of 
the campus disorders are caused by a 
small group of revolutionaries operating 
with Cuban gold or Moscow gold? Or are 
the young people trying to tell us some
thing? Are they trying to give us perhaps 
the last clear chance to restore domestic 
tranquillity by devoting the great wealth 
and strength of this country to that prior 
item? There are courses that this Con
gress will follow and decisions that it will 
make. If and when it votes on a resolu
tion-such as the one introduced by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MOORHEAD) that it is the sense of Con
gress that we should commence phasing 
out the use of American troops in Viet
nam-this Congress will act. If and when 
this Congress decides to appropriate such 
sums to carry on our participation in the 
Vietnamese hostilities as it deems proper, 
it will have acted. If and when it decides 
that the continuation of our involvement 
in Vietnam must be weighed against the 
possibility that we may not survive our
selves, it will have acted. No one denies 
the primacy of the President's responsi
bilities in terminating our involvement in 
the Vietnamese hostilities. That primacy 
however, does not permit Congress to cop 
out altogether. When all is said and done, 
our misery is less than the President's 
only because we have the company of 
534 Members with whom to share that 
misery. 

The people are no less anxious to end 
American involvement in the Vietnamese 
war than they were in the prior adminis
tration. Most people, as voters, were of 
the opinion that they expressed that 
anxiety when they elected the present 
administration and the present Congress. 

. I know of few candidates who did not 
express themselves as sharing the peo
ple's anxiety. What better place to ex
press a continued commitment to that 
anxiety than in this House-"Where the 
people shall govern"? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, President Johnson won the 1964 
election by more than a 15-million-vote 
majority. Yet 3 years and a few months 
later he found the country hopelessly 
divided under his leadership and he with
drew as a candidate for reelection. 

I hope that President Nixon under
stands what happened to Mr. Johnson. It 
is important for his welfare and that of 
the people of the United States and' of 
the world. Mr. Johnson entangled us in 
a land war in the morass of Asia--a war 
that cannot be won-a war where we 
supported one side in a civil war, a civil 
war that was none of our business. 

Mr. Nixon won the 1968 election be
cause the social, economic, and moral life 
of the United States was devastated by 
this cruel war in a small, poor, Asian 
country, a nation most Americans had 
never heard of before. Nearly 30,000 
young Americans were dead by election 
day, 184,000 wounded. The dollar was 
under attack; inflation had sapped its 
buying power. Outrageous Federal taxes 
had sucked dry the reservoirs of capital 
needed by business and local govern
ments to meet urgent needs in educa
tion, housing, transit, jobs, and environ
ment. Solemn commitments to redress 
the grievances of black citizens had not 
been honored. The young people of 
America, dismayed by the draft, the war, 
and the threat of nuclear holocaust, were 
in various stages of unrest and revolt. 

We trust that Mr. Nixon understands 
the roots of his minuscule victory over 
Mr. Humphrey. He won because Mr. 
Humphrey was looked upon by the 
American people as a coauthor of the 
Vietnam policy. Mr. Nixon did not win 
because of public dislike of medicare, 
Federal aid to education, the OEO or 
the Democratic civil rights bills. He won 
because of the Asian war. 

Mr. Nixon's credentials as a peace 
President are shaky. His past record is 
hawkish. In 1954 he wanted American 
troops in Vietnam to replace the with
drawing French. In 1964 he advocated 
carrying the war into the North. In last 
year's presidential campaign he wanted 
the war pushed harder. 

But in the campaign he promised 
peace. He said he had a plan that could 
settle the war. The Republicans could 
not fairly be charged with the war, es
calated to its present furious level by a 
Democratic President and Congress. 
And Mr. Nixon was elected because of 
his promise of peace and because he was 
the other choice. 

It is now time for Mr. Nixon to pro
duce the peace in Vietnam he promised. 
Any further delay in proceeding to the 
settlement is unacceptable as well as 
immoral. Last week 351 Americans were 
killed in Vietnam, the week before 336. 
Over 10,000 Americans have died in 
Vietnam since the peace talks started 10 
months ago. At the present rate 8,000 
more Americans will die in the next 6 
months. 

A further delay in achieving peace 
might be tolerable if the formula for 
settlement had not been spelled out-
over and over again-by distinguished 
Senators, such as the late Senator Rob
ert F. Kennedy and Senator EUGENE J. 
McCARTHY, experts in Asian affairs, and 

other men and women knowledgeable on 
Southeast Asian affairs. 

The formula has to do with the present 
government in Saigon-the Saigon gov
ernment wants a military victory so thB~t 
it can maintain itself in power. For the 
Saigon regime only military victory can 
assure its continuance because it has 
little popular support and governs by 
terror. 

Senator McGovERN said it best on 
March 17: 

We are trying to win on the battlefield and 
in Paris what the Saigon government long 
ago lost beyond all recall; the allegiance of 
itB own people and the control of its own 
land. 

There is no more time for "considering 
military options," no more time for "improv
ing the bargaining position." In the name of 
decency and commonsense, there must be no 
further continuation of the present war pol
icy, however, disguised in rhetoric or more 
hollow predictions of victory yet to come. 

At this important crossroads for our Na
tion, I would hope that America could reap 
the bright promise of the President's inau
gural address; and that in the spirit of that 
excellent speech, Mr. Nixon will reject the 
counsels of war and move to end the killing, 
and turn American energies back to the solu
tion of our own problems and the search for 
a more decent world. 

The voices of the American military 
are once more telling their old, and sad 
story-"Escalate the war a little bit 
more, bomb Cambodia, start another of
fensive, resume bombing of North Viet
nam, and we will win." 

The truth is clear. Escalation will not 
win any victories in Vietnam. Instead, it 
will increase the total of the dead, Amer
ican and Vietnamese. Today, we have 
more troops in Vietnam than we had in 
Korea, and we have suffered as many or 
more casualties, but we have no victory, 
not even a stalemate. The truth is Amer
ican military forces cannot win a victory 
in Vietnam, except by either killing every 
Vietnamese, or placing one guard over 
every Vietnamese. 

Mr. Nixon, the unholy record of Viet
nam is clear. 

The only option left is peace. 
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 

to the distinguished gentleman from 
California. (Mr. BURTON). 

Mr. BURTON of California. I would 
like to express my own profound admira
tion and thanks to my distinguished col
league from California (Mr. EDWARDS), 
not only for his leadership today in help
ing bring this dialog to those here in 
the Chamber and throughout the coun
try, but much more importantly, for his 
leadership over the past 4 years in this 
hitherto somewhat lonely effort to ar
rest and change the direction of our 
country's policy in Southeast Asia. 

His record has been one of courage 
and principle, his numbers have been 
added to in recent months, but there are 
many more of our colleagues-! am sure 
he will agree with me-whom we need 
before this battle can be won on this 
floor. 

We are grateful to those who have re
cently joined our ranks, and we are even 
more grateful to those in the country
who with their letterwriting and com
munications have expressed their con-



7786 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE March 26, 1969 

cern that this war be ended and ended 
now. I am sure the gentleman shares 
with me my gratitude to all those con
cerned citizens in the land who have 
been so very helpful in this very, very 
important effort to achieve peace. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BURTON) . I cannot add 
words that will say it any better. 

I do hope this dialog we have had to
day with so many Members of the House 
of Representatives from every part of 
the United States participating, will 
have its effect throughout the land, and 
the Congress--the Senate and the House 
of Representatives--will be overwhelmed 
with messages from the people of the 
United States instructing us to do every
thing possible to bring peace--not next 
year, but this year, immediately. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield at this time to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I take this op
portunity to commend the gentleman in 
the well, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. EDWARDS), for his very splendid 
statement this afternoon and for his 
abiding concern with peace and the ques
tion of Vietnam. The need to reassess 
past assumptions has been clear to the 
gentleman for some time, and he has 
constantly and forthrightly brought be
fore the House his deep concern about 
the course of our foreign policy. 

In these endeavors he has also been 
joined by two other distinguished Repre
sentatives from the State of California 
with whom I have been privileged to as
sociate myself this afternoon, the gentle
man from California, Mr. GEORGE 
BROWN, and the gentleman from Califor
nia, Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. These three 
distinguished Californians have been in 
the forefront of the battle to bring about 
a change in our policy toward Vietnam 
and have voted with me against appro
priations for this war. 

We were pleased that our colleague 
from California (Mr. BURTON) was se
lected last August at the Democratic Na
tional Convention to manage and lead 
the floor fight for the minority plank on 
Vietnam. He performed an excellent 
service in crystallizing for the American 
public the issues and in leading that 
fight . 

Although the minority plank was not 
adopted by that convention, it is clear 
that the American people have over
whelmingly supported that plank and 
want an end to the war. 

THE WAR IN VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. BuRTON), is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we have concluded the presen
tation we wanted to make today. There
fore, I yield back the balance of my time. 

THE DANGER OF ARAB TERRORISM 
IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. FisH) 1s recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Gov
ernment now appears to be moving to
ward "Big Four" talks with the Soviet 
Union, France, and England in pursuit 
of peace in the Middle East. President 
Nixon recently met with Israel Foreign 
Minister Abba Eban on this problem. 
And early next month, the President will 
see King Hussein of Jordan, who is com
ing to Washington as the official guest of 
this country. 

I am confident that these initatives 
taken by our Government to effect a set
tlement in the Middle East are based 
upon the soundest premises. I know the 
President is carefully assessing the prob
lem and feel confident that we will not 
find ourselves in the position of being 
trapped into imposing a dictated four
power peace in the Middle East, when I 
am aware that many of my colleagues in 
Congress believe that peace in that area 
can only come from direct Arab-Israel 
negotiations. 

Yet, even as these Mideast moves are 
taken, as a freshman Member of Con
gress, I am puzzled by certain policies 
initiated during the last administra
tion-policies which I feel have borne 
no fruit. One such policy that is diffi
cult for me to understand is our lack of 
response to terrorist actions and guer
rilla warfare waged against Israel from 
bases in neighboring Arab States, es
pecially the kingdom of Jordan. Sporadic 
Arab terrorism against Israel, of course, 
has existed for decades. This was true 
both before and after the establishment 
of the independent State of Israel. It was 
true both before and after the 1967 war. 
Terrorism is not a result of the 1956 or 
1967 Arab-Israeli wars, but was one of 
the underlying causes of them. 

The significant fact though, is that 
these terrorist activities have escalated 
in recent months, and have taken on new 
dimensions and gained new status since 
the 1967 6-day war. There is increasing 
evidence of new purpose, new direction, 
and new importance of terrorism in the 
Middle East. An activity that was largely 
sporadic, seems now to be assuming the 
proportions of purposeful policy. 

Gen. Moshe Dayan, Israel Minister of 
Defense, has recently offered evidence to 
indicate a considerable number of Arab 
guerrillas have been trained in Commu
nist China, and are now operating in 
Jordan as cadre elements. Techniques of 
the Vietcong are reportedly being used 
in underground terrorist warfare di
rected against Israel from Jordanian ter
ritory. There has been evidence that even 
Cuba is involved. 

From June 6, 1967, to December 31, 
1968, the time that an apparent new 
policy and direction of Arab terrorist 
activity was taking form, 1,288 acts of 
sabotage and border incidents occurred, 
in which Israel suffered 282 kllled and 
1,095 wounded. 

On November 23, 1968, a time bomb 
killed 12 shoppers and wounded 60 other 
civilians in Jerusalem. On February 21, 
1969, terrorists again exploded a bomb in 
a crowded Jerusalem supermarket kill
ing two and wounding 33. On March 6, 
1969, a terrorist bomb exploded in a 
Hebrew University cafeteria injuring 29. 

A clear pattern to disrupt Israel's air
line, El AI, is also apparently developing. 
The fleet of eight airplanes have been 
brought under increasing attack: a hi
jacking in Algeria, a machinegunning in 
Athens, and a machinegun and bomb at
tack in Zurich. This is only a rough out
line of the occurrences of the past few 
months, but form a significant pattern. 

In this same time there is increasing 
evidence to make it appear that terror
ists have sought and found a privileged 
sanctuary in Jordan. This has occurred 
while Jordan is being supplied with U.S. 
military assistance, including Patton 
tanks, antiaircraft weapons, field artil
lery, mortars, communications equip
ment, radar, and jet aircraft. It has oc
curred at the same time that Jordanian 
Air Force pilots are being trained at U.S. 
bases under a military assistance pro
gram initiated during the last adminis
tration. 

So we see a situation that even while 
Jordan is receiving the benefit of Ameri
can weapons and training, Arab terrorist 
organizations operating from Jordanian 
territory, such as the "El-Fatah" and 
various other so-called national libera
tion fronts, are receiving arms and train
ing from the Soviet Union and Commu
nist China. The obvious conclusion is 
that either King Hussein is wlliingly 
permitting the terrorists to operate on 
his soil, or he has become so weak that 
he has no alternative than to permit 
such abuses. In any event, the terrorists 
of Jordan have virtually become a state 
within a state. 

We see consistent terrorist violations 
of the cease fire agreement. We are told 
that they are operating independently of 
the Arab States or States from which 
their attacks are launched. We are as
sured by terrorist leaders that no cease 
fire agreement is valid, as they maintain 
that Israel has no right to exist. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the picture that 
raises some vital questions that perplexes 
me. What will be the value of the pro
jected Four Power talks if terrorists do 
not consider themselves bound by any 
agreement which recognizes Israel's right 
to exist as a nation. I raise this question 
as it has been amply demonstrated that 
the terrorists influence the Arab govern
ments, but where is it evident that the 
Arab governments either can or will in
fluence Arab terrorists? 

I question also the wisdom of training 
Jordanian military personnel at U.S. 
bases, at the same time we are training 
Israeli military personnel, especially 
pilots, in this country. I question the 
wisdom of a policy of selling both Israel 
and Jordan identical weapons. 

I raise these questions as the facts in
dicate clearly that Jordan is part of a 
unified military command linking it with 
Egypt and Syria, nations whose military 
establishments are trained, equipped, 
and advised by the Soviet military 
establishment. The fact that the regime 
of King Hussein is so shaky that there 
is the strong possibility of our technical 
manuals and classified equipment be
coming immediately available to pro
Soviet Arab officers and their Russian 
advisers, should also be given consid
eration. We are helping to arm Israel 
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through the sale of Phantom jets and 
the training of some personnel because 
of the obviously mounting Soviet threat 
in the eastern Mediterranean. We know 
that Moscow, both directly and through 
heavy support of the Arab States, is ex
erting not only an ever increasing pres
sure on Israel, but upon the entire Mid
dle East. Should we then assist in this 
Soviet thrust with our arms and our 
training? 

The United States should unequivo
cally condemn Arab terrorist harassment 
of Israel as inimical to peaceful, direct 
Arab-Israel negotiations, and as a threat 
to world peace. The world community 
which holds Israel responsible for acts 
of retaliation against this well organized 
Arab terrorism, should likewise hold 
Arab governments fully accountable for 
terrorist activities that are launched 
from bases in their countries. 

Unless Arab violence can be effectively 
brought to an end by the Arab govern
ments, the United States should view 
Israel retaliatory acts as justifiable and 
necessary responses to the condoned, 
organized harassment of her people and 
property. 

Also, unless King Hussein can be shown 
to be taking effective steps to deal with 
terrorist groups which now flourish in 
his country, it would seem well to termi
nate the present program of military 
assistance with Jordan. For to arm both 
sides under the present situation is self
defeating. As to condemn one side for 
retaliating without condemning the other 
for terrorism is detrimental to world 
peace. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, the situ
ation in the Middle East is complex, but 
I believe that the responsibility of the 
United States there is clear. I believe we 
must pursue a policy of reducing ten
sions with the Soviet Union, so that we 
can take the Middle East out of the cold 
war. In this way alone, it seems to me, 
will the Arab States be persuaded to 
negotiate a meaningful peace. We must 
not seek to impose a settlement in that 
region, because it would be both unjust 
and transitory. No outside force can dic
tate the terms of relations between na
tions and expect them to endure. Mean
while, we must see that the balance of 
power is not tipped in a fashion which 
would persuade the Arab states that they 
could win a war with Israel. We must, 
in other words, match Russian arms 
shipments, especially in modern aircraft. 
If we fail to prevent another outburst 
of hostilities, Mr. Speaker, I fear that the 
superpowers will inevitably become in
volved and that global disaster will ensue. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, it is almost 
21 years since the State of Israel came 
into being. Twenty-one years since the 
ram's hom sounded on the radios of the 
world proclaiming Israel's independence, 
while the Jews of the world wept and 
celebrated. It seemed then as if a corner 
had been turned in the long history of 
Jewish suffering at the hands of the 
Western nations. 

Then the armies of seven Arab nations 
attacked the new state, with the avowed 
purpose of totally destroying her. And · 
once again, the world stood by and 
watched the Jews fight alone. Those men 

and women who only 3 years before had 
left the death camps of Europe were 
once again facing annihilation. This 
time, however, they also had the visible 
support of the world's Jews, which could 
be translated into money and weapons 
and volunteers. And this time there was 
no annihilation. 

Twenty-one years have passed, and 
one must wonder: Was a comer turned, 
after all, on that historic day back in 
May 1948. Or must Israel become just 
another chapter in the Jews' long strug
gle to survive? 

We look around at the world as it is 
today and we must wonder if all sanity 
has been lost. 

We see the Security Council-includ
ing as it does the Russians, the French, 
the Arabs and the Asians--going through 
the motions of dealing justly with the 
Middle East. Going through the motions, 
I say, because no resolution condemning 
the Arabs is justified enough to even be 
submitted. 

We see half the nations of the world 
falling all over each other to villify and 
harass Israel at every opportunity, while 
blindly supporting and encouraging the 
Arabs. And we see the other half of the 
world bending over backward to appear 
objective or neutral or evenhanded. 

We see the world's statesmen rush to 
excoriate Israel each time she employs 
her armed forces to combat the Arab 
terror. And we see the same statesmen 
hang back in total silence while the Arab 
madness reaches out of the Middle East 
to strike in Rome and Athens and Zu
rich and, yes, even in Los Angeles. 

We hear the Soviets and the Arabs, 
echoed by the black nationalists and the 
mindless radicals of this country, call 
the Israelis "neo-Nazis" and compare 
the Arab refugees to the Jews of Europe 
as victims of a "Nazi-like genocide." 

The Israelis are neo-Nazis? The Arab 
refugees are victims of Israel's Nazi-like 
genocide? I first heard those words with 
a kind of sick shock. And then I heard 
those words said again, and repeated, 
and then printed in the newspapers. 
And I asked myself: How is it the world 
can listen to those words and neither 
laugh nor cry nor roar with anger? 

Is there no lie too big, no outrage too 
great, for the world to swallow when it 
is directed against the Jews, against 
Israel? 

All the world is free to examine the 
strength and the depth of Israel's demo
cratic society. And what is she surround
ed with? For the most part, feudal 
monarchies and the military dictator
ships. Nations where political prisoners 
are jailed without trials, executed in 
secret and hanged in the public squares. 
Where secret plots, political assassina
tions and bloody coups are a fact of life. 
Where the bullet-riddled body of a de
posed, elected leader can be exhibited 
on television. Where the news media 
spews out vicious and obscene lies 
against neighboring states and all the 
countries of the west. Not only against 
Israel, but against fellow Arabs, too. 

At this very moment, Israel's future 
may hang in the balance while repre
sentatives of the four powers confer. 
Two of them-Russia and France-are 

totally dedicated to the Arab cause. Bri
tain is, at best, indifferent. And what 
is the U.S. position? 

If Israel was not Israel, but was in
stead some small Asian country, friend
ly to the United States, surrounded by 
countries which had been armed to the 
teeth by the Soviet Union, could we doubt 
then what the American position would 
be? 

Suppose a neighboring government to 
the United States harbored terrorists 
who set off bombs in department stores 
and shopping centers, who machine
gunned American airliners in London 
and Paris, who planted land mines on 
roads traveled by suburban schoolbuses, 
and sent mortar shells across the borders 
into our farms. Suppose such a neighbor
ing government permitted all this, and 
her prime minister praised the terror
ists on national television, gave them 
weapons and money and all sorts of 
honors. Can any of us doubt then what 
the American position would be? 

In view of all this, why has not Israel 
received more vigorous support from the 
democracies of the West? Why is it she 
stands virtually alone? Why has the most 
outrageous Arab propaganda fallen 
upon so many receptive ears? 

We must insist that President Nixon 
keep his campaign promise and see to it 
that Israel maintains military superiority 
to the combined Arab nations, her only 
guarantee against annihilation. 

We must insist that Arab governments 
be held responsible by the U.N. and the 
free world for the actions of the Arab 
terrorists. 

We must insist that no outside powers 
impose a settlement on the Middle East 
which would, in fact, be a capitulation to 
and appeasement of the Arab nations, 
that any settlement be negotiated be
tween and assented to by both parties. 

We must never forget the Biblical 
injunction: 

If I forget thee o Jerusalem, let my right 
hand forget its cunning. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the French 
capon acts as guide dog for the Russian 
bear. Of late I have been greatly sad
dened to see the United States succumb 
to French blandishments regarding 
major powers talks over the Middle East. 
France is not a major ally of the United 
States any longer. She works against 
major American interests at all times, as 
evidence of recent years amply shows. 

France under De Gaulle is now acting 
in the best interests of the Soviet Union, 
slavishly obeying Kremlin orders in order 
to snap up a crumb from the tables of 
the mighty. Now she seeks a Czecho
slovakia-style settlement at Israel's ex
pense through four-power talks. She 
seeks to pull Arab chestnuts out of the 
fire of military disaster. France is seek
ing to set up a situation Russia can take 
advantage of for her own and Arab 
benefit at United States and Israel 
expense. 

France seeks respectability by associa
tion with the mighty, not because she 
actually deserves consideration because 
of great military strength, moral force, or 
a powerful economy. The Gallic rooster 
is merely a barnyard relic, afllicted with 
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military mange and drooping interna
tional feathers. 

How many divisions does France have 
in being? How many thermonuclear war
heads and strike forces for delivering 
them does she possess? Shredded in 1870, 
drained in 1918, flattened in 1940, and 
forced to run like a whipped dog from 
Vietnam, France has as much of a mili
tary reputation as a herring has fur. Her 
economy is weak. Her empire has van
ished. All she now possesses are delusions 
of grandeur and a vindictive leader who 
seeks to ruin America, enshrine 19th
century realpolitik, and destroy Israel so 
Russia may dominate the Middle East. 

The only powers who should negotiate 
are the United States and the Soviet 
Union. France is less than a cipher. For
tunately, the Israelis are already forth
rightly telling all parties involved they 
will not for one instant be dictated to by 
such a gathering. They know better than 
to trust in the fruits of such bargainings. 
If Czechoslovakia was awarded a post
humous Peace Prize in 1938, Israel does 
not seek to match this dubious distinc
tion in 1969. 

As for France, I can only think with 
pity of the shades of her past glory, when 
a Frenchman would never stoop to crawl 
on his knees to the Russians. 

Heroes of Valmy would blush with 
shame. The Imperial Guard which held 
the Charleroi Road until Napolean could 
flee would down their bearskins in rage. 
Paris' defenders in the siege would not 
recognize their posterity. Those men 
buried in the Trench of the Bayonets at 
Verdun would only gaze in stupefaction 
and horror at recent policies of present 
day France. But Pierre Laval would glee
fully understand today's French Govern
ment, recognizing them for what they 
are. 

I do not want to see Americans seated 
at the same table with the De Gaulle re
gime, discussing the fate of the Middle 
East. France has no right to be there. 
Not by might. Not by right. Not by 
courtesy. 

Let America look to her conscience. 
Let the Israelis look to their weapons. 
As for France, as Jim Fiske once said: 

Naught is lost save honor. 

One thing is certain, however. The 
price of a modern Judas has gone up. 
De Gaulle will surely get more than 30 
pieces of ::;ilver. Perhaps 31. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
noted with great interest the statement 
on Arab terrorism by Congressman 
HAMILTON FISH and feel that it is a Val
uable contribution to the formulation of 
policy in a very important situation. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, I have carefully ob
served the evolution of the current di
lemma. Congressman FISH is correct in 
focusing attention on the role of Arab 
terrorists and the service these extrem
ists are performing to the nihilistic 
Communist cause. Indeed, I feel that the 
proposed "Big Four" conference of our 
country with the Soviet Union, France, 
and Great Britain is jeopardized not 
only by Soviet and French bias favoring 
the Arab cause, but by the rise of the 
Arab terrorist movement. Even if the 

Soviet Union, the French, the sovereign 
Arab States, and the State of Israel 
agreed on a settlement, it could be 
vetoed by the terrorists who proclaim 
themselves the only qualified spokesmen 
for the people of Palestine. 

During the forthcoming visit of King 
Hussein to Washington, it is essential 
that we establish the extent of Commu
nist supply of weapons to guerrillas and 
terrorists based in Jordan, the degree of 
Jordanian Government collaboration 
with such underground forces of so
called national liberation, and determine 
whether continued American arms ship
ments to the Jordanian Army, a force 
collaborating with Cuban-trained, Pe
king-trained terrorists, is indicated. 

I urge a careful review of Congress
man FISH's proposals in light of the 
foregoing observations and those of the 
executive department of our Govern
ment. The time has obviously come that 
some assessment must be made by our 
State Department of the insidious role 
of the Arab terrorist front. 

Mr. McKNEALLY. Mr. Speaker, there 
are renewed reports that the United 
States is taking the lead in imposing a 
four-power settlement for the Arab
Israel crisis. I need not remind you that 
this flies in the face of the Western 
World's stanchest ally in the Mideast
Israel. The Israelis want, and deserve, 
the dignity of coming face to face with 
their longtime tormentors. What kind of 
lasting settlement can we expect without 
the protagonists themselves coming to 
terms, among themselves? There are also 
indications that this settlement is to be 
worked out within the framework of the 
United Nations. The United Nations, 
through its Secretary General U Thant, 
has shown us how much objectivity we 
can expect from that organization. U 
Thant seems more concerned with Israel 
retaliation ·that he is with Arab terrorist 
provocations. 

Finally, I would like to point out the 
inroads communism is making in the 
area. One of the Arab terrorist groups 
has finally surfaced as openly Marxist. 
This is the same group which claims 
what they call credit for attacking 
civilian-bearing El AI airlines. 

As a matter of interest to the Members 
of this House, I am leaving for Israel on 
the 3d of April to see at first hand the 
situation as it exists and discuss the 
situation with Israel leaders. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, the people 
of the Arab world are largely illiterate, 
wracked by disease and poverty, without 
the education and organization to enrich 
their harsh desert land. For decades, even 
the wealth of their oil fields has gone into 
palaces and Cadillacs, and above all into 
the armaments and trappings of war. 
For decades, irresponsible leaders have 
turned their people's frustration out
ward-toward the West, and to that tiny 
outpost of Western culture and ideals 
which is the State of Israel. 

Israel has been fighting for her very 
existence too long. Only her arms and 
courage have allowed this tiny nation, 
with less than the population of New 
York City's Queens Cc.unty, to defeat the 
armies of nations with total populations 
of tens of millions. 

This gallant democracy, this nation of 
survivors from history's greatest exam
ple of man's capacity for senseless cruel
ty to his fellow man, cannot be allowed 
to succumb to the threats and assaults 
of her neighbors. And while this period 
of danger continues-until lasting peace 
settlement is achieved-we must main
tain our vigilance in her behalf. 

Since the creation of the State of 
Israel in 1948, the Middle East has been 
the setting for three bloody wars linked 
by border skirmishes and verbal threats. 
These conflicts have been both the 
flame and the fuel of an intense level 
of hatred in the area. 

The loathing and hatred between 
Arab and Jew is an all-consuming thing. 
Why has such mutual hostilities devel
oped? 

As many of us know, the story goes 
back nearly 2,000 years to the expulsion 
of the Jews from Palestine by the Ro
mans in the year 70 A.D. This Diaspora 
marked the birth of a dream harbored 
by Jews throughout the world that 
someday they would be able to return 
as a people to the promised land. At last, 
in 1917, their chance came. Britain con
sented to establish a Jewish homeland 
in Palestine. 

However, the Jews who immigrated to 
Palestine in the 1920's and 1930's, to 
buy land and to create a new state, were 
regarded as unwanted outsiders by 
many of the Arabs, who had been liv
ing in this barren land since the days 
of Christ. Under the yoke of foreign op
pressors themselves for centuries, these 
Arabs dreamed too of an independent 
Palestine. Increasingly, growing Arab 
nationalism and Zionism clashed, often 
violently. 

After World War II, under mounting 
pressure, the British proposed dividing 
Palestine into two states, one Arab and 
one Jewish. The Arabs protested that 
they wanted nothing less than one Pal
estine under Arab control. It might be 
true, they argued, that the Jews had 
been persecuted terribly in Europe. But 
then let Europe bear the cost of solving 
its own conscience, not the Arab world. 

Without first reconciling these grave 
differences, the United Nations adopted 
the British partition plan, and in May 
1948, Israel formally became a state. 
Outraged, the Arab armies attacked the 
new nation, vowing to drive the Jews into 
the sea. But, Israel, even in its infancy, 
had much more spirit, zest, determina
tion, and discipline than the Arabs. They 
were tougher inwardly and outwardly 
than the Arabs. 

Israel did win the 1948 war, but peace 
in the Middle East was not realized. The 
Arab nations steadfastly refused to sign 
a peace treaty for this would have 
amounted to an unpalatable conces
sion-recognition of the State of Israel. 
Instead, they declared they would not 
rest until our Jewish brethern were de
stroyed. 

In less than a decade, the Middle East 
was ablaze again. 

Following Egyptian President Nasser's 
nationalism of the Suez Canal in 1956 
at which time he barred the passage of 
all Israeli ships, and his blockade of the 
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Gulf of Aqaba-Israel's only remaining 
outlet to the East-Britain, France, and 
Israel together invaded Egypt. 

Within a matter of days, Israel had 
routed Nasser's Army and driven across 
the Sinai Peninsula to the Suez. But 
again victory did not result in a peace 
treaty. A cease fire was arranged which 
called for Israel to withdraw her armies, 
and the situation remained as explosive 
as before. 

Since then, the Egyptian Army has 
grown in power-and continues to grow 
in power. Unified Arab command has 
forced Jordan to double the size of its 
Army. Sophisticated weapons-jets, 
guided missiles, and submarines-con
tinue to flow in from the Soviet bloc. 

These arms are a threat to peace. They 
waste valuable development capital; 
they threaten the only near Eastern state 
with traditions of democracy. 

The irresponsible and dangerous na
ture of the course chosen by Israel's 
enemies is becoming more clear to the 
world every day. And our commitment 
to Israel must be equally clear; it must 
be a total one. We owe our Jewish 
brethren nothing less. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to voice my deep concern and out
rage at the increasing level of terrorist 
attacks against the people and the State 
of Israel. These attacks indiscriminately 
made against civilian and noncivilian 
alike, are repugnant to any civilized hu
man being. It seems almost impossible to 
comprehend the depths to which these 
killers and assassins have plunged. The 
blowing up of school buses full of young 
children or the exploding of bombs in 
a university are acts that only can be 
characterized as subhuman. 

The responsibility for the murders 
committed by these packs of savages lies 
not only with the terrorists and their 
sympathizers-for they make up only a 
small percentage of the population of 
the Arab States-but with those that give 
them aid and shelter. These are the offi
cials of the Arab countries that surround 
Israel who let themselves be caught up 
in the demagoguery of the terrorist 
leaders. The spilling of Jewish blood 
seems to have greater priority for them 
than the economic and social develop
ment of their countries. It is they that 
fan the flames of the Middle East crisis 
by refusing to stand up against the ter
rorist. I suspect if they did, the power 
of the terrorist band in their countries 
would subside. 

Backed up by Russian and American 
arms, the Arab States are beginning to 
harass Israel with increasing frequency 
along its borders. They delude them
selves into believing that they can one 
day exterminate the people and State of 
Israel as Hitler's Gestapo attempted to do 
30 years ago. If they attempt this, their 
dream will turn into a nightmare. 

These acts of terrorism must stop. 
If they do not, the situation in the Mid
dle East will reach crisis proportions 
even beyond the current level. The Arab 
States must be induced to control the 
terrorists within their borders and to 
prohibit them from carrying out their 
missions of murder and destruction. 

It is the duty of every civilized human 
being, no matter what his nationality, 
to see that these murders are terminated. 

There is much that the United States 
can do to help leaders of the Arab coun
tries face up to the terrorist marauders 
within · their borders. One mechanism 
is to provide an economic incentive. To 
this end, I have today introduced legisla
tion to amend the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 to prohibit the furnishing 
of assistance to countries in which in
dividuals are receiving training as mem
bers of the so-called Palestine Libera
tionArmy. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend my distinguished colleague, 
the able gentleman from New York. (Mr. 
FisH), for his presentation on the grave 
danger created by the unrelenting use of 
terrorism by Arab extremists. 

It is especially appropriate that the 
gentleman has raised this question today. 
We have just received the sad news of 
the death in a Zurich hospital of a young 
Israeli commercial airlines pilot, shot 
from ambush by Arab terrorists when his 
El AI airliner was attacked on the 
ground at a Swiss airport last month. 
This cowardly attack represents the first 
instance in which a pilot has died of 
wounds inflicted by terrorist hijackers in 
this series of attacks by Arabs and pro
Castro Cuban fanatics. 

A touch of irony is added by the re
ceipt of additional news that the Chief 
of Sta:ti of the Cuban Communist Army 
was wounded by Israel forces when he 
accompanied an Arab guerrilla raid into 
Israel. The Cubans apparently are train
ing and assisting the so-called Palestine 
Liberation Organization. 

I am in total agreement with the gen
tleman that our Government should re
view the provision of arms to the State of 
Jordan in the light of the obvious collab
oration of the Jordanian Government 
with the terrorists. A first order of busi
ness during the forthcoming visit to 
Washington by King Hussein of Jordan 
would be to clarify this question of col
laboration with terrorism. It appears to 
me that evidence is already compelling 
to the point that arms shipments to Jor
dan should be discontinued. 

I wish to take this opportunity to call 
the attention of this Congress to a report 
by Milton Friedman, a veteran White 
House correspondent, on the role of Com
munist China in the Arab terrorist move
ments. The report was published world
wide in the newspapers served by the 
Jewish Telegraphic Agency. 

In the light of the obvious links be
tween the Communists and the Arab ter
rorists, I feel that King Hussein must 
either stand up against the terrorists or 
face the immediate cancellation of Amer
ican arms shipments. 

Accordingly, I include Mr. Friedman's 
report for the information of all Mem
bers: 
Am ARAB TERRORISTS: MAo EMERGING As NEW 

FORCE BEHIND MIDEAST CONFLICTS 
(By Milton Friedman) 

WASHINGTON.-China's chairman Mao has 
incited and aided the Arab terrorist move
ment to such an extent that Washington of
ficials are now newly assessing the Chinese 
role in the Middle East. 

The Chairman wants much more than the 
liquidation of Israel. He hopes to embroil the 
United States and the Soviet Union in a fatal 
confrontation over the "Palestine Liberation" 
issue. 

Chairman Mao's new line, as voiced by 
Radio Peking, is that Washington and Mos
cow, by discussing Middle East solutions, 
have actually entered "a criminal intrigue to 
establish American-Soviet hegemony in the 
Middle East by way of liquidating the Pales
tine question, stamping out the Palestine 
(Arab) peoples' armed struggle, and forcing 
the Arab nations to compromise With and 
surrender to the Israeli aggressors. 

Aiming to perpetuate bloodshed between 
Israel and the Arabs, Chairman Mao has 
termed any pursuit of peace by Arab regimes 
or Washington as "counter-revoluntionary 
political bargaining with the Soviet revision
ists." Any political solution is rejected. The 
struggle must go on, until Israel is wiped out, 
he maintains. 

The Chairman's thinking is that endless 
violence in the Middle East can be exploited 
by Peking. Moscow can be accused of "re
visionism" and treachery if any accommoda
tion is made with Israel. It is hoped this will 
force the Russians to identify with the ter
rorism and the rage Peking seeks to foment 
among the Arab masses. Such identification 
with Arab extremism may bring the Rus
sians into an armed confrontation With Israel 
and the United States, he believes. 

Peking's emerging line coincides With the 
disclosure that Communist China is arming, 
training, and instigating Arab terrorists. 
Hundreds have been to China and many are 
there now. Attacks on civilian airliners, 
bombing of supermarkets and universities, 
mining of roads-the strategy of terror per
fected in Saigon-is designed, Mao-style, to 
convert Israel into "another Vietnam." 

U.S. intelligence has substantiated Israel 
Defense Minister Moshe Dayan's recent 
charge that Arab terrorists are being trained 
and equipped in China. A pipeline has thus 
been established to transport terrorism from 
the Far East to the Middle East. 

The growing Chinese involvement is one 
reason for President Nixon's desire to seek 
speedily a Middle East settlement. It is also 
a factor in Russian policy. But Moscow has 
yet to translate this into a settlement that 
Israel could accept. The Kremlin hopes to 
exploit what it sees as hysteria to avoid 
another Vietnam by getting Washington to 
impose unilateral pressure on Israel to with
draw from occupied territory without a 
genuine peace. 

Peking's main assault, however, is not 
on the rulers of the Kremlin but against 
President Nixon. "Nixon's words and deeds 
indicate that U.S. imperialism will continue 
to go all out to foster Israel and back the 
criminal policy of the Zionist aggressors," he 
declares. The sale of Phantom jets to Israel 
"shows that U.S. imperialism Will never 
change its ambition to use Israel as a tool 
for aggression and expansion in the Middle 
East." 

In Peking's assessment, the President is 
manipulated by such persons as Sen. Jacob 
K. Javits, New York Republican. Sen. Jav
its is described by the Chinese as "a repre
sentative of the Jewish capitalist class." 

Peking has asserted in its broadcasts that 
the Arab people have seen through Israel 
and recognize it as a U.S. base that must 
be destroyed. The Arab terrorist movement, 
El Fatah, is being quoted in the Chinese 
capitol as believing that "the policy of the 
United States is worked out by plutocrats and 
concerns of capitalism and imperialism." 

The Radio voice of El Fatah, "Saut al-Asi
fah," is rebroadcast by Peking with an as
sertion that "whatever tricks the new U.S. 
Administration may play, it can never sub
due the Palestinian people who are deter
mined to carry their armed struggle through 
to the end." 

China welcomed the condemnation of 
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Nixon by an important Iraqi newspaper, 
"An-Nu." The newspaper called on Arabs 
"to carry through to the end the struggle 
against Zionism." 

Peking asserted confidently that, in seek
ing Arab favor, "no matter what tricks and 
sly measures Nixon might resort to, he can 
never save U.S. imperialism from defeat." In 
the Middle East, said Peking, Nixon "and So
viet revisionism have been colluding and 
struggling with each other with the purpose 
of redividing it and enslaving the Arab peo
ple." 

Soviet "social-imperialism" has "stepped 
up its infiltration and expansion" into Arab 
states, said Peking. France hopes for "a.n 
imperialist return to the Middle East," as 
does Britain, according to Peking. So much 
for the Big Four. 

Great changes are seen in Peking with "the 
daily awakening of the Arab people and the 
further development of the national libera
tion movement, particularly the surging of 
the Palestinian people's armed struggle . . . 
The Arab people are now rising up to master 
their own destiny.'' 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members be given 
permission to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
in connection with my special order to
day. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 
_ There was no objection. 

SOUTH AFRICAN AffiWAYS SERVICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. DIGGS) is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may be 
permitted to revise and extend their re
marks and include extraneous matter on 
the subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection· to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, the inaugu

ral flight of South African Airways to the 
United States has arrived today, March 
26. We oppose this extension of the South 
African apartheid system to this coun
try. We oppose this extension for several 
reasons. 

First, this new relation with South 
Africa is inconsistent with our relation
ships with the black, independent states 
of Africa. This inconsistency is well 
known to African states. · 

Just recently, in the pages of the Na
tionalist newspaper in Tanzania, the edi
tor wrote: 

In the final analysis it is not only insin
cere but also criminal on their part to con
tinue soliciting the goodwlll and friendship 
of the Africans while at the same time they 
continue to hob-nob with the enemies of 
Africa. 

He continued: 
If the American government had any re

gard for the conscience of the Africans and 
the suffering of their brothers in South 

Africa, it would not, in the first place, have 
continued to consolidate its relations with 
the fascists of South Africa. 

These sentiments expressed by one of 
the leading newspapers in independent 
Africa echoed the sentiments of a recent 
resolution by the Council of Ministers 
of the Organization of African Unity. 
This resolution stated: 

The Council of Ministers has been in
formed of the air transport agreement con
cluded between the Pretoria regime and the 
government of the United States. The Coun
cil condemns this agreement, and deplores 
the uncooperative attitude on the part of 
the United States Government which is 
contrary to United Nations resol~tions and 
to the assurances repeatedly given by the 
United States itself that it is only some U.S. 
private companies that st111 maintain eco
nomic and trade relations with South Africa. 
The Council addresses an urgent appeal to 
the United States Government to reconsider 
this agreement. 

These sentiments are representative 
of the indignation felt by the govern
ments of the African nations at the cal
lous way in which our Government tries 
to play both sides of the street in Africa, 
or both sides of the color curtain. 

The action by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board in granting South African Air
ways a permit was in clear defiance of 
a resolution passed by the U.N. General 
Assembly in 1962 which requested mem
ber states to act against apartheid and 
the measures specified included one 
which read: 

To refuse landing and passage facilities to 
all aircraft belonging to the Government of 
South Africa and companies registered un
der South African laws. 

But it is not only our Government 
which is trying to play a two-faced role 
in Africa. It is also American commercial 
airlines which practice the same callous 
maneuvers. Pan American Airways for 
instance, flies to a number of West Afri
can states and then uses the facilities in 
those West African states to fly on to 
Johannesburg. I am sure it will not be 
very long before they are faced with a 
choice between abandoning their South 
African trade in order to maintain their 
operations in West Africa. What is par
ticularly ironic about Pan American's 
action is that while they have applied for 
an additional route to Johannesburg 
through Rio, they have also promoted one 
of their black employees to a high-level 
executive position to direct the develop
ment of black American travel through 
the use of Pan American facilities. How 
in good conscience can they advertise for 
the travel dollars of black Americans at 
the same time that they are planning to 
expand their service to South Africa 
services that will not be available to 
!>lack Americans. Black stewardesses, fly
mg for Pan American in West Africa, 
have also been removed from the aircraft 
before it proceeds to South Africa. 

Trans World Airways and Braniff are 
also playing this game. TWA has applied 
to the CAB for rights to fly to South 
Africa as an extension of its current route 
to Nairobi. They, too, are trying to play 
both sides of the color curtain in Africa. 

Braniff, meantime, has applied for 
rights to travel to South Africa via Bra-

zil. Does Braniff, too, mean to affront 
black Americans? 

I am appalled by this callous disregard 
by both the American Government and 
three American airlines of the feelings of 
independent Africans and Americans of 
conscience, both white and black. 

The second reason that we oppose this 
extension of the apartheid system to the 
United States is because of the manner 
in which it was carried out. It is cer
tainly bad judgment and bad govern
ment when an official agency of the 
United States, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, can unilaterally act to extend our 
relationship with South Africa. The 
Board, in its own words, found: 

It is in the public interest to issue a for
eign air carrier permit to South African Air
ways, authorizing it, for an indefinite period, 
to engage in foreign air transportation . . • 
between a point ... in the Republic of South 
Africa ... and the terminal point New 
York. 

This was their recommendation to the 
President who then issued the enabling 
order on November 7, 1968. 

The American Committee on Africa 
has asked the President to now recon
sider this order and to ask the CAB to 
reopen hearings on whether or not such 
granting of these facilities is in the pub
lic interest. The replies to the American 
Committee on Africa by the White House 
maintain that the President has no 
power to reopen the case before the CAB. 
The CAB, on the other hand, has indi
cated that "the matter is now under 
study." 

I do not feel that the grant of these 
facilities to South African Airways is in 
the public interest. I know from personal 
experience that these facilities will be 
available only on a racially discrimina
tory basis. I do not believe that the bi
lateral air agreement, initiated in 1947, 
before the advent of the apartheid sys
tem, is conclusive evidence of the public 
interest. I support the request of the 
American Committee on Africa that they 
be allowed to testify on behalf of the 
public interest before the CAB. If this 
request is not granted, I will consider it 
necessary to examine this whole affair 
through the Subcommittee on Africa of 
which I am the chairman. 

Indeed, it is time that the hearings on 
American-South Africa relations begun 
by my distinguished predecessor, Bar
ratt O'Hara, be continued. 

The third reason why I oppose the ex
tension of apartheid by South Africa 
to our shores is because of the grave in
sult it represents to my fellow black 
Americans. Normally, I consider myself 
the representative of all my constituents, 
both black and white. But in this matter 
I feel a particular responsibility to voice 
the outrage of black Americans over 
this action. 

The foreign policy of the United 
States should be a non-racial one. It 
should be a foreign policy which Amer
icans of all races and creeds can find 
moral justification. This, and any, action 
which extends and expands the relation
ships between our country and the Gov
ernment of South Africa are not sections 
in which we can find any justification. 
The inequities of the South African sys-
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tem toward its nonwhite majority are 
well known. How then can we regard this 
latest action as any other than a callous 
insult by our foreign policymakers to the 
black citizens? 

Already black Americans are sorely 
vexed by the inability of the establish
ment to respond to their very real needs 
and feelings. Black Americans can only 
regard the extension of racially discrim
inatory facilities to John F. Kennedy In
ternational Airport as a retrogressive 
step against the achievement of full 
human rights in this country. 

The fourth reason which causes me to 
speak out against the latest racial injus
tice is that it disregards the growing 
prospects of a Vietnam situation in 
southern Africa. Already the prospects of 
a racial and ideological war in southern 
Africa loom large. The liberation struggle 
in southern Africa has begun. Freedom 
fighters representing the nonwhite ma
jority are already on the offensive in 
Mozambique, Angola, Rhodesia and parts 
of South Africa. We should be support
ing their struggle for freedom. Instead we 
find ourselves increasingly engaged on 
the wrong side. This extension of rights 
to South African Airways is just another 
accelerating step toward engagement on 
the wrong side of human justice and 
liberty. 

This engagement with the suppressive 
regimes of southern Africa if it continues, 
will find us heavily involved on the wrong 
side in yet another country. We are not 
so naive to believe the development of 
American economic interest in South 
Africa does not carry with it the implied 
possibility of action to "safeguard" these 
interests at some date in the future. If 
that happens, then the just struggle for 
liberty and self-determination will take 
on unattractive overtones of race and 
ideology. 

We cannot be comfortable with the 
knowledge that this new link with South 
Africa through the extension of South 
African Airways has just begun. The im
plications of this new engagement can
not be disregarded. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tilinois. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I appreciate the 
gentleman's interest in the subject, and 
also appreciate his alerting the members 
of the African Subcommittee to the fact 
that he would address the House. 

I am sure the gentleman would not 
mind my making perhaps an observation 
just to keep the record clear. 

Obviously the U.S. Government is not 
alone in granting air rights to the South 
African airline. I guess they do have an 
excessive area they serve; Australia, 
among others. They will be stopping in 
Brazil, I understand, on the flight up to 
New York. 

It would seem we are following, rather 
than leading a trend of recognition
that is, through the CAB-of their serv
ice. 

Is thaAi not at least an accurate 
analysis? 

Mr. DIGGS. Well, we need not follow 
the precedents of other countries with 
respect to granting of this airline per-
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mit, if that is the gentleman's point. I 
can think of a lot of precedents that we 
have followed in the wake of policies of 
other countries from which I wish we 
could extricate ourselves. The situation 
discussed in the previous order, on our 
policy in Vietnam, is a classic example. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Again, if the gen
tleman will permit me, the thing which 
disturbs me is the fact that the CAB 
has a complicated enough procedure in 
and of itself. If it is to weigh our do
mestic political considerations or the 
domestic political complications in an
other land, this would place an intoler
able burden on the technical problems 
which are in and of themselves quite 
great. 

For example, I happen to be one of 
the Members who take a dim view of 
the Soviet airline flying into New York 
City, for reasons of the domestic policy 
of the Soviet Union. 

Yet the CAB granted that permission 
over a year ago, and now the Soviets fly 
into New York. I think we are at the 
stage where we are faced with the facts 
of life. If in this particular case the 
South African airlines meet the techni
cal criteria, I imagine on that basis the' 
certificate was properly issued. This is 
an observation that I believe should be 
considered. 

If the gentleman will permit me to 
say so, I was intrigued when the gentle
man did advise us of his interest in this 
subject and pointed out the special con
cern he had that the South African Air
ways was completely owned by the Gov
ernment of South Africa. Out of idle 
curiosity I did check all of the foreign 
airlines which have been granted per
mits to serve the United States and found 
something like 75 percent are entirely 
Government owned. So from a technical 
standpoint, at least, this fits the pat
tern. The lack of private enterprise in
vestment is really not a major concern. 
I want to emphasize that I appreciate 
the gentleman's interest and his position 
and his responsibility in heading up our 
Subcommittee on Africa. I appreciate 
that he is always interested in having 
us probe these matters with as much 
objectivity as possible. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit 

the following list of the airlines I men
tioned: 
Percentage of ownership by foreign govern

ments of airlines which have been granted 
permits to service the United States 

[In percent] 
Argentina ------------------------- 100.00 
Australia-------------------------- 100.00 
Austria --------------------------- 79. 58 
Belgium (another 35 percent owned 

by Government in Congo) ------- 65. 00 
Canada --------------------------- 100.00 
Chile ----------------------------- 100. 00 
Colombia ------------------------- 62. 00 
Costa Rica------------------------ 33.33 
Scandinavia (Norway, Sweden, and 

Denmark) ---------------------- 50.00 Dominican Republic ________________ 100. 00 
Finland--------------------------- 73.00 
France --------------------------- 98.55 
Germany ------------------------- 74. 83 
Guatemala ------------------------ 100.00 
lronduras ------------------------- 19.00 
India ·---------------------------- 100.00 
Ireland --------------------------- 100.00 

Percentage of ownership by foreign govern
ments of atrlines which have been granted 
permits to service the United States--Con. 

[In percent] 
Israel ----------------------------- 50.00 
Italy------------------------------ 90.00 
Janaaica -------------------------- 60.00 
Japan ---------------------------- 58.00 
Mexico: 

Aeronaves ----------------------- 100.00 
c~ ---------------------------- 9.oo 

Netherlands ----------------------- 50.50 
Netherlands Antilles --------------- 90. 00 
New Zealand ---------------------- 100. 00 

~!~~~~-========================= 1~g:gg Portugal -------------------------- 48.00 
South Africa ----------------------- 100. 00 
Spain----------------------------- 100.00 
Switzerland ----------------------- 30. 00 
Trinidad and Tobago --------------- 100. 00 
Union Africain et Malagache (12 Af-

rican governments own a 6 percent 
share each) --------------------- 72.00 

United Kingdom ------------------- 100. 00 
u.s.s~. -------------------------- 100.00 
Venezuela------------------------- 55.00 

Mr. DIGGS. Permit me to clarify my 
reference to the South African Govern
ment's ownership of the airline in ques
tion. It means that all policies control
ling that airline, many of which are 
based on blatant racial discrimination, 
represent official South African Govern
ment policy. It is not a private enter
prise over which the South African Gov
ernment has no control. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Africa, and to commend him 
for bringing to the attention of the 
House the matter of the South African 
Airways service to New York, which was 
inaugurated today. 

As a member of the subcommittee, I 
am pleased that Chairman DIGGS has 
indicated his intention to conduct a sub
committee investigation of the matter. 
if the CAB refuses to reopen the case. 

I too am deeply disturbed about the 
implications of this decision in terms of 
our relations with other African states. 
and in the context of our own internal 
racial problems. 

The United Nations General Assem
bly, in a 1962 resolution against apart
heid in South Africa, specifically called 
upon the members of the United Na
tions "to refuse landing and passage fa
cilities to all aircraft belonging to the 
Government of South Africa and com
panies registered under South African 
laws." The CAB decision directly defies 
that resolution. 

The South African Airways is a de
partment in the South African Gov
ernment's Railways and Harbours Ad
ministration, and thus is not only bound 
to follow the discriminatory policies of 
that Government, but is actually an in
tegral part of it. 

In my judgment, the U.S. Government 
should not expand official contact with 
the South African Government at this 
time, but should instead be reexamin
ing those contacts which already exist. 

In addition to these foreign policy im
plications, I am also concerned about the 
manner in which the decision was made 
by the Civil Aeronautics Board, and 
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question whether the public interest re
ceived adequate consideration. 

It is my understanding that the testi
mony received on the proposed agree
ment was limited primarily, if not exclu
sively, to witnesses of airlines with direct 
private interest in extension of such 
service. On the basis of that investiga
tion, the CAB unilaterally determined 
such service to be in the public interest, 
and submitted its recommendations to 
the President, who in turn issued an en
abling order. 

Since that time, representatives of the 
American Committee on Africa, the Na
tional Student Association, the United 
Automobile Workers, and the Board of 
Christian Social Concerns of the United 
Methodist Church all have indicated 
their opposition to the order, and re
quested that the case be reopened to pro
vide them an opportunity to present evi
dence as to why such service is not in the 
public interest. 

President Nixon has already set a prec
edent for such action, in his reconsidera
tion of the extended transpacific serv
ice, which was originally approved at the 
same time as the South African service. 

I urge the Civil Aeronautics Board to 
reopen this case and am hopeful that the 
decision will be reversed in the best pub
lic interest. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, there 
are several things disturbing about the 
authorization to South African Airways 
to initiate flights from South Africa to 
the United States. 

The most disturbing is the way in 
which it reflects the growing engage
ment of our country with South Africa. 
It is often said that our relationships 
with South Africa are normal, and that 
in their normality we are neutral as to 
the internal affairs of the South African 
state. But "normal" relationships, as 
witnessed by the almost automatic award 
by the CAB of a landing permit to South 
African Airways, bring us closer and 
closer to acquiescence in the system of 
government in South Africa. 

The administrative inertia set up by 
our agreements with South Africa com
pound the inevitable commercial pres
sure toward further engagement with 
South Africa. In the Department of Com
merce, the Department of the Treasury, 
the Department of State, the Department 
of Agriculture, and in the Department 
of Defense, our "normal" bureaucracy 
clears the way for a closer engagement 
with South African society and the South 
African Government. 

In March 1968, for example, our De
partment of Commerce produced a re
port "Selling in the Republic of South 
Africa." This 16-page pamphlet facili
tates the flow of American economic in
vestment in South Africa. The American 
taxpayer, therefore, thus underwrites the 
continuation of a process of deeper en
gagement with South Africa. 

An additional matter of concern with 
the award of a landing permit to South 
African Airways is the fact that this 
move by the South African Govern
ment--which owns the airline-marks 
the beginning of a new propaganda 
offensive in the United States. South 
Africa is seeking to clean up its name in 
international circles. 

The South African Government is ap
pealing to American tourists to visit 
South Africa in a very high-powered and 
high-financed public relations campaign. 
The South African advertisements are a 
cover up for racism. They are inviting 
only white Americans to use the facili
t~es of South African Airways and to use 
the facilities in S.outh Africa. 

Not only will the average visitor, who 
will be mainly interested in the vacation 
aspects of his trip, be shown only the 
good side of South Africa, but he will 
come back and remark to others in his 
community as to how well he was treated 
by the white South Africans. 

Since South Africa is a police state, 
these visitors will not see or hear the 
other side · when they get there. Transit 
camps and black relocation areas are 
hidden in barren country far from the 
main centers. All nonwhite areas are off 
limits without an official permit. Not only 
will the U.S. tourist be unable to make 
inquiry to black South Africans about the 
social system in South Africa, but such 
inquiries, if made, would endanger the 
black South African, for they would be in 
violation of the laws of South Africa. 

Even if a trip to South .A_frica does not 
mean conversion to a belief in its racial
istic system, it does mean aid and com
fort to the white South Africans instead 
of aid and comfort to the depressed black 
South Africans and to the freedom fight
ers who are now launching an offensive 
against the terrorism and suppression of 
the system. 

There are other indications of the 
extent to which South Africa is prepared 
to go in its propaganda campaign. A 
recent issue of the South African Digest 
announced that the South African Tour
ist Corp. is about to launch its biggest 
overseas advertisement campaign in the 
United States. They plan to send a letter 
and brochure in a direct mailing to 250,-
000 Americans, 25 percent of which will 
be presidents of multimillion-dollar cor
porations and 40 percent of which earn 
more than $40,000. 

This is in addition to the almost $2 
million which has been budgeted by 
South African Airways for publicity 
related activities. South African Airways 
has engaged a Madison Avenue advertis
ing agency, Harry W. Graff, Inc. Already 
enticing advertisements are appearing in 
the pages of Holiday magazine, Newsweek 
and the Sunday New York Times. 

It is also worth noting the activities 
of the American-African Affairs Asso
ciation. This group, which claims tax 
deductibility status, has, in fact, dedi
cated itself to the distribution of mate
rials favorable to the racist regimes of 
southern Africa. In their recent report, 
they have indicated that they plan to 
expand their activities in the United 
States. Their budget for 1968 is about 
$108,000, an increase of 40 percent from 
their 1968 budget. Their budget for pub
lications is $67,000, an increase of 80 
percent over last year's. 

This new propaganda offensive in the 
United States coincides with the new 
offensive of South Africa in southern 
Africa. I attach an article from the 
Tanzania Nationalist, which discusses 
the attempt of South Africa to create a 
coprosperity sphere in southern Africa. 

Americans should be aware that the 
arrival of South African Airways in New 
York is only the beginning. It represents 
only part of the effort of South Africa 
to win friends for its vicious system of 
apartheid. 

The article from the Tanzania Nation
alist follows: 

SOUTHERN AFRICAN COMMON MARKET 

The white bloc in South Africa, consisting 
of the industrialists, financiers, farmers, 
landbarons, and intellectuals may differ 
amongst theinSelves on how best to keep 
down the 15 million oppressed. They con
tinue arguing on this in their clubs and over 
copious cups of tea. But today there is one 
important area of agreement where Vorster 
sees eye to eye with the "progressive" Oppen
heimer and that is the need for the estab
lishment of a common market for Southern 
Africa. 

This concept in its modern form originated 
in the fertile brain of the late Dr. Verwoerd, 
the architect of apartheid in its most brutal 
and vicious form. At first the Oppenheimers 
and the liberal establishment resisted the 
idea, not because they objected to it on 
principle, but with Verwoerd's apartheid 
policy having gained South Africa the well 
merited title of "The Polecat of the World" 
there was little chance of any state joining it 
voluntarily. 

The common market pursued by the Pre
toria planners since Verwoerd's death is vis
ualized as consisting of South Africa, Rhode
sia, Mozambique, Angola, Botswana, Nami
bia, Malawi and Zambia. This vast territory 
two million miles in extent world embrace 
45 million people. The guiding principle gov
erning the relationship of states in this com
mon market would be based on political in
dependence and economic interdependence. 
There would be no interference in the inter
nal affairs of each state and they see believers 
in apartheid. (They prefer to call it sepa
rate development) working side by side with 
African states happily for mutual benefit. 
In fact, Vorster in his New Year's message 
forecast an era of unprecedented prooperity 
of black and white states of Southern Africa 
if they came together to fight "Communist 
terrorism." 

The Pretoria planners argue rather elo
quently that South Africa is linked with 
the rest of Southern Africa not only through 
trade but in other ways. Zambia for in
stance is connected by road and rail via 
Rhodesia. A gas pipe line through more than 
a thousand miles from Mozambique to the 
Transvaal. The giant Caborra scheme aimed 
at supplying electricity will strengthen the 
links further. The three ex-High Commis
sion territories now independent use the 
South African currency. A road is being con
structed from Cape Town to Luanda in 
Angola. 

NEW ERA 

These Pretoria planners while not blinking 
an eyelid at the brutal and inhuman ex
ploitation of the millions in their own coun
try, enthusiastically point out that with the 
formation of the common market a new era 
would dawn for all. There would be joint 
exploitation of international rivers, joint 
efforts at water and soil conservation and 
joint efforts at eradicating stock disease. 
There is certainly no shortage of "joint ef
forts", all of which are just paper blueprints. 

In this scheme, there is little attempt to 
hide that it will be South Africa which will 
be the leader and pacesetter. Said Vorster 
arrogantly in only November 1968 at a rally 
in Nigel: "We are of Africa; we understand 
Africa and nothing is going to prevent us 
from becoming leaders of Africa in every 
field." The first step in this grandiose plan 
is to see that the Southern African common 
market becomes a reality. 

Before we examine the implications of the 
Southern African market which will include 
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almost a third of Africa, let us examine the 
mini common market that has been in ex
istence for sixty eight years between South 
Africa and the three ex-High Commission 
territories now Botswana, Lesotho and Swazi
land. 

There is no need to emphasize that the 
people in those three territories had nothing 
to do with this. This customs union · was 
foisted on to the three territories by British 
imperialism when it handed over political 
control to the whites of South Africa in 1910. 

Its essential features have not altered to 
this day. The four aspects of this agreement 
are: 

1. The maintenance of a common external 
customs tariff. 

2. Free interchange for manufactured 
products of South Africa and the territories. 

3. Payment by South Africa to the terri
tories of a share of the total pool of customs 
revenue. 

4. Conformity by the territories to the 
relevant tariff laws of South Africa. 

In 1967, South Africa collected K300 million 
in customs and duties. Its share was 98.6% 
of the total. To put it differently it retained 
K296.1 million and gave the three states to
gether K3.9 million. Of this Lesotho got 
K1.48 million; Swaziland K1.21 million and 
Botswana had to be content with Kl. million. 

The sheer inequality and the daylight 
robbery can only be gauged if we examine 
the estimated budgets of the four territories 
in the period 19u7 /68. 

South Africa: estimated revenue K1438. 
million; Botswana K14.00 million; Lesotho 
K6.3 million and Swaziland K7.0 million. 

This rich state can measure its revenue in 
terms of over a thousand million Kwacha, 
grabbed a lion's share and dropped a few 
crumbs to the three countries. This then is 
Vorster's idea of unprecedented prosperity 
for "Black" states. 

The customs union envisages a free ex
change of manufactured goods between 
South Africa and the three countries. It does 
not include primary products. But the three 
territories have no industry to speak of. The 
British government saw to that. Lesotho for 
instance had its first industry when a quarry 
was established with South African capital. 
In fact this provision had only one aim and 
that was to benefit South Africa for it 
allowed South African manufactured goods 
free entry in these three countries. 

LION SHARE 

But this free entry of South African goods 
came at a time when South Africa was de
veloping its own secondary industry and 
therefore imposed tariffs on all foreign goods 
to protect this industry. What this in effect 
meant was that Botswana for instance was 
prevented from buying a blanket from Brit
ain for K1.10 and paying K1.50 to South 
African manufacturers for a similar one. 

The protection of secondary industry 
weighed heavily against the South African 
primary producers like the farmers. The re
sult was that the South African govern
ment granted heavy subsidies t::> its local 
farmers. But these subsidies did no.t apply 
to the farmers in the three territories. Thus 
the latter had to pay 50n extra on a 100 lb. 
of flour and K1.25 on every 100 lb. of sugar. 

And as far as the South African manu
facture.-s were concerned they benefit for 
they were protected by a duty of 25% on 
clothing and soap; 30% on boots and shoes, 
and 20 % on hardware and furniture. But 
the people in the territories lost correspond
ingly for the goods landed at a higher price, 
wtthout the governments benefiting. 

To illustrate what this means, let us take 
an example. In 1966, Botswana imported 
K12 million worth of goods from South 
Africa representing 65 % of the total in that 
year. Her exports were negligible. If whalt she 
in fact has been paying to subsidise the 
South African manufacturers she imposed 

a duty of 25% then on that alone she would 
receive revenue to the tune of K3. million. 
This is treble the amount of what she is 
at present getting from South Africa. 

The imposition of this tax would make no 
difference to the standard of living for that 
is what she is paying now to buy South Afri
can manufactured goods. Her export to South 
Africa would not be subjected similarly for 
these are small, for Botswana has a large 
unfavourable trade with her powerful neigh
bour. It is not that Botswana, a leading 
cattle country has nothing to export to 
South Africa. Rather Botswana has been 
prevented from entering the highly profitable 
and lucrative market of selling her beef by 
the imposition of stiff quotas. This is being 
done to protect South Africa's own farmers. 

The Pretoria "visionaries" are loud in their 
protestations that in the common market all 
relations would be conducted on a basis of 
equality. But what is the position in actual 
practice? In a common market, there is to 
be free movement of labour between the ter
ritories. But the citizens of the three newly 
independent states have learnt the hard way 
that independence has not altered one iota 
of South Africa's attitude to them. They are 
treated in the same way as the Vorster treats 
the oppressed blacks in South Africa. They 
are subjected to the rigours of the pass laws. 
Group areas Acts and Job Reservations. They 
are subject to the same humiliations and in
dignities as their 15 million black brethren 
who are still unfree. 

No one could rightfully accuse Sir Sereotse 
Khama of being an enemy of Vorster. He has 
stressed again and again that his relation 
with South Africa is good. But even he has 
complained. "If we go into South Africa of
ficially, we do not know there is such a 
thing as apartheid-we are treated in the 
same way as we treat all people in Botswana. 
But if a non-diplomat crosses the border, he 
is immediately hit by discrimination. The 
"non-diplomats" Sir Seretse is referring to 
are the 50,000 Botswana who are driven to 
work in Vorster's South Africa. 

This mini common market has been ruin
ous to the territories. Not only were they 
unable to develop their own secondary in
dustry, but they were subject to legalised 
plunder for over sixty eight years. They have 
been bled white by the iniquitous customs 
agreement of 1910. Vorster rushed to grant 
Malawi a loan of K8 million. To the world 
at large he gave the impression that he 
was the blood donor. But that is not so for it 
is the three territories who are the true 
donors, for he has given to Malawi funds 
which he has appropriated from the three 
territories. 

MINI MARKET 

The Vorsters believe that the emergent 
African states attitude to economics is the 
same as in the mercantilist era where cat
tle, sheep and land were bartered for a few 
beads and trinkets. They believe the intri
cacies of high finance are beyond the com
prehension of the African states. They be
lieve that with a few concessions here and 
there to the governments they would keep 
quiet. But in this they are mistaken. 

The three governments have seen through 
this agreement and they want a revision. But 
the Vorsters so keen to peddle the idea of a 
southern common market are in no haste 
despite repeated requests. Said Sir Seretse 
Khama in opening the third session of the 
National Assembly in Gaberones: "Bots
wana, Lesotho and Swaziland are not find
ing it easy to negotiate a more favourable 
customs agreement with South Africa. In 
view of the frequently desire for friendly 
co-operation by South African government, 
I am hopeful for an imminent and success
ful conclusion to the present negotiations 
in the spirit of good neighbourliness . . . " 
And turning to Africa he added "In the 
meantime, Botswana will continue to ex-

plore means of improving trade relations 
with other African countries." 

In two important respects, Southern Afri
ca is tied to the apron strongs of the Vorsters 
and Oppenheimers. These are through capi
tal and labour. Although no precise figures 
are available for each country, it is well 
known that giant monopolies like the Anglo
American, Rembrandt, General Mining and 
other institutions like the Netherlands Bank, 
SANTAM have subsidiaries or branches in 
these territories. In Botswana these would 
be prospecting for diamonds and coal. In 
Angola and Mozambique, it is for oil. Some 
of the large capital projects like the Kunene 
Oxbow, and the Giant Caborra Bassa Dam 
are being backed with South African finance. 
Lesotho's first industrial enterprise, a quarry 
has been established with South African 
capital. In Swaziland one third of the coun
try's agricultural exports are from SOuth 
African farmers operating there. 

Zambia has about K100 million invested 
mainly in the copper mines. In Rhodesia 
such has been the massive penetration of 
South African capital that the people in 
high places refer to Rhodesia's and South 
Africa's economies as being complementary 
which is another way of saying that this 
country has become the satellite of South 
Africa. And Smith has been told that should 
he settle with Wilson, then he could expect 
another "bonus" of over KlOO million just 
waiting to be invested. Over K200 million is 
lying idle in South Africa and the financiers 
are reluctant to invest because the climate 
is not proper. 

CHEAP LABOR 

It was British imperialism that tied the 
various Southern African territories to the 
South African mining economy. This was 
over seventy years ago and they had to sup
ply cheap labour to the then and now the 
largest industry in Africa. This employs over 
half a million workers ranking it in the 
same category as the auto industry in the 
USA. The tie was based on recruited sys
tem of labour and the worker was sent 
back to territories once there was no use 
for him. 

Recruitment was developed into a fine art 
WANELA (Witwatersrand Recruiting Orga
nisation) not reluctant to use aircraft to 
transport the thousands of workers from the 
most inaccessible places to the mines. In 
1965, it was estimated that South Africa 
used 497,000 workers from outside of the 
territories of which 294,000 were recruited. 
A partial breakup of the latter figures show 
where the labour was recruited. 

Lesotho: 61,000; Botswana: 20,000; Malawi: 
30,000; Mozambique: 102,000 and Swaziland: 
12,000. 

These are figures of recruited labour only. 
Lesotho for instance with a population of 
700,000 (1965) sent out 180,000 to work in 
South Africa. Malawi has over 80,000 of its 
citizens there, while Sir Seretse Khama has 
estimated that 50,000 of his citizens are 
in South Africa. Zambia on the attainment 
of independence stopped this recruitment 
to the anger of W ANELA. 

Today South Africa is proud when it is 
described as "the only industrial complex, 
south of Milan. It already produces 3.5 mil
lion tons of steel, uses 57% of the con
tinent's electricity. It also boasts that its 
group industrial production is 80 % of the 
entire continent. And there is no shortage 
of money in the large finance houses in 
South Africa. Oppenheimer who was not 
able to find a mere K20 million to expand 
the copper mining in Zambia and therefore 
had to borrow from Japan on unfavourable 
terms is building a mammoth complex of 
steel plants worth K117 million in the Trans
vaal. The financiers have plenty of capital 
to export. 

This surplus capital has been generated 
due to an ingenious system of exploitation 
unparalleled anywhere in the world. Should 
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this be used anywhere else in the world, 
there would have been a scandal long ago. 
But it was possible in South Africa for the 
exploited people were black and those who 
benefited were the white financiers. 

British imperialism evolved this system 
in the era of Rhodes and all the successive 
South African governments have continued 
with this outrage known as the migratory 
labour system. 

It is well known that it is the labour 
power of the workers that create any wealth 
in society. But for the labour power to be 
generated continuously the worker has to 
be fed, housed and clothed. His wage is 
intended to cover that. But since it has to 
be continuous over generations this wage is 
intended to cover food, clothing and housing 
for the children and wife as well. It is on 
this that the minimum wage is calculated. 
Wives and children are included because they 
wm provide the labour force of the future 
when the worker is himself too old to work. 

MINIMUM WAGE 

But the South African migratory system 
gets out of that in the most cunning way. 
They provide food clothing and shelter as 
long as he is in employment, and exclude 
his wife and children from their calculation, 
for they are hundreds of miles away. Under 
the migratory system the wives and chil
dren are left in the reserves or in the ter
ritories. Here they may have a patch of 
ground and a few animals if they are lucky. 
With that they have to feed for themselves. 
The worker on the completion of the con
tract joins them for a few weeks when eco
nomic considerations force him back to the 
land. 

In practical terms this is how it works out. 
A white miner on the aver91ge gets K 140 a 
month. This is what the Oppenheimers re
gard as a minimum wage to feed, house and 
clothe himself and his family. But an African 
miner only gets K 14 a month. This is what 
the Oppenheimers think an African needs 
to clothe, feed and house himself. The apol
ogists try to explain the difference by saying 
that the one is sk1lled and the other un
skilled. That is not true for it is the blacks 
who do the skilled jobs in the mines. 

In any event the ratio between the skilled 
and unskilled workers is that the latter gets 
80% of the former in mines in Australia, 
Canada and America. Thus from the capital
ists own standards, the Oppenheimers are 
guilty of the worst possible cheating known 
to modern history. They are guilty of pinch
Ing from the mouths of black children and 
their mothers. They take what belong to the 
worker's wives and children and pocket these 
in the form of higher dividends and increased 
profits. From the proceeds of this legalised 
robbery, they hand out a few thousands to 
various cultural, scientific and artistic bodies 
in order to worm their way as patrons of 
these. 

The South African state legalises this rob
bery in a hundred ways, by not only enforc
ing this migratory system, but heaping law 
upon law specifically designed at controll1ng 
and suppressing him. Apart from the taxes, 
it shares in the exploitation in another way. 

The task of a modern state is to see to it 
that those who produce the wealth in society 
are provided with certain basic essentials, 
necessary for their existence and develop
ment. Thus in all modern societies, provision 
is made in the budgets for the establishment 
of schools, hospitals, cUnics, roads and other 
means of communications. But there is no 
such provision in the South African budget 
for the 497,000 migrant workers and their 
fammes. It is the territories to provide f'br 
all that for the worker and his family. When 
the children are grown up, that is when they 
are in a position to contribute to society by 
their own labour, South Africa now steps in 
and snatches them. 

They are put to work to create the wealth 
for South Africa. They remain there as long 

as they have the labour powers to create the 
wealth. Once they are sick, from the miners 

. pthisis, or become too old to work, then they 
are dumped back to the territories. In other 
societies these workers get a pension, but 
then South Africa does not regard them as 
those who should get pensions. In any event 
it is the territories responsibllity. They have 
to look after him t111 he dies. 
- The South African state makes the best 

of both worlds. It squeezes labour from about 
half a mlllion workers without accepting one 
iota of responsib111ty. It appropriates the 
surplus which the worker generates while 
it gives to others the responsib111ty of care 
at a time when he cannot contribute to the 
society. 

One of the reasons why the economies of 
these countries are not developed is precisely 
because the able bodied men who would 
produce the wealth in society are in South 
Africa. 

STEP LADDER 

The money which the South African state 
saves is really money that belongs to the 
territories. If it gives aid to Malawi, it is in 
fact giving what really belongs to the terri
tories. It is appropriation of such surplus 
that South Africa from being a mere semi
colony has become one of the developed na
tions of the world. If it has climbed high 
then its step ladder has been the backs and 
shoulders of the African people. 

It is this relationship which it wants to 
entrench in the Southern African common 
market. South Africa wants the black worker 
in the most productive years of his life, while 
before and after that is when young and old, 
the territories wlll be responsible. In this way, 
South Africa will become richer and richer 
while its "partners in the common market,. 
will become poorer and poorer. In this way, 
South Africa hopes to dominate Africa, and 
at the same time become one of the richest 
countries in the world. 

One obstacle that stands in the way 
of Vorster and his financiers schemes is 
ZAMBIA. Unlike some of the leaders of 
African states who have publicly stated their 
desire to join such a community," Zambia 
has made it clear that it will have none of 
it. This is despite the fact that departing im
perialism had tied her economy to that of the 
south. 

Zambia being landlocked had to rely on 
the south both for her imports and exports. 
Zambia began to look for alternative routes 
and when Smith illegally seized power in 
Rhodesia, Zambia realized how right it was 
in its original suggestion for Smith had 
blackmailed her on a number of measures. 
It was that Dr. Kaunda had in mind when 
accepting the principle of the construction 
of the TANZAM railway he said: "All we want 
to see is TANZAM railway being built so that 
we are never again dependent on the route 
to the south." Zambia thus looked: to the 
North to Tanzania and the other East African 
states for co-operation and large regional 
unity. 

The Pretorian planners cannot view the 
direction that Zambia is pursuing with alarm 
and hatred. It threatens their grandiose 
schemes and to reduce them to mere bubbles. 

Firstly, on the attainment of independence, 
Zambia stopped WANELA, that recruiting 
organization from the Chamber of mines 
from operating in her territory. It rightly 
regarded it as an insult to the dignity of the 
young nation. But more was involved. In 
taking this action, Zambia was saying that it 
was possible for Zambians to live a life free 
from insult, discrimination, and degradation. 
WANELA's road was one where the workers 
would be doomed to lead a life of unskilled 
workers with a miserable wage. The new way 
that Zambia showed was that although there 
would be initial difficulty, it would be one 
where they could rise to the highest in Zam
bia society. 

Now what worries W ANELA and the others 
is not the number of those recruited, for in 
the overall picture these were small and 
hence could easily be replaced. But it was 
the principle of it. If Zambia could cut this 
tie forged by imperialism and get away with 
it, then other states who believed that they 
would become bankrupt if they stopped 
labour would also follow suit. If this came 
about, the whole edifice on which this sys
tem of exploitation had been built would 
indeed be in serious jeopardy. It would seri
ously affect the long term strategy of domi
nating Africa. 

Secondly, Zambia is the only country whose 
resources are such that if and when com
pletely harnessed could be a real competitor 
to South Africa. At present South Africa's 
revenue for her 18 mill1on people is about 
K 1400 mill1on (1968); Zambia with her 4 
million stands at K 300 million, which is al
most the same in relation to the population. 
In comparison, the total amount for 
Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland is under 
K 30 million. 

REAL COMPETITOR 

Today, despite South Africa's outward 
prosperity, there is increased poverty not only 
for the blacks which is well known, but also 
for the whites. The Tomlinson Committee's 
Report recently (not to be confused with the 
Tomlinson Commission's report) stated that 
half of the South Africa's farmers are bank
rupt. Amongst other things, one of the chief 
factors has been the high cost of land. In 
this respect Zambia's agricultural policy is 
superior to that of South Africa, for it is 
based in co-operatives with state ownership 
of land. 

Thirdly, Zambia through her deeds has 
shown what an independent African state 
can do if it has the resources. At present there 
are 70 000 Africans in secondary and high 
school~ in South Africa. This is Vorster's 
boast of what he has done for the Africans. 
But this is almost after over sixty years of 
rule for over 13 million people. Zambia with 
less than a third of the population has 40,000 
in this category within four years. It shows 
that Zambia is really interested, while in 
South Africa education growth has been 
deliberately stunted. 

However, the biggest crime in their eyes is 
that Zambia has gone ahead with Tanzania 
and China to build the railway line. This 
was unpardonable in their eyes, for they have 
let China in the area which was regarded as 
the British sphere of infiuence. 

TIE UP 

It is for this reason that their strategy is 
one destruction of Zambia as a nation state. 
They would much prefer to change the gov
ernment constitutionally through Mr. Nkum
bula and hence alter its course. But failing 
that other means will be resorted to one . of 
them being secession. 

In this plan for a Southern African com
mon market, the Vorsters have the backing of 
imperialism. It is not only that Britain and 
America have investments 70% of the total 
investments in South Africa, but also for 
military reasons. Vorster has been alloted the 
role to act as the policeman to safeguard 
their interests in Central, East and Southern 
Africa. 

To the west, South Africa's strategic im
portance has been highlighted by the closure 
of the Suez Canal and the decision of Britain 
to withdraw her forces East of Suez. This 
leaves a vacuum in the western global 
strategy and it is here that South Africa is 
expected to fill the breach. 

There is the Simonstown Agreement be
tween Britain and South Africa to patrol the 
East and South Coast of Africa. Selwyn Lloyd, 
the architect of the agreement was royally 
received in his recent visit to South Africa. 
The Vorsters are banking on a conservative 
party victory to give full force to this agree
ment. Further, there is also a project defence 
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pact between France, Portugal and South 
Africa to guard the East and South Coast of 
Africa using France's naval base at Madagas
car. The west knows too well that South 
Africa in Simonstown has a dry dock that 1s 
capable of handling heavy guided missile 
cruisers, while the one in Cape Town can 
service aircraft carriers and super tankers of 
90,000 tons. 

The aim of the Pretoria planners of the 
Southern Africa market is but a reflection 
of the needs of the South African white 
bourgeoisie. The common market will help 
to consolidate the system migratory labour, 
while at the same time it would be stable 
area of investment and a large hinterland to 
dump its manufactured goods. In this asso
ciation, it will be South Africa which will 
play a dominant role, while the African 
states would be treated as very, very poor re
lations. The relationship which exists be
tween it now and the three ex-High Commis
sion territories is what it wishes to incor
porate to the rest of Southern Africa. BUJt 
this can only mean progressive enrichment 
of South Africa and the progressive impover
ishment of the rest. 

But the Pretoria planners and the finan
ciers whose interests they serve in no uncer
tain terms, are mistaken. For one thing 
Zambia through Dr. Kaunda stated tha.t 
there could be no compromise on principles. 
Vorster cannot come to a conference table 
after having wiped his boots on the necks 
of the 15 mill1on oppressed people. 

BURNING DESmE 

They also ignore the burning desire of the 
oppressed people of Mozambique, Angola, 
Rhodesia, Namibia and South Africa to be 
free. Armed struggles have already been 
launched in these areas and in the two ter
ritories of Mozambique and Angola large 
areas have been liberated. All these are deal
ing death blows to their grandiose schemes. 

This does not mean that a Southel'n Afri
can community will not arise in the future. 
It will and must arise. But it will be when 
S. Africa will be rid of the minority regimes 
and where new governments will arise based 
on the popular will of all the people irre
spective of race, colour and creed. 

In such a community, the nations will 
gather as equals, and discuss and plan as 
equals. That will be a really genuine South
ern African community which will serve the 
interest of the inhabitants of their terri
tories. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to 
be able to join my colleague and chair
man of the Foreign Mairs African Sub
committee today in support of his call for 
a reopening of the case of the permit 
granted last yeaT by the Civil Aeronau
tics Board to South African Airways to 
fly into New York. It is the most direct 
route between South Africa and the 
United States permitted to date, and I 
am deeply concerned that its authoriza
tion has diminished our dedication to 
justice in the eyes of black Africans and 
black Americans alike. 

Although the right of South Africa 
to fly into the United States was estab
lished by a reciprocity protocol under an 
agreement between the two Governments 
in 1947-a year before apartheid became 
the national policy of the Republic of 
South Africa-no route was defined. 
Since then this policy of injustice has 
become common knowledge, yet in 1968 
the Johnson administration agreed to 
amend the 1947 agreement and define a 
specific air route for South Africa. This 
was the time for a review of the basic 
agreement, in light of the situation in 

South Africa. Yet on November 7, 1968, 
the certification of a Johannesburg
New York air route was issued to South 
African Airways. 

The permit to South African Airways 
has far greater implications than a mere 
commercial bid for business by an air
line. It involves an action that can easily 
be interpreted by sensitive observers not 
only in Africa but also in the United 
States as official "sanction'' of the sys
tem of apartheid which prevails in all 
institutions under the direct control of 
the Government of South Africa. South 
African Airways is administered by the 
Minister of Transport as a subdivision 
of the South African Government. Given 
the nature of the segregated and dis
criminatory concUtions which exist in 
South Africa, the extensive advertising 
campaign being waged for American 
tourism is a bid for white tourism. 

This policy of discrimination is in di
rect contradiction to the goals we have 
espoused and the progress that has been 
made by the civil rights legislation passed 
by the Congress. It is, in addition, in di
rect contradiction to our efforts in the 
foreign policy area to strengthen our re
lationship with the African nations. In 
the then Vice President Nixon's report on 
his trip to Africa in 1957 he said: 

The understanding of the principles for 
which we stand as a nation is a tremendous 
asset to us in this area. The maintenance of 
(our) ... prestige ... will depend upon 
whether the people of the Continent con
tinue to understand our dedication to the 
principles of independence (and) equal
ity . . . to which they are so deeply devoted. 

I certainly agree that progress to 
eliminate discrimination in the United 
States is vital to our good relations with 
Africa. Just as important, however, is 
thaJt the need to demonstrate the sin
cerity of the principles we espouse ex
tends beyond our efforts at home. We 
must also oppose discrimination in Africa 
itself, and a reexamination of permit to 
South African Airways would be an im
portant step in this direction. 

Section 402 (b) of the Federal Aviation 
Act requires that a permit be granted if 
''such transportation will be in the public 
interest.'' As I have suggested, there is 
considerable doubt that the South Afri
can Airway route is truly in the public 
interest. Although the law requires fur
thermore, a public hearing when a permit 
such as that granted to South African 
Airways is under consideration, the gen
eral public learned of this action only 
after it had been completed. The public 
has, I feel, a direct stake in the basic 
issues involved in the granting of this 
permit and should be afforded every op
portunity to give full and careful con
sideration to the case and to make itself 
heard. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend my colleague and fellow De
troiter, CHARLES C. DIGGS, for his leader
ship in this special order to protest the 
initiation of direct flights from South 
Africa to New York. His speech today 
is a small addition to his already out
standing record as chairman of the Sub
committee on Africa of the House For
eign Affairs Committee. His constituents 
and black Americans across the country 

greatly appreciate his action in bringing 
this very serious matter to the floor of 
the House of Representatives. 

My colleague has eloquently stated our 
opposition to the granting of facilities at 
the John F. Kennedy International Air
port, or any American airport. I join him 
and the American Committee on Africa 
in requesting that the Civil Aeronautics 
Board reconsider its decision to permit 
South African Airways the right to land 
at Kennedy Airport. Of all the places in 
the world with which the United States 
does not need a direct link, South Africa 
is undoubtedly the most undesirable. The 
Civil Aeronautics Board has certainly 
gone far beyond its authority as an 
agency of the United States in issuing a 
foreign air carrier permit to South Afri
can Airways-a firm which bears the 
name of and is based in a country which 
we have severely condemned for its policy 
of apartheid. I have not found during my 
service in the Congress that the CAB has 
the right to make foreign policy. 

The utter lack of consideration for the 
African nations with which we are 
friends is obvious. Some of these coun
tries are in imminent danger of infringe
ment of their territorial rights by South 
Africa and are no doubt appalled by this 
gesture of friendship toward South 
Africa. Direct flights between South 
Africa and the United States can only 
serve to heighten tensions in that area 
and to impair our own diplomatic rela
tions with the African nations who abhor 
South Africa and everything it symbo
lizes. 

I cannot express the frustration and 
disgust I have for the ludicrous idea of 
permitting anything that smacks of 
South African apartheid into the United 
States. Do we not have enough racial 
problems in the United States without 
seeking to create others? No black man is 
welcome in South Africa-are we going 
to see separate ticket counters instituted 
for white Americans who want to travel 
to South Africa and black Americans who 
want to go elsewhere? Or perhaps sepa
rate waiting rooms? It is bad enough 
that there are American airlines who fly 
to South Africa at all. I would hope that 
the Civil Aeronautics Board would not 
only rescind the permit to South African 
Airways and to Pan American Airways 
for flights to South Africa, but that it 
would not even consider issuing such 
rights to any other airline which operates 
in the United States, whether domestic or 
foreign. 

I certainly hope that the CAB will hold 
public hearings on this matter and re
consider the issuance of this permit to 
South African Airways, so that the mat
ter will not require a full-scale congres
sional investigation. I am gratified, how
ever, to know that the distinguished 
chairman of the African Subcommittee 
of the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee has offered to the American Commit
tee on Africa and all other aggrieved 
persons the recourse of an investigation 
by his subcommittee should the CAB fail 
to act in the public interest. 

March 26 is, indeed, a dreadful day for 
America, especially for black America as 
it marks a beginning of a tie between our 
country and one which stands against 
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everything in which we believe. My op
position to these flights will not end until 
I know that the last South African Air
way flight from New York has left and 
that no more shall come; 

MOORHEAD AND 33 MEMBERS OF 
CONGRESS ASK FOR VIETNAM 
N.ULJTARY REDUCTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. MooR
HEAD), is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, almost 
exactly 1 year ago-on March 11, 1968-
when there were press stories to the ef
fect that the military was requesting an 
additional 206,000 troops in Vietnam, 
several of our colleagues joined me in 
cosponsoring a resolution that provided : 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress 
that the United States should not increase 
its military involvement in Vietnam. 

I believe that our resolution made a 
contribution to the decision against 
further escalation of the war in Vietnam. 
Less than 3 weeks later the decision to 
restrict the bombing was announced and 
the initial steps were taken which led 
to the opening of the Paris peace talks. 

The peace talks have been in progress 
for 10 months and Mr. Nixon has been 
in office for 2 months; yet the level of 
the war and, more importantly, the lev
el of American participation in it con
tinues unchanged. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has again come 
for Congress to make its influence felt 
on the war in Vietnam. The time has 
come, Mr. Speaker, for the Congress to 
express to the administration the desire 
of the American people to begin the 
process of deescala tion of the American 
military effort. 

Accordingly, on behalf of myself and 
33 cosponsors I am today introducing an
other very brief resolution which pro
vides: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress 
that the United States should begin to re
duce its military involvement in Vietnam. 

I invite all Members who believe that 
the time has come to begin the deescala
tion of our military involvement in Viet
nam to join with me in introducing sim
ilar resolutions. 

The following Members cosponsored 
Mr. MooRHEAD's concurrent resolution: 
JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, GEORGE E. BROWN, 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., JOHN H. DENT, DON 
EDWARDS, LEONARD FARBSTEIN, JOSEPH M. 
GAYDOS, JACOB H. GILBERT, SEYMOUR HAL
PERN, AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, KEN HECH
LER, HAROLD T. JOHNSON, ROBERT W. KAS
TENMEIER, EDWARD I. KOCH, ROBERT L. 
LEGGETT, PAUL N. MCCLOSKEY, ABNER J. 
MIKVA, JOSEPH G. MINISH, PATSY T. MINK, 
JOHN E. MOSS, BERTRAM PODELL, THOMAS 
M. REES, HENRY S. REUSS, PETER W. Ro
DINO, BENJAMIN S. RosENTHAL, EDWARD 
R. ROYBAL, WILLIAM F. RYAN, JAMES H. 
SCHEUER, FRANK THOMPSON, JR., JOSEPH 
P. VIGORITO, JEROME R. WALDIE, CHARLES 
H. WILSON, and Gus YATRON. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. MooRHEAD) in cosponsoring his res
olution expressing the sense of Congress 

that the United States should make every 
effort to bring a reduction of our military 
involvement in Vietnam. 

Obviously, because of the current sit
uation where we are undertaking three 
offensive actions to forestall a threatened 
massive attack by the North Vietnamese, 
we recognize that immediate implemen
tation of our objective is difficult. Mili
tary necessities and the need to protect 
our valiant servicemen fighting there now 
preclude precipitous withdrawal of 
troops. 

But I most strongly believe that we 
must begin to bring home our U.S. and 
allied military forces as rapidly as pos
sible. We all hope, I know, that the Paris 
negotiations-both the formal meetings 
and the private talks-will result in a 
settlement. In the meantime, however, 
we should not hesitate to begin a reduc
tion of our military commitment to the 
maximum extent feasible without jeop
ardizing our young men now engaged in 
combat in the cause of freedom and 
independence for South Vietnam. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution introduced by 
our distinguished colleague from Penn
sylvania which I hope will win prompt 
approval. It is right and proper at this 
time that Congress express its support 
of ending the Vietnam conflict by ne
gotiation, not escalation. 

A year ago this month I wrote the 
President and stood here in the House to 
urge that our Nation take the initiative 
in seeking a speedy resolution to the war 
which held the threat of steady expan
sion with no end in sight. Much has 
changed and yet little has changed in 
the long, tortuous months since then. 
The battles continue with their grim toll 
of suffering and death to our gallant 
young men and the helpless people of 
Vietnam. It is obvious that victory be
longs to neither side, that the war is not 
winnable by either side. Clearly it is 
time to bring to the Paris talks the in
tensity of purpose, the sense of urgency 
for peace with which mankind always 
pursues military effort. The stakes are 
too high for us not to seize boldly this 
moment to work out a compromise set
tlement in Paris. Let us approve this res
olution as an indication of the earnest 
desire of the American people for a gen
uinely negotiated settlement at Paris 
without protracted haggling and hair
splitting. 

Over and above all men must learn in 
this nuclear age to substitute the rule of 
force with the rule of law. It has been 
truly said that what people can get in 
terms of a rule of law would contribute 
more to their security than what they 
have stockpiled in the form of nuclear 
weapons. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, when the 
Nixon administration took office, we 
looked to it for new initiatives to end 
the war in Vietnam. The President was 
unburdened by old commitments and 
imprudent allegiances. His newness gave 
him momentum. But more than 2 
months have passed and it is difficult to 
discern a change in policy, either in 
Paris or on the battlefield. Some 300 
of our young men are dying every week. 
Surely the casualties alone are ample 
reason for rushing this war to an end. 

I cannot conceal, Mr. Speaker, my grow
ing disappointment with the adminis
tration's failure to achieve peace. I think 
it is now time that Congress suspend its 
silence, lest the new government over
look our concern or mistake the nature 
of the mandate it received last Decem
ber. Peace is the first order of business 
of our Government. It must not be 
delayed. 

Mr. Speaker, I have joined a number 
of my colleagues who feel the same way 
I do in sponsoring a resolution that it 
is the sense of Congress that the United 
States should begin to reduce its mili
tary involvement in Vietnam. Almost ex
actly a year ago, I cosponsored a reso
lution in Congress "that the United 
States should not increase its military 
involvement in Vietnam." I believe our 
resolution then made some contribution 
to the decision against further escala
tion. The time has come for Congress 
to again make its influence felt on the 
war in Vietnam. We must turn our ef
forts toward ending the war and to giv
ing priority to the crises in our cities
to the needs of the poor, the hungry, and 
minority groups at home. I repeat, peace 
should be the first order of business of 
our Government. 

SOME PERSPECTIVE ON "RIGHTS"
OUR RIGHTS COMPARED WITH 
OTHER'S RIGHTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California (Mr. TALCOTT), is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TALCO'IT. Mr. Speaker, I am ap
palled by the cavalier and uncaring atti
tude which some of our comfortable, 
affluent free citizens have assumed rela
tive to the "freedoms" and "rights" of 
other human beings on our little planet. 

I once understood that early Ameri
cans fiercely fought for certain individual 
freedoms and rights-albeit for them
selves. 

I once understood that our Nation 
fought and sacrificed the cream of her 
men and resources in several wars to 
defend and preserve certain individual 
rights and freedoms, for others-the 
French, the Belgians, the English, the 
Greeks, the Turks, the Filipinos, the Ko
reans, and others. 

Once these freedoms and rights were 
as important as life and death to our
selves, our families, our countrymen, and 
others. Certainly if they were important 
to us, they were important to others. 

Today there are individuals and groups 
of persons who know so little about a 
society devoid of those personal free
doms and individual rights and assume 
unconcernedly that they do not appreci
ate their rights and freedoms. These 
people take them for granted-or naively 
assume that they will remain inviolate 
forever. 

There is also a cabal of malcontents 
and misfits who rant and rave and 
threaten to bring huge campuses or 
cities to a standstill because some fancied 
privilege must be slightly impinged in an 
ordered society. 

There is a coterie of people who are so 
cozy and satisfied with their cherished 
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rights and freedom that they are not in
terested in helping others to secure 
comparable freedom or to preserve their 
rights because it would cost them some
thing or interrupt their comfortable way 
of life. 

I do not pretend to know all about an 
existence without freedoms or the best 
means to safeguard and preserve any 
particular rights. However, I speak with 
some experience and study. I spent 14 
months under a totalitarian dictator
ship-in a Nazi prison camp-where my 
individual rights and freedoms were 
severely restricted, although not nearly 
so completely curtailed as in Russia, 
China, or North Vietnam today. We may 
hate war with a vengeance; but we would 
hate even more the abolition of individ
ual freedoms, if we only knew. 

We in the United States, probably 
enjoy' more personal freedoms and indi
vidual rights than any other citizenry in 
recorded history. Just to mention a few
freedom of speech, which is so free that 
one can libel public officials, utter out
rageous obscenities in public, or send 
vulgar pornography through the U.S. 
mails with impunity. Freedom of assem
bly-so free that large groups are often 
permitted to crowd others from public 
streets and buildings, even from private 
business property. Freedom of travel-so 
free that we can go anywhere without 
a single question asked or a single cre
dential required. The right of privacy
no one can enter our home or touch our 
person, or tap our telephone, o.r i~spect 
our bank account or tax returns, Without 
our consent. The right to own and bear 
arms for the protection of one's self, 
family and property. The right of "ha
beas corpus"-a fundamental right "to 
have the body produced"-to require the 
presentation of a person for inspection 
or inquiry whetheT he be jailed, hospital
ized or institutionalized; to ascertain 
where a deceased person is buried. 

Freedom of the press-so free that re
porters and photographers can report the 
minutest detail of our defenses--troop 
strength and condition at Khe Sanh-for 
not only their own profit but for enemy 
edification. The right of equal oppor
tunity in education, public accommoda
tions, jobs, voting, and office holding. The 
right to pursue a business of one's choice. 
Freedom from having militia quartered 
in one's home or business. Freedom from 
search and seizure of one's person, home 
or property. Freedom of religion-to 
practice and express one's personal reli
gious convictions and to attend the 
church of one's choice--so free that one 
can criticize, even condemn, another's 
religious convictions with impunity. Po
litical freedom-so free that anyone can 
advocate and practice any political 
philosophy he chooses. The right to vote 
by secret ballot. The right to seek and 
hold public office; the right to publicly 
criticize public officials--from unpaid ir
rigation district directors to the Presi
dent. The right to petition the Govern
ment for redress of grievances. The right 
to sue our own Government. Freedom to 
marry whomever we please--and the 
right to rear our children in almost any 
manner we desire. The right to work or 
not to work. The right to own property 

and to sell or exchange it at our own 
prerogative. The right to inherit property 
and the right to give it away. Freedom 
from arrest without a warrant or good 
cause. The right of reasonable bail and 
freedom from self-incrimination. Free
dom from conviction without due process 
of law. The right to a speedy trial by a 
jury of one's peers. The right to be con
fronted by one's accuser and the right to 
call witnesses in one's defense. The right 
to equal protection of the laws regardless 
of sex, political party, religious persua
sion, race, economic or social status, 
national origin, or age. Freedom from 
imprisonment for debt or political 
activity. 

No other nation or citizenry has ever 
enjoyed so many rights or freedoms--or 
even a substantial portion of them. 

It seems preposterous that anyone 
would do anything to destroy the system 
that has guaranteed these innumerable 
rights for so long. But many persons are 
doing just that--some intentionally, some 
unknowingly. Some who insist that all 
our rights and freedoms be preserved for 
their own benefit are absolutely unwilling 
to lift a little finger to insure these rights 
for others. 

Students, for instance, have often as
serted their "right to protest" and "aca
demic freedom" to the extent of vulgar
ities, the interruption of the study of 
others, and the destruction of property 
simply because university officials denied 
absurd and outrageous demands. 

Even the slightest imagined infringe
ment of one right or one freedom brings 
howls from the mass media, massive 
demonstrations, sheets of petitions. 

It seems strangely and terribly incon
gruous that the very people who are so 
quick to protest and demonstrate about 
the least impingement of one of their in
numerable rights here, are the least con
cerned about the total, complete annihi
lation of every one of these individual 
rights and personal freedoms in the Com
munist countries of Russia, China, and 
Cuba, and North Vietnam. 

In North Vietnam a citizen does not 
possess or enjoy a single one of the rights, 
freedoms, or privileges that we take for 
granted. No privacy-they can expect a 
knock on the door at any hour of the day 
or night--or more likely, governmental 
intrusion without even a knock. No right 
Of assembly or petition; no freedom of 
speech or press. No one can travel 10 
miles without close inspection and thor
ough verification of credentials. If a 
friend or relative disappears in a Com
munist country, there is no right or pos
sibility that his body or burial place can 
be viewed or located. Jury trials and bail 
are unknown. Only the Communist elite 
could own property and this can be con
fiscated without notice. Even one's chil
dren are likely to be removed from the 
home. It is not simply a matter of a few 
rights being abolished; most freedoms 
which we have long enjoyed were never 
known; none are exercisable. Even if 
some semblance of a right is temporarily 
acknowledged or permitted, no right or 
freedom is secure. No right or freedom is 
guaranteed by written constitution or 
the consent of the governed. 

It is little wonder that most human 

beings would rather fight than exist 
under a system without even the most 
elemental individual freedom or personal 
right. In fact, what would there be to 
live for without the freedoms and rights 
which we take for granted-or which 
we expect our fellow citizens to preserve 
and defend for us. 

Persons who have once known personal 
freedoms, individual rights and liberty, 
and then lost them, are likely to fight 
to the death to regain them whenever 
the opportunity presents itself-the In
donesians, the Hungarians, the Israelis. 
How can we become so exercised when 
one of our myriad rights is impinged, 
yet be so totally uncaring when all rights 
and freedoms of others are being com
pletely destroyed? 

If all of our rights and freedoms were 
being totally obliterated, would we solicit 
or welcome assistance? 

I believe each of us should take a little 
time to contemplate the condition of our 
own personal existence if we were forced 
to live under the conditions now existing 
under a Communist regime--Russia, 
China, North Vietnam, or Czechoslo
vakia. Such a situation is almost impos
sible for us to imagine--but I believe you 
would rebel, you would seek assistance, 
and you would be eternally grateful for 
any aid. Ask yourself if you would want 
to be in the vanguard for assisting other 
human beings who are existing under 
terror and oppression without any of our 
personal liberties, individual freedoms 
and inalienable rights. 

Before we abandon other people or 
nations who are struggling for the most 
basic of the many rights we enjoy, should 
we not consider what we would expect 
of them if our situations were reversed? 
Or should we perish such a thought? 

SAGINAW, MICH., ALL-AMERICA 
CITY FOR 1969 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. HARVEY) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, along with 
at least 10 other Members of this body, 
this is an exceedingly proud moment for 
me. It is with the greatest of pride to 
bring to the attention of the U.S. House 
of Representatives the selection of the 
city of Saginaw, Mich., as an All-America 
City for 1969. Only 11 cities are chosen 
each year by the National Municipal 
League and Look magazine to receive this 
distinguished nationwide honor. 

I could not be prouder of my "home
town" and its 100,000 citizens who 
brought this tremendous honor to our 
community. Like many communities, 
Saginaw has had its difficulties, its dif
ferences, and its turmoil in recent years. 
Some old matters still must be resolved, 
others must be improved, and new situa
tions must be confronted and conquered. 

But, like thousands of others, Saginaw 
is trying and it was primarily for a com
plete community effort in bettering and 
easing race relations that it was one of 
the cities selected. 

No one claims that Saginaw is a utopia. 
Not just yet. But Saginaw may well 
achieve that impossible dream in later 
years, because it already possesses the 
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most important ingredients-good, solid 
people. 

In behalf of all Saginawians, I would 
also like to take this opportunity to "tip 
our hat .. to the other 10 winners: Edin
burg, Tex.; Savannah, Ga.; Snyder, Tex.; 
Jacksonville, Fla.; San Diego, Calif.; 
Cottage Grove, Oreg.; Fairbanks, Alaska; 
Danville, Ky.; Charlotte, N.C.; and New 
Albany, Ind. 

CULVER PROPOSES TAX REFORM 
TO BENEFIT LOW- AND MODER
ATE-INCOME TAXPAYERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. CULVER) is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced legislation which will 
reduce the tax burdens on those indi
viduals least able to pay taxes at the pres
ent level and still provide a decent living 
for their families-the low- and moder
ate-income taxpayer. 

This legislation would increase the 
minimum standard deduction from $200 
plus $100 for each exemption to $600-
$300 fur a married person :filing sepa
rately-plus $100 for each exemption. 
Because the present ceiling of $1,000-
$500 for a married person filing sepa
rately-will be retained, the costs in lost 
revenue of this bill will be limited. Fur
thermore, the ceiling will insure that 
low- and moderate-income taxpayers
not those whose incomes place them in 
high brackets-will be the sole benefici
aries of this measure. Finally, the in
creased minimum standard deduction 
will enable many low-income taxpayers 
to shift from the complex itemizing pro
cedure to the simple standard deduction 
procedure. 

Under existing law taxable income is 
computed by subtracting a taxpayer's al
lowable deductions and personal exemp
tions from adjusted gross income. As an 
alternative to itemizing his allowable 
deductions, a taxpayer may elect to 
claim a standard deduction equal to 10 
percent of his adjusted gross income up 
to a maximum of $1,000. A separate min
imum standard deduction provides that 
1n all events an electing taxpayer is en
titled to a minimum deduction of $200 
plus an additional $100 for each exemp
tion claimed subject to a ceiling of $1,000. 
It is this latter provision that the legis
lation would alter by increasing the 
amount of deduction to $600 plus $100 
for each exemption. 

The Department of the Treasury has 
indicated that increasing the minimum 
standard deduction in this manner "rep
resents the most equitable and efficient 
method available of directing tax relief 
to persons in the lowest income ranges ... 
And in my judgment, that relief is ur
gently needed. Over 2 million families 
with incomes considered below the pov
erty level by one agency of the Federal 
Government are nevertheless taxed on 
those incomes by another Federal 
agency. With unanimous consent I place 
at this point in the RECORD table 1 which 
was prepared by the Treasury and which 
shows this result: 

TABLE I.-BEGINNING TAX LEVELS AND POVERTY LEVELS 

Family size: 
1-------------2 _____________ 
3 _____________ 
4 _____________ 
5 _____________ 
6 _____________ 
7 or more 2 ____ 

Total family 

Exemp
tion and 

minimum 
standard 

deduction 

$900 
1,600 
2,300 
3, 000 
3, 700 
4,400 
5,800 

Poverty 
income 

levels 
19691 

$1,735 
2,240 
2, 755 
3,535 
4,165 
4,675 
5, 755 

units. ______ ___________________ 

Estimated number of 
poor family units 

(thousands) 

Total 

4,620 
2,600 

880 
640 
520 
430 
940 

10,630 

Presently 
taxable 

1,150 
620 
150 
120 
50 
40 
50 

2,180 

1 Assumed to be 6 percent above the HEW nonfarm poverty 
levels for 1966. 

2 Averages 8 per family. 

The proposed increase in the minimum 
standard deduction would relieve this sit
uation. It would reduce the income tax 

payments for individuals with moderate 
incomes above the poverty level; and it 
would completely exempt from tax the 
majority of those persons below the pov
erty level who now pay some income tax. 

Some 28 million taxpayers, of which 
almost two-thirds have incomes of less 
than $5,000, would benefit from the pro
posed changes-about 2.6 million of these 
individuals becoming completely nontax
able. In terms of family units, nearly 2.2 
million families out of about 11 million 
poor families are taxed undt::r the present 
law. Under this legislation, tax relief of 
around $1 billion would result in 1 Y4 mil
lion families becoming nontaxable and 
about 1 million more families receiving 
tax relief although they would continue 
to pay some taxes. With unanimous con
sent I place in the RECORD at this point 
tables 2 and 3 prepared by the Treasury 
which show these effects. 

TABLE 2.-EFFECT OF CHANGES IN THE STANDARD DEDUCTION UNDER THE PROPOSAL ON PERSONS BELOW THE POVERTY 
LINE, CALENDAR YEAR 1969 

Exemptions and minimum Estimated number of poor persons (in thousands)2 
standard deduction .Poverty 

allowed mcome Number of Number Number 

Family size 
levels, poor now made helped, but 

Present law Proposal 19691 Total taxable nontaxable still taxable 

l_ ____ ------------ $900 $1,300 $1,735 4,620 1,150 550 600 
2 ____ ------------- 1,600 2,000 2,240 5,200 1,220 790 430 
3 ____ ------------- 2,300 2, 700 2,755 2,640 460 400 60 
4 ____ ------------- 3,000 3,400 3,535 2,550 490 360 130 
5 ___ -- ------------ 3, 700 4,000 4,165 2,620 270 220 50 
6 ___ - ------------- 4,400 4,600 4,675 2,590 250 180 70 
7 or more •-------- 5,800 5,800 5, 755 7,600 450 50 400 

Total. _______________ ------ ___________________________ 27,820 4,290 2,550 1, 740 
Total family units.-------------------------------------------- 10,630 2,180 1,250 940 

11969 poverty levels are assumed to be 6 percent above the HEW nonfarm level for 1966. This conforms to the method by which 
the number of poor was projected. 

2lncludes both adults and children. 
a Averages about 8 persons per family. 

TABLE 3.-EFFECT OF INCREASING THE PRESENT $200 PLUS $100 MINIMUM STANDARD DEDUCTION TO $600 PLUS $100 
WITH $1,000 CEILING 

[Dollar amounts in millions; number of returns in thousands] 

AGI (in thousands of dollars) 
Present 
law tax 

Tax 
decrease 

Tax decrease 
as percent 
of present 

law tax 

Number of 
returns 

with tax 
decrease 

Number of 
returns made 

nontaxable 

Number of 
returns 

shifting to 
standard 

deduction 

0 to 3..----------------------- -- $1,159 $415 35.8 9, 760 2, 025 870 
3 to 5--------------------------- 3,177 420 13.2 7,870 320 1,120 
5to 7--------------------------- 5, 439 200 3. 7 5, 940 15 980 
7 to 10·------------------------- 13,925 95 • 7 4,330 -------------- 400 10 to 15____ __ __ __ __ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ __ _ 18, 916 _________ ------ __ ----- ______ ----- ____________________________________ _ 
15 to 20____ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ 7, 550 _____________________________________________ ___________________ _____ _ 
20 to so_________________________ 12,795 ____ _ 

~~J~~~0over~ ~= == == == === ======= = ~: ~~~ : == == = ===========:: ::::: = = = == ===== = == =: == == ==== == :: == == ====== ==== = = == = -------------------------------------------------
TotaL.----·------------- 75,490 1,130 1. 5 ll 27,900 2, 360 3, 370 

Note: Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of the 
Treasury has cited a need for this type 
of legislation in its report of February 
5, 1969, entitled "Tax Reform Studies 
and Proposals." With unanimous consent 
I include at this point in the REcoRD 
excerpts from a Technical Explanation 
prepared by the Treasury which explains 
the proposal. A text of the bill is also 
included: 

TECHNICAL ExPLANATION 

Under existing law each taxpayer may, as 
an alternative to itemizing his personal ex
pense deductions, elect to claim a standard 
deduction equal to 10 percent of his adjusted 
gross income subject to a $1,000 ceiling. For 
electing taxpayers the law presently provides 

a minimum standard deduction of $200 plus 
$100 for each exemption subject to a ceiling 
of $1,000. 

Under the proposal the minimum standard 
deduction available to electing taxpayers 
would be increased from $200 plus $100 for 
each exemption, to $600 plus $100 for each 
exemption. Thus, a single person would have 
a minimum standard deduction of $700, a 
married couple $800, a married couple with 
two dependents $1,000. 

A $1,000 CEILING 

The provision of existing law which limits 
the minimum standard deduction to $1,000 
would be retained. Thus a married taxpayer 
with two dependents would be entitled to a 
minimum standard deduction of $1,000 and 
the amount of deduction could not exceed 
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this amount even if the particular taxpayer 
had more than three dependents. A married 
taxpayer with two dependents who did not 
itemize his deductions would be using the 
minimum standard deduction unless his in
come exceeded $7,142 .... 

MARRIED TAXPAYERS Fn.ING SEPARATE 
RETURNS 

For a married taxpayer filing a separate 
return, the minimum standard deduction 
would be $300 (rather than $600) plus $100 
for each exemption and would be subject to 
a $500 ce111ng (rather than a $1,000 ceiling). 

As under existing law, if a taxpayer is 
married and files a separate return, he may 
not use the general standard deduction if 
his spouse itemized deductions and may 
not use the minimum standard deduction 
if his spouse either itemizes deductions or 
uses the general standard deduction. If a 
taxpayer's general standard deduction is 
greater than the minimum standard, he may 
nevertheless elect to use the minimum 
standard if his spouse's minimum standard 
deduction is greater than the general stand
ard deduction. 

DEPENDENTS OF OTHER TAXPAYERS 

Under the proposal the minimum stand
ard deduction may not be used by taxpay
ers who are claimed as dependents by other 
taxpayers. 

Under existing law a taxpayer is entitled 
to a $600 dependency exemption for each 
of certain specified relatives who receive 
more than half of their support from the 
taxpayer and have less than $600 of gross 
income. 

An exception to the gross income limita
tion is made in the case of children of the 
taxpayer who are under 19 or students. As 
a consequence, under existing law chil
dren of the taxpayer may have gross income 
in excess of $600 as to which they may claim 
their own $600 personal exemption and also 
claim the minimum standard deduction 
even though they are supported by a parent 
who also claims them as a dependent for 
tax purposes. 

The minimum standard deduction is in
tended to aid taxpayers and their fam111es in 
the lowest income ranges. There is no justi
fication for permitting that deduction to 
taxpayers who, while nominally in the lower 
income ranges, are in fact receiving in ad
dition to their own income more than half 
of their support from parents. For example, 
were the proposed minimum standard de
duction extended to such persons, a wealthy 
parent would be able to create $1,300 of tax
free income annually for each child by trans
ferring property yielding that amount to 
each child. 

Under the proposal a dependent would still 
be permitted to claim a $600 exemption 
against hts own income even though the per
son supporting him also claimed a $600 ex
emption, but the dependent would not be 
permitted to use the minimum standard de
duction as an alternative to the general 
standard deduction. 

PERSONS OVER AGE 65 

Persons over age 65 will be entitled to the 
same minimum standard deduction as per
sons under age 65. . . . 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

The recommended changes in the mini
mum standard deduction would be applica
ble to tax years beginning after December 31, 
1969. 

H.R. 9523 
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1954 to liberalize the minimum standard 
deduction 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 141 (c) (2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code-of 1954 (relating to minimum standard 
deduction) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "$200" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof "$600"; 
and 

(2) by striklng out "$100" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$300". 

(b) Section 141 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to standard deduction) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(e) Dependents of Other Taxpayers.
Notwithstanding subsection (a), the mini
mum standard deduction shall not apply in 
the case of a return of an individual, if a 
deduction with respect to such individual is 
allowed under section 151(e) to any other 
taxpayer for any period which overlaps in 
whole or in part the taxable year of such 
individual." 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1969. 

OKLAHOMA'S WINNINGEST COACH 

<Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include an 
article.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on Satur
day, March 15, 1969, the Byng, Okla., 
girls' basketball team, coached by Mrs. 
Bertha Frank Teague, won the Okla
homa class A championship. It was the 
eighth State title won by one of Mrs. 
Teague's teams, making her the win
ningest coach in the history of Oklahoma 
basketball. During her 43 years of coach
ing at Byng High School, her teams have 
won 1,217 games and lost only 88. In ad
dition to the eight State championships, 
her teams have won seven runnerup 
trophies and many other titles. 

An article by Ernest Thompson in the 
Ada, Okla., Sunday News for March 16, 
1968, describes Mrs. Teague's career. I 
am happy to commend it to my col
leagues who, I am sure, will join me in 
saluting Mrs. Teague: 

BYNG-0: BERTHA BOWS OUT 
(By Ernest Thompson) 

When one speaks of Bertha Frank Teague's 
record as a basketball coach, the supply of 
superlatives suddenly runs out. 

She has been praised and eulogized by 
congressmen, college coaches, national mag
azines, U.S. Senators, metropolitan sports
writers, state athletic directors and just 
plain folks. 

Saturday afternoon, as Mrs. Teague ended 
more than four decades as girls' coach at 
Byng High School, she received her last hur
rah before a huge crowd at the Fairgrounds 
Arena in Oklahoma City. 

Gov. Dewey Bartlett declared it "Bertha 
Frank Teague Day" across Oklahoma. 

The State House of Representatives and 
Senate passed resolutions praising her. 

Her girls team had put a storybook finish 
on the saga of Mrs. Teague by winning, once 
again, the state championship. 

And, in an unprecedented move, a special 
ceremony was staged on the court following 
the championship game. 

Never, in the history of Oklahoma high 
school athletics, has such an accolade been 
accorded an individual. 

So, what's it aU about? 
It goes something like this: 
Mrs. Teague coached 43 years at Byng High 

School. 
She won 1,217 games. 
She lost only 88. 
She took eight state championships and 

seven runnerup trophies. 
She appeared in the state tournament a 

record 22 times. 
She won a national A.A.U. championship. 

She won 40 district tournaments and 22 
regional meets plus uncounted invitational 
tourneys. 

She won 98 games in a row in the 1930s
st1ll a record. 

She founded the first girls' coaching clinic 
in the Southwest. 

She launched the Oklahoma Girls' Basket
ball Coaches Association and was its first 
and only president to this date. 

She authored what is believed to be the 
only book devoted entirely to girls' basket
ball (Basketball for Girls, Ronald Press, New 
York). 

She is the only woman ever nominated for 
the National Helms Foundation Basketball 
Hall of Fame. 

She is, in fact, the winningest coach in 
the history of Oklahoma basketball. 

That covers a part of the story. 
It all began back in 1927 when Mrs. Teague 

moved to Byng. 
A native of Missouri (Carthage), she grad

uated from Amity, Ark., High School. After 
teaching stints at Delight, Ark., and Cairo, 
Okla., she married Jess E. Teague in Arkadel
phia, Ark., in 1926. 

They came to Byng-he as superintendent 
of schools (a post he held for 39 years) and 
she as first-grade teacher (a position she was 
to keep 40 years) . 

As a sideline, she also began to coach bas
ketball. In those days, Byng School was a tiny 
place, inhabited by about 220 kids. Few could 
foresee then the fabulous record in basket
ball Bertha Frank Teague would amass, or 
the incredible growth of the school to more 
than five times its size in 1927. 

Things didn't really get going until 1936. 
That's when Byng won its first championship 
in girls' basketball. Many more were to come. 

"I just got interested in it, that's all,'' Mrs. 
Teague says today. "I didn't really set out to 
coach 40 years of girls' basketball. It was sort 
of a sideline at first. But, I guess you can say 
I sort of fell in love with the sport and I 
learned how much good could be done for 
young women in interscholastic basketball. 
Besides, I'm competitive by nature and it was 
(and still is) fun." 
It is said that winning is not the main 

thing in athletics, but few question that It's 
more fun to win than lose. Mrs. Teague has 
been having a lot of fun for 43 years. 

After that first state championship in '36, 
Mrs. Teague's teams launched a string of rec
ords that made the school nationally famous 
in athletics. Even now, three decades later, 
longtime sports fans remember "those Byng 
gals back in the late '30s." 

What happened was that Byng won three 
consecutive state championships and an un
precedented 93 games in a row in 1936-37-38. 

Not only that, but in 1938, Mrs. Teague de
cided to go into the big time. She took her 
high school team to Wichita, Kans., to com
pete in the national A.A.U. girls' tournament. 

A.A.U. women's sports were big things In 
those days. One just didn't have the effront
ery to enter a high school team against all
star aggregations from across the United 
States. 

Bertha Teague did. And she won ... against 
industrial teams, college teams, state all
stars. In the final game, her club whipped 
the highly touted champion California All
Stars, 34-15. Nobody in the A.A.U. tourna
ment laughed again. 

Since that time, the name of Teague and 
"girls' basketball" have become synonymous. 

Her reputation has grown to such propor
tions that Bill Mokray, information director 
of the Boston Celtlcs, famed pro basketball 
team, was moved to write a letter favoring 
her election to the National Hall of Fame. 

Said Mokray, "No woman has ever been 
elected ... but her reputation is such na
tionally that in any discussion of high 
school girls' basketball, one inevitably gets 
around to Bertha Frank Teague and her 
superb record." 
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She has also been nominated for the Nai
smith Basketball Hall of Fame. 

Austin Core, head of the sports department 
of Look Magazine, says simply, in his letter 
of recommendation to the Naismith Hall: 
"-I feel sure no coach in the United States 
can boast a racord such as that of Mrs. 
Teague." 

Carl Albert, majority leader in the U.S. 
House of Representatives, said: "She is 
highly esteemed as a leader in 'Yomen's 
sports activi~ies and as an outstandmg hu;, 
manitarian 1n her community and state. 

Ray Soldan, assistant sports editor of The 
Daily Oklahoman, wrote: "I can think of no 
other coach, man or woman, other than 
Coach Henry Iba, who is as deserving of na
tional honors." 

Dr. Rhea Williams, who heads the Texas 
Athletic Association, noted: "Mrs. Teague is 
the most respected and honored girls' coach 
in the nation. I have never met a more re
markable individual." 

Tributes also came from Lee K. Anderson, 
former czar of prep athletics in Oklahoma; 
Congressman Tom Steed; Sen. Henry Bell
man; State Rep. Lonnie Abbott; Gov. Bart
lett; Lt. Gov. George Nigh; State Sen. George 
Miller, and many others. 

How does Mrs. Teague feel about quitting 
what is not only her life's vocation, but, in
deed, her "life" itself? 

"Of course, I really don't want to quit," 
she says. "But, there comes a time in every
body's Ufe when they must retire from the 
scene. I think it is better now than later. I 
will be leaving some good players for a young 
coach. That's better than quitting after 
you've run through a good bunch of material 
and then leaving your successor with players 
who may not be quite as good." 

As for her 43 teams at Byng, Mrs. Teague, 
quite naturally, is not anxious to make com
parisons. 

Asked to do so, she exclaims, throwing up 
her hands: "Oh, law, that's the hardest 
question I was ever asked. 

"Back in the old days, of course, we had 
different rules and different styles of play. 
Usually, we had a 'star' on the team-more 
often than not a tall post forward. Today, 
all these girls can hit the basket and they 
can handle the ball. Nobody's a star. They're 
.all fine athletes." 

How about individual players? 
Mrs. Teague again hesitates. She mentions 

the stars of long ago, girls who won the 
A.A.U. and 98 games in a row-girls such as 
Emma Lela Fulkerson, Lorene Daniels, Eve
lyn Casey, Alma Landrith, Nora and Dora 
Muncrief, Marguerite Eppler. 

Casey still holds many state records. Dan
iels was a professional player and coach 
later with the All-American Red Heads. 
Landrith was the only freshman player in 
the history of the state tournament to make 
all-state as a freshman. Eppler is still re
garded as probably the finest guard ever 
turned out in Oklahoma. 

About the "later days," Mrs. Teague is 
also hesitant to pick out individuals, but 
some names keep cropping up. Names such 
as Christine Linker, now Pontotoc County 
tag agent, who led Byng to undefeated sea
sons in 1951 and 1952. 

"Christine was probably the best all
around girl basketball player I've ever seen," 
Mrs. Teague says. "Even Abe Saperstein 
(founder and coach of the famed Harlem 
Globetrotters and the All-American Red 
Heads) was interested in her. He offered to 
train her in basketball, tennis, golf ... any
thing she wanted to try." 

Also mentioned is Bettie Taylor, who holds 
the state scoring record and paced Byng to 
championships only a few years ago. Offen
sively, Mrs. Teague says, she's never had a 
better one, not even the prolific Rebecca 
Kaiser. 

Aside from the high school team, Mrs. 

Teague ~?S also coached grade school and 
junior high teams. Add to the 13,000 games 
she's coached in high school about 3,000 
more for the lower grades and you come up 
with another astounding figure. 

And, Mrs. Teague has also had time for her 
family, community and church. 

Her daughter, Geneva (now Mrs. Ted 
Billey, Oklahoma City), played on her 
mother's teams in the early 1950s. 

She has been an active member of the 
New Bethel Baptist Church since it was 
built in the 1930s. 

She is also a member of the Ada Kiwan
ians and Pi Kappa Delta sorority. 

When she's not coaching, Mrs. Teague may 
be found in Des Moines, Cleveland, Colum
bus, Chicago--just about anywhere a girls' 
rules meeting is scheduled. Some say she 
has practically rewritten the rulebooks. 

Listening to her talk now, it hardly seems 
like she intends to sit around and twiddle 
her thumbs when she retires. 

She and her husband, who retired in 1965 
as the first and only superintendent Byng 
had up to that time, will probably do a bit 
of traveling. 

And, don't be surprised if Mr. Teague often 
finds himself at a few state girls' basketball 
tournaments or at a national rules meeting. 

Habits are hard to break, especially after 
43 years. 

CIVIL RIGHTS IN REVERSE 
<Mr. EDWARDS of California asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, civil rights programs, ordered 
by the Congress, are in trouble. 

Both in the areas of the title VI school 
desegregation program and in the field 
of equal employment, the Nixon admin
istration is failing to meet necessary 
standards. 

Sunday, March 16, the Washington 
Post carried what I believe is a very sig
nificant article on the school desegrega
tion program. It is not a happy story. 
The final sentence tells the tale: "The 
desegregation program is in trouble." 

And why is the program in trouble? 
There are several reasons, not the least 
of which is that in the 2 short months of 
the Nixon administration, the program 
has been administered so as to seriously 
cr ipple it. Until 2 months ago the 
program was picking up momentum and 
it was on verge of achieving substantial 
progress. HEW reported a 6-percent 
increase in school desegregation in 11 
Southern States during the past year. 
We could expect more progress, if the 
program received the kind of support 
it deserves from the administration. 

Sadly, the area of school desegrega
tion is not the only area in which the 
administration is failing to carry out 
the goals of the Congress. 

The New Republic in its March 22 
issue spells out the failures in the area 
of equal employment opportunities. It 
tells the sad story of David Packard, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, and his 
private and extra legal agreement with 
textile firms. 
- Mr. Speaker, I place the Sunday 
Washington Post article by Mr. Peter 
Milius and the March 22 article in the 
New Republic by Mr. Barney Sellers at 
this point in the RECORD: 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Mar. 16, 
1969] 

INTEGRATION RESISTANCE RISES 

(By Peter Milius) 
Outright Southern defiance of the Federal 

school desegregation guidelines has increased 
markedly in recent months. 

More Southern school districts than ever 
before are flatly refusing to file acceptable 
desegregation plans. 

Ironically, the new wave of defiance comes 
at a time when there are also more Southern 
districts than ever before complying with 
the guidelines; the five-year-old desegrega
tion program is rather clearly at a cross
roads. 

The renewed Southern resistance is due 
in part to changes last year in Federal en
forcement tactics. 

Civil rights officials are now moving into 
the most recalcitrant Southern school dis
tricts, often those with Negro majorities, and 
are insisting on prompt and complete instead 
of gradual and partial desegregation. 

There are thus more showdowns now than 
before. 

At the same time, the Nixon Administra
tion has shown signs of wavering on desegre
gation. 

Some of the President's campaign state
ments last fall led Southerners to think he 
would let them off the hook if elected. The 
President has since taken a firmer position. 
But Health, Education and Welfare Secretary 
Robert H. Finch's public statements on en
forcement since the inauguration have dis
mayed some Southerners but have also been 
ambiguous enough to keep alive the South
ern hope and the political support that lies 
behind it. 

A high Federal civil rights official said last 
week that "there has definitely been a slow
down in voluntary compliance." 

Last June there were 412 school districts 
that had refused to file acceptable desegre
gation plans and had either had their Fed
eral funds cut off or were somewhere in the 
enforcement process that can lead to a cut
off. 

Last week that figure had risen to 582 
districts, an increase of 41 per cent. 

Last spring HEW sent letters to about 
320 districts, asking for complete desegrega
tion plans. It got back acceptable plans from 
all but about 60. 

Last fall, as the presidential campaign 
was beginning, the Department sent similar 
requests to another 350 districts, the last 
and stubbornest on its list of holdouts. 
About 220 have refused to comply. 

EARLIER PLANS WITHDRAWN 

More ominous, in the judgment of some 
civil rights officials, is the fact that some dis
tricts-a small but increasing number in 
Texas, Arkansas, South Carolina and other 
states-are withdrawing desegregation plans 
they filed earlier. 

"The outcome," one official said last week, 
"is that Finch is going to have to cut off 
funds to a lot more districts than if he'd 
made clear what the districts have to do." 

Finch has withheld or cut off funds to 
eight unbending districts since taking office 
two months ago. 

RELAXATION SEEN 

But Finch also, in a recent rambling, wide
ly-read interview in U.S. News and World 
Report, said he is having the desegregation 
guidelines reviewed, that the salient issue 
is discrimination rather than segregation-a 
remark particularly heartening to Southern 
ers clinging to freedom-of-choice-and that 
he is more concerned about the quality of 
schools than their racial makeup. 

In the same vein, under pressure from 
key Southerners in Congress and some mem
bers of the White House staff, particularly 
Harry S. Dent, former administrative assist
ant to Sen. Strom Thurmond (R-S.C.), Einch 
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has made himself and his immediate staff 
directly accessible to Southern delegations 
here to protest their treatment at the hands 
of regular HEW enforcement officials. 

RIGHTS HEAD QUITS 

Ruby G. Martin, former director of HEW's 
Office of Civil Rights, refused reappointment 
and an increase in pay under the Nixon 
Administration, mainly because she felt high
level vacillation had undercut the office and 
robbed it of its effectiveness. 

She said last week that the desegregation 
program has been set back one or two years 
no matter what Finch says or does next. 

An Office of Civil Rights official noted sev
eral days ago that "they haven't made us 
buy any bad plans yet." 

"But Ruby's right," the official added. 
"Those statements have set us back tre
mendously .... They're just killing us down 
South. Everybody believes there's going to 
be a change. As a result, they don't even 
want to talk to the people in our regional 
offices. They want to come to Washington. 
The problem is they can get away with it." 

CHANGE IN TONE 

Finch has said several times that he in
tends to uphold the law, that he is not go
ing to back off from present target dates
complete desegregation by this September in 
most cases, next September at the very lat
est-and that the only real change he has in 
mind is in the desegregation program's tone. 

A member of his staff noted last week that 
"there was nothing in that U.S. News inter
view directly contrary to the law." 

Letters coming in to HEW suggest that the 
South may have read it otherwise. A Mis
sissippi woman wrote "I'm glad to read you 
think segregation is legal." An Arkansas su
perintendent who was ready to desegregate 
said that the interview cost him three like
minded school board members. They were 
beaten in an election last week by three free
dom-of-choice advocates. 

MAIL IS BITTER 

But most of Finch's mail from the South 
so far has been the other way, bitter and 
even vituperative letters of complaint about 
the cutoffs he has ordered. 

The increased Southern definance comes at 
a time when civil rights officials are start
ing to carry the guidelines into the North 
and the Nation's colleges, steps which may 
precipitate fresh opposition. There is also 
noticeable opposition for the first time from 
Negroes, those who have given up on de
segregation and want now to go their own 
way. The desegregation program is in trouble. 

"It's the pressure," one well-placed official 
said last week. "From Thurmond, from Tower 
(Texas Sen. John G. Tower, Republican), 
from all the Southern Republican state chair
men, from Dent in the White House. 

"These people feel they stuck their necks 
out in the campaign. It paid off for Nixon. 
Now t;hey want to see something indicating 
there has been a change. 

"Finch is a political person, and all the 
political pressure's coming from one side 
now." 

PACKARD'S DEAL WITH THE TEXTILE BIG THREE 

(By Barney Sellers) 
By May 1, three of the nation's largest 

textile mills will report to David Packard, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, on their prog
ress in meeting his fair employment stand
ards. The reports will be filed as part of 
undisclosed, verbal agreements between 
Packard and the firms' chief executives to 
meet documented charges by the Depart
ment that the textile mills discriminate. In 
return for their efforts, Packard has awarded 
the firms-Dan River Mills, Burlington In
dustries, and J. P. Stevens-$14 million in 
Defense contracts. When the reports are re
ceived only Packard will know whether they 
meet the original "terms." His cryptic an-

nouncement approving the new contracts 
abruptly killed a two year, multi-agency at
tempt to enforce the government's long ne
glected power over discriminating contractors 
and set a poor precedent for future enforce
ment action. 

There are 7,000 textile mills in the coun
try, located mainly on the East Coast and 
principally in North Carolina, South Caro
lina, and Georgia. Though the industry has 
been t raditionally competitive, with small, 
family-owned firms the rule, recent mergers 
and acquisitions have resulted in a decreasing 
reliance on labor-intensive methods and in
creasing mechanized production in large 
plants. While there are almost one million 
textile workers, many female, the work force 
is declining and dropped by about 15,000 
last year. Labor relations in the industry 
have been marked by management's virulent 
anti-union policy, which continues to this 
day, and racial exclusion, which has been 
broken minimally within recent years. To
day, about a tenth of textile jobs are union
ized. In the past two decades Dan River, 
Burlington and J.P. Stevens have been found 
guilty of violating federal labor practice leg
islation. Since 1966, the NLRB has found 
J. P. Stevens guilty of illegal labor acts six 
times. Four of these findings have been up
held by federal courts and in 1968 the Su
preme Court affirmed findings of "massive" 
violations of the National Labor Relations 
Act, including firing, demoting, threatening, 
unlawfully interrogating and spying on em
ployees. 

Since 1960 the growth of new Southern 
industry has created a tight labor market 
for the mills as white workers have moved 
to higher paying jobs in other industries. 
As a result, the mills have been forced to 
raise wages and break the near-total ex
clusion of blacks. Ironically, the token 
breaking of the race line has given manage
ment new problems: young black workers, 
inspired by the organized successes of the 
civil rights movement, have concluded their 
main hope for improved working conditions 
rests with union growth; picketing by black 
female production workers has received na
tional attention. 

In January 1967, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission launched its first 
industry-wide fair employment project. The 
textile industry was chosen because it is a 
major provider of jobs in the Southeast; it 
uses workers with a wide variety of skills; 
it traditionally serves as an industrial entry 
point for unskilled persons; and because it 
has had a pattern of discriminatory employ
ment. As part of the effort, the Office of 
Federal Contract Compliance, which has 
authority for overseeing the government's 
contractor fair employment program, agreed 
to help organize field visits to eight major 
mills and to develop programs for change 
where they would be needed. 

In January 1968, OFCC and the Defense 
Department-which is assigned review re
sponsibility for the textile firms-agreed to 
visit a limited number of the largest textile 
mills in the South. The agreement reportedly 
was for Defense to visit the plants, document 
discrimination where it existed and consult 
OFCC prior to making final agreements. 

Dan River Mills was picked as the model 
for the plants and a visit to five facilities was 
made in January 1968. The main problems 
found included a very low utilization of black 
female production workers (even in counties 
with a one-third black population); virtual 
exclusion of Negro women from clerical jobs; 
assignment of black males to low paying, 
low status jobs; and segregation of facilities, 
including company-owned housing. In one 
plant, for example, blacks working for twenty 
years were in lower paying positions than 
white employees hired in 1967. A similar 
pattern was found in 6 other South Carolina 
plants, where only 5 Negroes were working in 
almost 700 advancect job spots. (Discrimina-

tory treatment at an Alabama Dan River 
plant was also exposed in a Civil Rights Com
mission hearing in April1968.) 

After that field review, Defense made its 
findings known to the plants and a long 
series of calls, letters and conferences began 
in order to work out an acceptable plan. In 
1968, Dan River was given more than six 
extensions of time to develop an adequate 
plan for change-in government terminology 
an "affirmative action" plan-even though 
the basic issues never really changed: how 
would the company act to redress the present 
effects of past discrimination, and when 
would it do it? 

The company refused to meet these two 
key issues. It would not act to correct past 
injustices by giving black workers a com
pensatory chance for promotions or pay raises 
over white workers; it refused to propose 
time goals. Government officials who argued 
that present effects of past discrimination 
must be affirmatively removed relied on two 
federal district court cases decided last year, 
the essence of which was stated in a decision 
involving a paper union and the Crown 
Zellerbach Company of Bogalusa, Louisiana: 

"Where a seniority system has the effect of 
perpetuating discrimination and concentrat
ing . . . the effects of past discrimination 
against Negro employees into the present 
placement of Negroes in inferior positions 
for promotions and other purposes, that 
present result is prohibited ... and must 
be replaced with another system." 

The principle of this case, applying to ac
tions by both unions and employers, was 
affirmed in mid-January 1969 by the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals and clearly supports 
efforts to overcome entrenched segregation 
and discrimination. The details of the dis
cussions with Dan River were known to both 
OFCC, who reportedly urged that negotia
tions be dropped and sanctions started, and 
the highest Defense officials. The talks 
dragged on and were bucked back and forth 
in Defense until just past the 1968 elections, 
when a final meeting was held four days 
before the end of the Democratic incum
bency. The company was required to reply 
to the government's proposals with a final 
response--one week after the new Adminis
tration was to take office. The final ingredi
ent in the slowly escalating case was notice 
from the Defense Supply Agency-the De
fense organ in charge of contractor employ
ment-that the Department was due to award 
$16 million worth of cloth contracts for uni
forms, and the three low bidders were Dan 
River, J . P. Stevens, and Burlington. (During 
the one-year period of negotiation in 1968, 
Defense awarded almost 70 contracts worth 
$77.5 million to the three firms.) DSA pointed 
out that maintenance of principle in this 
case might cost the agency $800,000 if the 
low-bidders were bypassed. It was up to the 
new Under Secretary of Defense, Mr. Packard, 
to decide. 

Shortly after submission of the company 
proposal, essentially the same plan that had 
been discussed for over 12 months, the tex
tile firms turned on the heat. Senator Strom 
Thurmond (R., S.C.), contacted the White 
House to get Defense officials in his office to 
discuss the case. Senator John Stennis 
(D., Miss.), Chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, wrote to the Secretary's 
office complaining about the military need 
for the service uniforms and the "unreason
able" fair employment demands. L. Mendel 
Rivers of South Carolina, Stennis' counter
part in the House also indica ted his dis
pleasure. And finally, former Secretary of the 
Army Robert Stevens, now president of J. P . 
Stevens, visited several former colleagues in 
Defense. Senators Javits and Brooke, almost 
alone among the Republicans, urged Defense 
to take a firm position. 

Packard's office announced a decision 
would be made on February 10, and Defense 
later indicated to civil rights groups, which 
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were preparing to muster support in Con
gress that the decision would be delayed 
even' further. On February 7 Packard's office 
announced the matter had been settled. 

As a renult of a session with the chief ex
ecutive officers of the three firms, the Deputy 
Secretary "received assurances" the law 
would be met. No written agreement was 
made, even though one is required by fed
eral regulations. No representatives of any 
government agency formerly involved in the 
case--including civil rights staff-were pres
ent. No subsequent information concerning 
the talks, other than the Secretary's press 
statement that he would give "personal at
tention" to the case, was released--even 
within the Defense Department. OFCC and 
the Secretary of Labor belatedly asked for 
copies of the "agreement." Though none was 
delivered, the arrangement was subsequently 
approved by Secretary of Labor Shultz. Labor 
and Defense announced that "to insure" 
company commitments would be kept, they 
would develop a quarterly report for the mills 
which would contain specific questions to be 
answered. 

The tragedy of the case--the first major 
enforcement effort for Defense--is that it 
was unnecessarily bungled. Civil rights sup
porters in and out of government saw the 
issue as the Administration's test in em
ployment enforcement and likened its im
portance to Secretary Finch's pending school 
desegregation decisions at HEW. The Defense 
decision made clear the new Administra
tion's willingness to continue past govern
ment enforcement policies that allow more 
than a score of federal agencies to decide 
unilaterally when and how the law shall be 
enforced for minorities. There is even some 
indication now that Defense procurement of
ficials are preparing to press for scuttling of 
pre-award compliance reviews. 

More important, the decision's handling 
may reinstate personal law enforcement in 
civil rights--the government approach to 
civil rights enforcement wherein decisions 
are not made routinely and fairly, but 
through interventions by high political ap
pointees. The danger of the personal ap
proach are amply demonstrated in the past 
trials of Commissioner Harold Howe, who 
spent most of his time at the Office of Edu
cation denying he was an "integration 
czar." Decisions concerning law enforce
ment in civil rights, as in other areas, should 
be routinized through regular due process 
wherever possible. 

Finally, Packard relied upon the good word 
of "fellow" executives in the industry. One 
need not distrust their personal honesty, but 
clearly, their economic interests (anti-union) 
and hiring policies (racist) argue against 
their ability or willingness to actively recruit, 
hire and promote blacks. Packard was deal
ing with the lives of thousands of present 
and potential minority employees who have 
traditionally been without support from 
these firms and who must rely upon the fair 
working of government due process to pro
tect their rights. Who but David Packard 
will be able to judge the appropriateness of 
industry steps toward fair employment? And 
by what standards will those steps be meas
ured? Gentlemen's agreements are no longer 
sufficient. 

Further, Mr. Speaker I place the fol
lowing letters, on the same subjects, sent 
by the Democratic Study Group to Presi
dent Nixon be printed at this point in the 
RECORD: 

DEMOCRATIC STUDY GROUP, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.O., February 1, 1969. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are disturbed to 
learn that Secretary of Health, Education 
and Welfare Finch has deviated from the 

procedures previously established to carry enforcement. We a.re concerned that Deputy 
out TltlP. VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ' Secretary of Defense Packard's disregard of" 
which prohibits the use of federal tax reve- regulations established to carry out Execu
nues for programs which discriminate on the tive Order 11246, which bans the award o-f" 
basis of color or race. federal contracts to companies which engage 

Effective and consistent enforcement of 1.n discriminatory employment practices .. 
Title VI is essential 1f we are to end dis- may signal a serious breakdown in federal 
crimination in America. Yet five school sys- civil rights enforcement efforts. 
tems 1n Mississippi and North and South Executive Order 11246, together with the 
Carolina which have not complied with 'fed- rules and regulations promulgated thereun
eral law requiring desegregation of schools der, is designed to assure that the federal 
have been afforded special treatment. These government will not subsidize companies 
five districts, with which the Department of which practice employment discrimination. 
Health, Education, and Welfare had been The Executive Order directs that the Office of 
negotiating for two years, had already ex- Federal Contract Complaince, Department of 
ha.usted the hearing and appeal procedures Labor, shall have supervisory responsibil1ty 
within the Department and had been ad- over enforcement of the Order and will co
judged not in compliance with the Civil ordinate the efforts of the various federal 
Rights Act. These school districts were noti- contracting agencies. 
fled on December 29, 1968 that procedures In the past month, defense contracts total
had been started which would result 1n a ing $14 million were awarded to three tex
cutoff of federal funds on January 29. tile firms-Dan River Mills, Burlington In-

While the order terminating federal assist- dustries and J.P. Stevens & Co.--despite the 
ance has been permitted to take effect, the f t 
school districts in question have been noti- ac that investigations by the Defense Sup-
tied by Secretary Finch that if they come into ply Agency revealed that all three compa
compliance within 60 days they will receive nies discriminate in hiring, promotion and 
the funds retroactively. In the meantime, the other practices. OFCC regulations of May 28, 
funds will be held in trust by the respective 1968• specifically provide that once a con
states. The Secretary's action is unprece- tractor is found deficient in civil rights com
dented and unwarranted since such fund cut- pliance, "it must make a specific commit
offs occur only after lengthy negotiations, ment, in writing, to correct any such defi-

ciencies. The commitment must include the 
thorough review of the facts, and persistent action to be taken and the dates for com-
refusal by local school officials to obey the pletion." (Sec. 60-1 :20) 
law. 

Secretary Finch has declared that this ac- Compliance with this regulation is sorely 
tion is being taken because he has not had lacking. On February 8, 1969, despite finds 
time to review the facts of the cases. He 1m- of deficiency, contracts totaling $9.4 million 
plied that the new procedure is not a per- were granted the three non-complying com
manent deviation from established proce- panies. Further, contracts totaling $4.5 mil
dure. Nonetheless, his decision is regrettable lion were announced on February 19 and 20. 
because it will lead many school districts In each case, the requirement of written as
which are not in compliance to believe that surances was ignored. Deputy Secretary 
the HEW guidelines will be relaxed. Packard claims to have received oral assur-

This danger is heightened by several state- ances that the companies would henceforth 
ments of Senator Strom Thurmond, who comply with the Executive Order. Such a 
was closely identified with your campaign, procedure is not totally inadequate, but is a 
suggesting that the Nixon Administration gross violation of the OFCC regulation cited 
will not require full and effective compliance above. In addition, despite its responsib111-
with federal desegregation requirements. An ties in this area, the OFCC was not even con
example is the enclosed copy of a news re- sulted regarding the decision to award these 
port from the December 19, 1968 issue of the contracts. 
Oolumbia, South Carolina newspaper, The Such actions seriously undermine federal 
State, in which Senator Thurmond is quoted civil rights enforcement efforts. As we pointed 
as telling Southern school administrators to out in our letter of February 1, expressing 
ignore HEW demands and "wait for a better concern at relaxation of Title VI school de
deal" under the Nixon Administration. Sen- segration procedures, any letup in enforce
ator Thurmond also expressed approval of ment of civil rights inevitably leads those 
Secretary Finch's action this week. who would disobey the law to believe they 

We therefore think it imperative, Mr. Pres- can do so with impunity. 
ident, that you make it clear that Title VI We therefore think it imperative, Mr. 
of the Civil Rights Act and HEW's guidelines President, that you make it clear to all fed
for its implementation will continue to be eral contracting agencies and the business 
firmly enforced, and that your Administra- community that Executive Order 11246 will 
tion does not intend to establish a "better be firmly enforced. Such action is necessary 
deal" for those who refuse to obey the law of in order to correct any misimpression that 
the land. may have occurred due to Deputy Secretary 

Otherwise, there is great danger that the Packa.rd's action in awarding the contracts 
action of Secretary Finch and the statements without proper written assurances of com
of Senator Thurmond will stimulate further pliance with the Executive Order. 
footdragging and evasion on the part of Further, we understand that the Depart
school districts which still discriminate ment of Defense may award several mill1on 
against children on the basis of race. Also, dollars in additional contracts to the same 
as indicated by the enclosed editorial from three companies, as well as contracts to four 
The Atlanta Journal of January 30, vacilla- of five other textile companies whose em
tion on the part of the federal government ployment policies are now under review by 
would undermine the efforts of those South- the Department of Defense. we urge that 
ern school officials who have attempted to these contracts not be awarded unless and 
obey the law. until such time as the companies involved 

Respectfully, meet all legal requirements not to engage in 
DONALD M. FRASER, discriminatory employment practices. Any 
JoHN BRADEMAS, other course of action would completely dis-
JAMES C. CORMAN, rupt orderly governmental procedures and 

Members of Congress. would give notice that federal laws against 

DEMOCRATIC STUDY GROUP, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.O., March 5, 1969. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to 
you again about the matter of civil rights 

discrimination may be flaunted with aban
don. 

We understand that Dan River Mills, Burl
ington Industries and J.P. Stevens & CO. will 
be required to file periodic reports of their 
progress in eliminating discriminatory prac
tices. Until such time as those reports are 
filed and evaluated by the Department of 
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Defense and the OFCC, further contract 
awards to these companies would be repre
hensible. In addition, contracts should not 
be granted those companies .now under in
vestigation until it is found that they do, in 
fact, comply with federal law. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD M. FRASER, 

Chairman. 
JAMES C. CORMAN, 

Secretary-Chief Whip. 
JOHN BRADEMAS, 

Vice Chairman. 
DON Enw ARDS, 

Chairman, Task Force on Civil Rights. 

THE 1968 DEAL WITH HANOI 
IS OFF 

<Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD, and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, some 
weeks ago I took the well of this House 
to express my concern that if we did not 
respond promptly to Hanoi's obvious 
violations of the 1968 bombing halt 
agreement, the mutual concessions which 
that agreement represented would have 
in fact disappeared. I said then too, that 
if we could not count on Hanoi to carry 
its share of a partial deescalation of the 
Vietnam fighting-where we stop doing 
certain specified things, and they stop 
doing certain specified things--how can 
we possibly expect them to live up to any 
full-scale peace agreement? 

Not many persons have stood up since 
then, Mr. Speaker, I regret to say, to echo 
that sentiment. But I was glad to see 
this morning that one distinguished 
commentator, Mr. Joseph Alsop, made 
precisely the same point in his column 
in today's Washington Post. 

Because the point is one that goes to 
the very heart of the validity of an 
agreement with Hanoi, it deserves to be 
carefully considered by all who want a 
genuine--as opposed to a phony-peace 
in Vietnam. 

I recommend the Alsop column to your 
attention, as follows: 
THE 1968 UNDERSTANDING WITH HANOI HAs 

BECOME A DEAD LETTER 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

It is easy to guess the main topic of Presi
dent Nixon's talks with Ambassador Ells
worth Bunker and Gen. Andrew Goodpaster. 
The all-important understanding with Hanoi, 
which permitted President Johnson to end 
all bombing of North Vietnam last October, 
has now become a complete dead letter. 

To be sure, the South Vietnamese delegates 
st111 attend the meaningless meetings in 
Paris. But the m111tary clauses of the John
son understanding, which had very great 
meaning, are now being as flagrantly violated 
by Hanoi as the accord on Laos, which Averell 
Harriman negotiated in 1962. 

Walt W. Rostow has correctly said that 
the greatest American error was the !allure 
to respond, both vigorously and promptly, to 
Hanoi's instantaneous violation of all the 
most important clauses of Gov. Harriman's 
1962 accord. These were the clauses by which 
Hanoi solemnly promised to withdraw all 
North Vietnamese troops from Laos, and 
never to use Laos as a troop-transit route to 
South Vietnam. 

President Nixon must now face a siinllar 

problem, but in much more acute form. The 
Johnson understanding, apparently reached 
with the Soviets as intermediaries, had two 
important mllitary features. In return for the 
final cessation of the bombing, Hanoi was 
to refrain from two crucial kinds of activity. 

First, there was to be no shelling or rocket
ing of the major cities of South Vietnam. 

Second, the ludicrously misnamed Demil
itarized Zone, on the border between North 
and South Vietnam, was not to be used for 
any m111tary purpose, as agreed by Hanoi 
in 1954. 

As might have been foreseen from Ha
noi's way of keeping the promises so hope
fully accepted by Gov. Harriman, the under
standing that ended the bombing began to 
be violated not very long after the bombs 
ceased falllng. The first probes-and that 
is really the right word-took the form of 
rocket and other attacks on various cities, 
finally including Saigon itself. 

Though viciously cruel to some unlucky 
c1v111ans among the cities' populations, these 
attacks on the cities have had little more 
m111tary effect than Chinese firecrackers. 
Their sole purpose, so far as one can judge, 
has been to make headlines in certain Amer
ican newspapers with strong Chicken Little 
tendencies. Because they had no m111tary ef
fect, these first violations were perhaps un
wisely ignored. 

What is happening now is altogether dif
ferent, however. Reports have already ap
peared of ten or more North Vietnamese regi
ments massing above the DMZ using the 
rebuilt bases ·and restored communications 
which are owed to the final bombing halt. 

In fact, however, the DMZ clause of the 
Johnson understanding is not just threat
ened with violations, as these reports sug
gest. It has instead been violated during the 
past fortnight in the customary flagrant, big
scale manner. In other words, whole North 
Vietnamese regiments have been crossing the 
DMZ, to operate in the two most northerly 
provinces of South Vietnam. 

This is a very serious matter indeed. Be
cause of the DMZ clause in the Johnson 
understanding, Gen. Creighton Abrams was 
able to reduce his forces in Quangtri and 
Thuatien provinces to the 3d Marine Di
vision and the 173d Airborne Division, plus 
the excellent 1st South Vietnamese Division. 
With much reduced forces, great progress was 
nonetheless being made in rooting out the 
whole enemy structure in Quangtri and 
Thuatien. 

All progress will of course come to an end, 
and acute dangers will of course arise, if en
tire enemy divisions begin transiting the DMZ 
in happy impunity, and in gross disregard of 
the understanding with President Johnson. 
This has, as noted above, begun to happen 
already. 

It has the most vivid mil1tary signl:flcance, 
moreover. If it continues, for instance, it 
could force Gen. Abrams to go back to the 
fire brigade-like use of his forces to which 
Gen. William C. Westmoreland was too often 
driven by hard necessity. 

Hanoi's motive for shifting the threat to 
Northern I Corps is pretty certainly the 
sanguinary failure, at least to date, of the 
first main thrust of the "winter-spring cam
paign" on the approaches to Saigon in III 
Corps. Once again, as in mid-December, there 
ll:l hard evidence of the bitterest recrimina
tions between the Communist high com
mand, COSVN, and the enemy's divisional 
and regimental commanders in III Corps. 
These la.tter enraged COSVN by their reluc
tance to hurl their bomb-decimated units 
into suicidal ground battles. 

That does not change the DMZ's chal
lenge to the President, however. Either he 
must blandly ignore the total violation of 

the Johnson understanding, thereby in
curring very grave military risks, or he must 
authorize Gen. Abrams to respond to the 
challenge in a suitably harsh manner, "at a 
time and place of his own choosing." 

SOME BALANCED THOUGHTS ON 
THE ABM 

<Mr. STRATI'ON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD, and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been so much nonsense spoken on 
the subject of the ABM in recent weeks, 
some of it on this floor, and a good deal 
more of it in the other body, that it is re
freshing to see in print a direct, simple 
statement of what is really the basic 
issue involved. 

Such a statement appeared in Mr. 
Joseph Alsop's column of March 24 in 
the Washington Post. To add light rather 
than heat to the discussion of this vital 
issue, I hereby include the full text of the 
excellent Alsop piece: 
ABM FoEs ARE AsKING NATION To GAMBLE 

WITH ITS FuTuRE 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

The vice of the anti-ABM crusaders can be 
very simply stated. They are really talking 
about a subject of which they know nothing 
whatever: Namely, what the Soviets may do 
if they can believe they enjoy decisive strate
gic-nuclear superiority. 

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird and Dep
uty Secretary David Packard have now testi
fied that the costly Soviet weapons programs 
are clearly aimed to gain that kind of supe
rioity. This has nothing to do, moreover, with 
the numbers of nuclear warheads in the U.S. 
and Soviet arsenals, a subject that the cru
saders endlessly babble about. 

The Soviets are spending their billions on 
weapons intended to destroy our delivery sys
tems. And if the delivery systems can be de
stroyed by surprise attack, our thousands of 
warheads will of course be worse than useless. 

As already pointed out in this space, more
over, the seemingly defensive ABMs that the 
Soviets are already deploying must be re
garded, at least in part, as the other half of 
the above equation. No surprise attack can be 
counted upon to destroy all of our different 
delivery systems. But it can so enormously 
reduce the weight of the counterattack that 
an ABM defense will be rendered effective 
and useful. 

These, then, are the real terms of the prob
lems, which has one further, purely psycho· 
logical, factor. American deterrence depends, 
in brief, not on what Dr. Jerome Weisner be
lieves, but on what the Soviet defense plan
ners believ-e. And these are not civllian scien
tists; they are the Soviet marshals, all of 
whom strongly resemble Gen. Curtis LeMay 
cubed. 

Their types of expenditure, especially on 
"counterforce weapons," quite obviously re
veal what the Soviet marshals believe they 
can achieve over time. So you come back to 
the problem of what the Soviets may do if 
they think, even if wrongly, that they enjoy 
decisive superiority. 

No one at all can know with certainty the 
answer to this question, simply because until 
now, thank God, the Soviets never have en
joyed anything remotely resembling superior
ity. You can only say that the Soviets have 
been sharply responsive, in at least two great 
crises, to the strategic-nuclear superiority 
enjoyed. by the U .B. 
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For first time, and perhaps the most in
teresting, was immediately after the death 
of Stalin. The aging paranoid had spent un
told sums on the early versions of the MIG 
fighter, although these planes were- actually 
incapable of laying a machine gun, so to say, 
on the American strategic bombers of that 
period. Obviously, the marshals did not dare 
to tell the truth to the terrible old man. 

With Stalin gone, however, the truth was 
at last told to the no doubt horrified Polit
buro. The result was the most important 
tension-relaxing move the Soviets have ever 
made. Austria, in fact, almost certainly owes 
its freedom and unity to the poor perform
ance characteristics of those early MIGs, 
which at that time left the Soviet Union 
naked as a jaybird in the event of U.S. nu
clear attack. 

The Cuban missile-crisis was of course the 
second test above-mentioned. In 1962, the 
U.S. margin of strategic-nuclear superiority 
was still on the order of five to one. In his 
authoritative work "Power in the Kremlin," 
Michel Tatu leaves no room for doubt that 
the aim of the secret deployment of medium
range missiles in Cuba was to change this 
margin, so unfavorable to the Soviets. 

Tatu leaves no room for doubt, either, that 
the greatness of the U.S. margin played a 
major role in the outcome. In this respect, 
however, there is much food for disquiet in 
Tatu's remarkable Kremlinological pendant 
to the late Robert Kennedy's account of the 
Cuban missile crisis. 

There is food for disquiet because Tatu 
produces such detailed and impressive evi
dence that it was a "damn near-run thing," 
as the Duke of Wellington said of Waterloo. 
In other words, the Kremlin leaders were 
deeply divided, and it was touch and go for 
some time before the Soviet backdown that 
ended the Cuban crisis. 

If it was touch and go when the U.S. mar
gin was on the order of five to one, it really 
is rather urgent to ask oneself how the 
Soviets may respond in some future crisis, 
after they have changed the margin to favor 
themselves. Mind you, moreover, it will mat
ter not one whit whether this change in mar
gin is real, in the sense of being recognized 
by Dr. Wiesner. 

What the Soviets think will be all that 
matters. Sen. Fulbright and the rest are in 
fact asking President Nixon to take pretty 
awe-inspiring risks with the U.S. future. But 
that is far more normal than asking Sen. 
Fulbright to do his homework, by reading 
Tatu. 

THE HIDDEN WAR 
<Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include an editorial.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, does anyone doubt that this 
hideous war has come full cycle? If so-
if there are still doubters--! would like 
to recommend that my doubting col
leagues read an article that appeared 
on the front page of the Wall Street 
Journal. The article described the opera
tion of the elite "Phoenix" forces that 
hunt the Vietcong infrastructure in the 
countryside. Conceived largely by CIA 
men and other American planners and 
carried out by South Vietnamese, Opera
tion Phoenix uses "calculated brutality 
applied to suspected Vietcong," and on
the-spot executions, while the partici
pating troops indulge in the looting of 
homes and the "systematic destruction of 
village installations." 

The Journal asks the question: "Be
cause the Vietcong torture and assassi
nate, should the allies?" 

Let us ask the question I posed before: 
When Americans are a party to assassi
nation, torture, terror, and looting as a 
matter of military tactics can there be 
any doubt that this war has come full 
cycle and that we are truly the enemy 
of the country we went to defend? 

I would like to associate myself with 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania and 
with the intent of his resolution. I in
clude in the body of the RECORD the full 
article, "The Hidden War," that ap
peared in the Wall Street Journal, Tues
day, March 25, 1969: 
THE HIDDEN WAR-ELITE "PHOENIX" FORCES 

HUNT VmTCONG CHmFS IN AN ISOLATED 
VILLAGE-RAID PROMPTED BY INFORMERS 
FINDS MOST OF FOE GONE AND NATIVES 
TIGHT-LIPPED--DEMOLISHING A VC MaNU-
MENT 

(By Peter R. Kann) 
DoN NHoN, SoUTH VmTNAM.-Was it a 

trap? There was reason for suspicion. 
But the risk had to be taken. An un

solicited bit of information offered an oppor
tunity to strike at the local unit of the 
Vietcong "infrastructure" (VCI), the clan
destine political and administrative appa
ratus through which the enemy lays claim 
to control much of the Vietnamese country
side. 

The affair began like this: 
Two ragged Vietnamese, one short and 

squat, the other tall and thin, recently walked 
into Don Nhon, a village about 50 miles 
southwest of Saigon that is the capital of 
Don Nhon District. The pair told American 
officials that they wanted to talk about the 
VCI in their home village of Vinh Hoa, a 
nearby community of about 2,000 persons 
nestled deep in Vietcong territory along a 
Mekong River tributary. A Vietcong-spon
sored "Liberation Committee" had been 
elected to govern Vinh Hoa five months previ
ously, the informers said. 

The U.S. advisers were dubious about 
taking mill tary action on the basis of this 
intelligence. An ambush might be in the 
offing. Vinh Hoa was dangerous territory, 
several miles from the nearest government
controlled village. And the informers said 
they were refugees, rather than Vietcong de
fectors, who normally could be expected to be 
more eager to talk. But the two stuck to their 
story of overt Vietcong control in their vil
lage, and their information checked out with 
that in allied files. 

HIGH PRIORITY 

Vinh Hoa clearly was a target for "Opera
tion Phoenix," the high-priority allied effort 
to root out the VCI across South Vietnam. 
The year-old Phoenix campaign obviously is 
related to the Paris negotiations. When peace 
comes, South Vietnam's claims to control the 
countryside will be strongest where the VCI 
cadre are fewest. 

The Vietcong claim that about 1,800 gov
erning bodies have been freely elected in 
"liberated areas" of South Vietnam. The U.S. 
dismisses most of the committee as fictions 
existing only on paper and claims VCI cadre 
are being wiped out at a rate of better than 
2,300 a month. Total VCI strength is esti
mated at about 70,000. 

Although conceived largely by CIA men 
and other American planners, Operation 
Phoenix is executed primarily by Vietnamese 
troops. Its methods range from after-dark 
assassination strikes_ by small killer squads to 
battalion-sized cordon and search efforts. A 
small strike clearly wasn't indicated for Vinh 
Hoa. The village might be heavily defended. 
U.S. officials finally settled on a plan for a 
daylight assault with helicopter transporta
tion. The U.S. 9th Division would provide 
support. 

HUNTING T-HE ENEMY 

Phoenix operations are reputed to be highly 
sophisticated and productive affairs. The 

Vinh Hoa effort proved to be neither. It in
volved intricate-and apparently flawed
planning, largely fruitless interrogation of 
fearful, tight-lipped villagers, calculated bru
tality applied to suspected Vietcong, the exe
cution of one suspect, looting of homes by 
Vietnamese troops, systematic destruction of 
village installations and a largely unproduc
tive hunt for Vietcong officials who apparent
ly had fled by sampan long before the allies 
arrived. 

The operation highlighted agonizing ques
tions about Phoenix and the allied methods 
for waging war in Vietnam. Because the 
Vietcong torture and assassinate, should the 
allies? Is there value to an operation that 
"sweeps" a Vietcong area and then departs, 
leaving no permanent allied presence? Who 
should be considered Vietcong? Does the VC 
include a farmer who happens to own an
cestral rice land in a Vietcong-controlled vil
lage and pays taxes to the enemy? 

The counter-infrastructure experts are the 
Provincial Reconnaissance Units, called 
"PRUs." Along with the Vietnamese, they in
clude Cambodian and Chinese Nung merce
naries. All are recruited, trained and paid by 
the CIA. In two days of planning the Vinh 
Hoa force grew to include about 40 PRUs, 
about 30 Vietnamese special combat police 
and a handful of interrogators from the Po
lice Special Branch, Census-Grievance men 
and psychological warfare cadre. The Ameri
cans taking part in the operation were two 
civilian PRU advisers, two civilian advisers 
to the special police, two young Army officers 
working in Don Nhon District and several 
radio operators. Two companies of the 9th 
Division, about 110 men, were to form a cor
don around the village to prevent Vietcong 
escapes. 

THE LAST MEETING 

Flnal plans were coordinated at the Tac
tical Operations Center of Kien Hoa province 
(which includes Don Nhon) the night before 
the strike, with more than a dozen Americans 
and Vietnamese attending or within earshot. 
The size of the meeting troubled CIA men. 
They worried, justifiably as it turned out, 
that confusion and intelligence leaks would 
follow. 

At 7 a.m. the next morning, the operation 
force is waiting for its helicopter transport 
at the airfield at Ben Tre, the Kien Hoa pro
vincial capital. And waiting. It turns out 
that the 9th Division is having difficulty ar
ranging its "air assets." An outpost under 
siege in a neighboring province has to be 
aided. 

The civilian U.S. advisers begin to get rest
less and irritable: "The U.S. Army is more 
trouble than it's worth ... all their maps 
and charts and crap . . . goddamned army 
must have schools that teach delay and 
confusion ... never seen a 9th Division op
eration go off on time .... " 

One adviser spots a plane to the west cir
cling roughly over the area of the target vil
lage. Fluttering from it are thousands of 
propaganda leaflets. He explodes: "Great. 
Just great. The army is really good at this 
crap. Pick up a paper and read all about it. 
Read about the operation that's coming in to 
get you." 

The PRUs and Vietnamese special combat 
police are wearing a wild variety of jungle fa
tigues, flak jackets, bush hats, berets, combat 
boots, tennis shoes and sandals. Some are 
barefoot. Initially they are sitting in orderly 
rows along the runway. Soon they begin dis
persing about the airfield. 

The PRUs invent a game. As a big C130 
cargo plane comes in to land, they sit on the 
runway, then duck their heads as the plane's 
wings whip past just above them. "They're 
the toughest men in this war," says one ad
viser. "They join this outfit because they 
want action." 

The American paints to a small Vietnamese 
half-dozing on the grass. "That man used to 
be a VC. He got disillusioned with them, so 
they killed his family. He lit out for the bush. 
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Spent two years out there alone, conducting 
a private vendetta against Charlie. God 
knows how many VC he killed. Finally he 
came in and joined up with the PRUs. He 
wants to kill more VCs." 

HOVERING CLOSE 

Shortly after 9 a.m., two hours late, 10 heli
copters arrive. The Phoenix force piles aboard 
and is flown for 15 minutes across flat rice 
land and coconut groves to the landing zone, 
a rice paddy less than a mile from the center 
of Vinh Hoa. The helicopters hover close to 
the ground, and the troops leap out, wading 
cautiously through thigh-deep mud and 
water toward a treeline from which they 
expect enemy fire. 

There is no firing. At the treeline the 
troops are joined by the Don Nhon District 
U.S. advisers and the two Vietnamese in
formants who prompted the operation. They 
have been separately helicoptered to the 
scene. The informers, garbed in baggy U.S. 
Army fatigues, are to remain mystery men, for 
their own protection. Their heads are cov
ered with brown cloth bags with eye and 
mouth holes. The two present a part comic, 
part frightening spectacle. 

The local advisers have bad news. They say 
the 9th Division cordon along the southern 
fringe of the v1llage didn't get into place 
until about 9 a.m., two hours late, leaving 
the Vietcong an escape route. (The 9th Divi
sion later denies any delay.) Now the inform
ers claim not to recognize the approach being 
taken to the village. One American sharply 
questions them. Another is cursing the Viet
namese "psywar" operatives trampling along 
with the troops: "All we need are these god
damned guys with their leaflets. And they're 
wearing black pajamas. Beautiful. Now the 
army (the 9th Division troops) wlll zap 'em 
asVC." 

LOOKING AROUND 

Several of the Vietnamese special police 
have found an empty farmhouse, recently 
deserted judging by damp betel-nut stains 
on the floor. They are passing the time 
knocking holes in a water barrel. In another 
farmhouse, the occupant, an old lady, stares 
at a wan while two carefree PRUs boil eggs 
on her wood stove. 

A lone PRU wanders along the treeline 
shaking his head and muttering, "VC di di, 
VC di di ... (VC gone, VC gone)." The 
troops presently advance toward a cluster of 
houses nearer the village center. Spaced along 
the mud trails at intervals of about 10 yards 
are thick mud bunkers, each large enough 
for several men. The houses also have bun
kers, inside or out. Vinh Hoa, being within 
an allied "free strike zone," is subject to 
air and artillery pounding. 

No booby traps materialize. The troops ar
rive at a substantial farmhouse with flower 
beds in the front yard, a manicured hedge 
and pillars flanking the front entrance. It is 
one of many prosperous homes in Vinh Hoa
surprising, since Vietcong vlllages usually are 
poorer than government-controlled towns. 
Isolation from major markets, high Vietcong 
taxes and allied bombing are among the 
reasons. 

Behind the house some leaf wrappings are 
found. "The VC must have been here," an 
American says. "That's what they wrap field 
rations in." (Leaves are used by most rural 
Vietnamese, VC or not, to wrap food.) The 
occupant of the house, an old man who 
stares at the interlopers through wire-rim 
spectacles, is shaking, through age, or fear, 
or both. 

The aged Vietnamese is questioned briefly. 
"Bring him along,'' an American says sharply. 
"Let's move." Another adviser says, "That old 
man could be the top dog VC in this village. 
You never know." The old man totters along 
with the troops. He is released in mid-after
noon when one of the two informers claims 
him as an uncle. 

INTERROGATION 

At about 11 a.m., an American adviser and 
two special police turn up with three cap
tives. "Found them hiding in a house,'' the 
American says. The informers inspect the 
captives and whisper, through an interpreter, 
that one is a Vietcong village guerrilla, the 
second a Vietcong "security section chief" 
and the third a non-Vietcong, perhaps a de
serter from the South Vietnamese army. 

The two identified as Vietcong are bound, 
and one of them, a narrow-shouldered, bent 
young man with protruding teeth, is leaned 
against a tree trunk. Several police interro
gators and PRUs gather around him and fire 
questions. They want to know where Vietcong 
weapons and ammunition are hidden. 

The suspect doesn't know or won't say. 
Soon the questions are interspersed with 
yanks at his hair and sharp kicks to his 
head, face and groin. The prisoner sags 
against the tree, face bloodied. 

"Americans don't want to be here for any 
more of this," says one U.S. adviser, moving 
away. "It's a nasty goddamned business." He 
adds, "You know, it's a whole cycle of this 
stuff. Last week in another village near Don 
Nhon the VC marched five government sym
pathizers into the marketplace and beat their 
heads in with hammers. So we return it on 
this guy. It goes on and on." 

By now the informers have gotten their 
bearings. They lead most of the troops along 
a trail to a hospital building behind a hedge 
of blue flowers. It is a straw-thatch structure 
containing eight wide plank beds separated 
by white plastic curtains. In one corner is a 
mud bunker, in another a crude case of 
glassware and medicine bOttles, some with 
French and American labels. There are no 
patients or traces of them. 

The Americans decide it is a Vietcong hos
pital for wounded enemy troops. "Burn it," 
an American adviser directs. Ignited with 
cigaret lighters, the hut burns readily. 

VINH HOA VILLAGE 

In single file, the troops wind along a trail 
toward the center of Vinh Hoa. Since there 
hasn't been any firing, the possibility of an 
ambush is discounted. Some of the PRUs and 
special police are carrying food and house
hold articles tak,en from the outlying farm
houses. The "psywarriors" are strewing the 
trail with propaganda leaflets carried in plas
tic bags. Some of the PRUs have ringed their 
helmets with garlands of flowers. The pro
cession takes on a festive air. 

Ten minutes later the column reaches the 
center of the vmage, a small cluster of 
houses and shops facing a square that pre
viously contained a covered marketplace. The 
marketplace has been bombed out. In the 
center of the square is a concrete obelisk 
about 10 feet high-a Vietcong memorial, say 
the Americans, dedicated to the enemy dead. 
It is one target of the Phoenix strike. 

The PRUs and Vietnamese special police 
begin searching-and sacking-the homes. 
They are bored, and restless, because there 
has been no "action." The psywarriors' plas
tic bags, emptied of propaganda, are com
mandeered for loot ranging from clothing 
to chickens. "Trick or treat," say an Ameri
can, not really amused. In one house, some 
of the Vietnamese troops are having a small 
celebration. They have unearthed a bottle of 
rice wine. 

A few village residents, women, children 
and old men, are assembled along one side of 
the square. They squat on their haunches in 
the dust. Several male captives are bound a 
few yards away. Against a wall, the narrow
shouldered prisoner is rocking back and 
forth, a trickle of blood running down his 
head. 

Amid whirling dust, a 9th Division heli
copter lands in the square. A lean U.S. lieu
tenant colonel in polished boots and trim 
uniform steps out with aides in tow. Display-

ing a map marked with red grease pencil, he 
reports the kill totals of the support troops: 
"Charlie Company got three KIAs (K1lled In 
Action), Delta Company two, we got one 
from my chopper .... " All the fatalities, he 
says, were armed Vietcong, carrying packs. 
They were shot trying to flee through the 
cordon. "They had low-level documents on 
them," the colonel reports. Presently the 
chopper leaves. 

In the middle of the square, two Americans 
are strapping demolition charges around the 
Vietcong monUinent. A one-minute warning 
is sounded. Everyone takes cover. As the 
charge explodes, the monument disintegrates 
into chunks of brick and concrete. It is ex
actly noon. 

THE VILLAGE CHURCH 

The explosion seems to galvanize the forag
ing troops into action. "Don't they have any
thing to do but loot those houses?" an Amer
ican PRU adviser shouts to a Vietnamese 
lieutenant. "Get the men out combing the 
rest of this village." Two search parties move 
out. A third group, mostly Americans, crosses 
a narrow footbridge spanning a canal to in
vestigate a church. 

Crossing the bridge, the Americans spot 
fresh footprints on both sides of the river 
connected with the canal. For the moment, 
they pose a mystery. 

The church, a Roman Catholic structm·e, 
is bolted shut at front and rear. Just as two 
Americans warily advance to smash a lock, 
the front door opens and an elderly Inan in 
white pajamas appears, smiling as though to 
welcome parishioners to services. The inside 
of the little church is newly painted and 
neatly scrubbed. A row of angled bullet holes 
along the metal-sheet roof attests to a visit 
from a helicopter gunship. 

In the rear are a large drum and a brass 
gong. An American points to them and ques
tions the elderly church attendant. 

"What are they for?" 
"To call the faithful to worship." 
"Did you see any people leaving the village 

this morning?" 
"No .... " 
"We have information on how much this 

church pays to the VC in taxes. How much 
do you say it pays?" 

"Maybe the people pay 100 or 200 piasters 
(80 cents to $1.60) ." 

"The church, how much does it pay?" 
"The church does not pay taxes. The 

church never pays taxes." 
"The hell it doesn't pay," the American 

says. "This may be a Catholic church, but it's 
Charlie's Catholic church." 

A TACITURN LADY 

The Americans follow a pa.th past the 
church to a cluster of solidly built homes. 
Most are empty. In one, two candles burn be
fore a postcard picture of Christ. In another, 
a picture of Pope Paul sits on a small altar 
beside a mud bunker. One house is occupied 
by a woman with six children. She is inter
rogated. 

"Did you see people crossing the river this 
morning?" 

"No, I was in my bunker." 
"Where is your husband?" 
"He went to the market a.t Cai Mang." 
"Why?" 
"He alv;,ays goes when the soldiers come 

here .... 
"Do you know who are the VC in this vil

lage?" 
"No. We don't know VC. We are Catholic. 

Catholics don't know VC." 
"We know that a Liberation Committee 

was elected here. When?" 
"I just heard about it recently." 
"Who is the Vietcong village chief here?" 
"I don't know .... " 
"How much tax do you pay to the VC?" 
"More than 1,000 piasters." (About $8.) 
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"How often do Vietcong song and dance 

(propaganda) teams come and visit?" 
"Not often." 
"What do they say?" 
"They say the Americans will go home 

soon." 
"How often does your husband stand 

guard for the VC?" 
"Every five or six days." 
"How often do the women here have to 

make punji stakes (poisoned stakes) for the 
VC?" 

"Once or twice a year." 
"That's pretty typical," says the American, 

heading back across the footbridge to the 
village square. 

DISAPPEARING ENEMY 

An American adviser has figured out the 
footprints on both sides of the river. There 
are no sampans around the vlllage. Adult 
males except for old men, seem almost non
existent. The village population is estimated 
at 2,000, but no more than 200 persons have 
been seen on this day. 

The American finds a youngster hiding in 
a farmhouse. He poses a few perfunctory 
questions, then suddenly demands: "At what 
time this morning did all the people leave 
here by boat?" Perhaps startled by the sud
denness of the query, the boy replies, "At 
four o'clock." 

The conclusion: Most of the village's Viet
cong guerrillas, VCI cadre and Liberation 
Committee members have eluded the 
Phoenix troops. "They just had to have that 
big meeting last night," fumes an American 
adviser, recalllng the last planning session 
for the operation. "Everyone had to get in on 
this • • • operation. The VC mUJSt have 
known all about it by midnight last night. 
So they blew the place. Just sailed down the 
river on their sampans." 

But there may be something to salvage 
from the operation. In the square, the group 
of squatting villagers has grown to 50 or 60. 
Census-Grievance operatives examine their 
identification cards. Few have them; in 
Vietcong-controlled areas, the enemy for
bids the people to carry government ID 
cards and often punishes those who do. 

The two informers, still with bags on their 
heads, stand behind a nearby wall, peering 
ast the villagers. Occasionally they point to 
a resident and whisper to a PRU. Those put 
under suspicion are pulled to their feet, 
bound and taken aside to the prisoner 
group. The others remain on their haunches 
staring silently into the dust. 

THE MOVING FINGER 

One villager "fingered" by the informers 
is a bowlegged woman clutching a baby. 
She is identified as a member of the vlllage 
"women-farmer association," a Vietcong 
citizen-involvement organization not nor
mally considered important enough to classify 
as Vietcong cadre. ("No point picking them 
up," a U.S. official says later in Saigon. 
"They're more trouble than they're worth 
to process and hold.") 

But the woman is moved to the prisoner 
group, clutching the baby. Her two other 
children, a boy about six and a girl about 10 
years old, begin to cry loudly. A PRU raises 
a rifie butt over their heads menacingly, 
and the wails subside into muffied sobs. 

From behind a nearby house two shots 
are heard. The narrow-shouldered prisoner 
has been executed. His body is dumped 
into a bunker. 

One of the psywar operatives lectures the 
villagers on the perils of supporting the 
Vietcong and outlines the benefits of back
ing the Saigon government. Propaganda 
sheets bearing a smiling portrait of Presi
dent Nguyen Van Thieu are handed out. 

At one side of the square an American ad
viser muses about the operation and what 
it has to do with the war: "There are 30 
people sitting around a table in Paris, and 
they just aren't going to hack it. How can 

they solve this thing? The people in this 
village have been VC for 10 years, maybe 20. 
How are you going to change that? We come 
here on an operation, and what does it 
prove? We've got some crook sitting in Don 
Nhon picking up a salary every month be
cause he claims to be the government vn
lage chief here. He hasn't dared to visit this 
vlllage for seven years. The district chief 
was too chicken to come on this operation. 
So we come in, pick up a few Charlles and 
leave. The VC wlll be back in control here 
tonight .... " 

HEADING BACK 

At 3 p.m., with five prisoners in tow, the 
troops start hiking back to the landing zone 
in the rice paddy for transportation home. 
Near the paddy they meet two U.S. soldiers 
from the 9th Division cordon, leading two 
prisoners. Each of the captives wears a neatly 
printed "Detainee Card." 

The taller and more talkative of the two 
informers is brought forward to examine the 
new prisoners. One is identified as a deputy 
Vietcong vlllage chief, the other as a non
Vietcong. Both are placed with the other 
prisoners. 

A deputy Vietcong vlllage chief would be 
the most important captive of the day by far, 
the others being low-level cadre at best. "Hey, 
we got us a big one," says an elated American 
adviser, who then cautions nearby PRUs: 
"You keep this one alive, you hear. We 
want him alive." 

Half an hour later the troops have been 
helicoptered back to their compound in Ben 
Tre, and the prisoners are on their way to 
the Police Special Branch interrogation cen
ter. Results of the operation: Eight kills, one 
after torture. Seven prisoners taken for in
terrogation. One war memorial dynamited. 
One hospital burned. No friendly casualties. 

CULTURAL VANDALISM 

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks a;t this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, every 
American aspires to preserve a national 
culture. I think this is best indicated in 
the grants by some tax-free foundations, 
through Federal subsidies and with tax
free bequests to improve the theater, 
making it more inviting to the average 
citizen. 

Now it becomes apparent that the easy 
money is not being used to display our 
culture, advance the arts, or to improve 
the quality of the humanities but rather 
the programs are designed to destroy 
everything that is sacred, moral, and 
holy to the American people. 

In just the past few days in New York 
the actors and all connected with the 
performance of "Che" were arrested on 
various charges of indecency. 

In another region at New Orleans, La., 
the Repertory Theater, financed by $1% 
million in tax dollars, has been found so 
repulsive to the New Orleans community 
that the educational chairman of the 
women's auxiliary of the chamber of 
commerce is surveying the disillusioned 
community toward registering a formal 
protest. 

It is time that someone in the leader
ship of this country take heed to what 
is going on and who is promoting it be
fore the American people rise up to per
petuate their culture for the next gen
eration. 

Until such time as the drama leader
ship polices its own ranks I urge that 

this administration cut oft any further 
funding and that the Congress not · ap
propriate any funds for theaters, drama 
and thespian arts. 

Mr. Speaker, a UPI release from New 
York City of March 25, a. copy of a cir
cula·ted letter from New Orleans, and an 
article from the Summit, Miss., Sun for 
March 13, follow: 

"CHEI" GETS ARRESTING REVIEW 

NEw YoRK.-several policemen and a judge 
sat quietly through a performance of "Chel" 
last night. 

When it was over police arrested the actors, 
the producer, the director, the wrlter, the 
set designer, the costume designer and the 
box office manager. They were charged with 
public lewdness, obscenity and consensual 
sodomy. Nine of the 10 persons involved also 
were charged with "unlawful dealings with a 
child"-a youth of 17 who was in the play. 

The off-Broadway show is supposed to de
pict symbolically the last hours of CUban 
revolutionary leader Ernesto (Che) Guevara. 
The on-stage "Che"-played by Larry Ber
cowitz-devotes much of his time to stimu
lating sexual intercourse with Mary Anne 
Shelley. Both Bercowitz and Miss Shelley 
played their scenes nude. 

The play ends with an actor playing the 
president of the United States and wearing 
nothing but an Uncle Sam hat and a red, 
white and blue sash around his waist shoot
ing Guevara. 

A PARENT, NoT HYSTERICAL BUT VERY CON
CERNED, PROTESTS ABOUT "PROTEST: MAN 
AGAINST SOCIETY" 

Repertory Theatre was inaugurated to open 
the world of theatre to those who had rarely, 
if ever, had the privilege of enjoying live 
theatre. It was intended to preserve our cul
tural heritage. As such, one would expect it 
to be not only entertaining, but somewhat 
inspirational and pro-American since mil
lions of tax dollars go to support it. (Locally, 
New Orleans Educational Laboratory Theatre 
has been federally funded with approxi
mately one and a half mlllions of tax 
dollars.) 

For several weeks now, Ibsen's An Enemy 
of the People has been shown to high school 
students--public, parochial, and private-
in the New Orleans Area. The selection of 
the play itself was amazing since the theme 
is pessimistic, bitingly ironic, scornful of 
those in authority and bleakly depressing. 
(Not exactly the type script that would make 
a theatre-goer out of a non-discerning teen
ager.) 

Before attending the production, our high 
school population was given free a book en
titled Protest: Man Against Society. An 
Enemy of the People (new translation by 
David Scanlan commissioned by Repertory 
Theatre, New Orleans--footnote, page 15) 
is printed therein, but so are essays com
pletely incendiary in nature, violently criti
cal of our democratic institutions, and en
couraging revolt in our youth. But it is all 
done with finesse. Thus, the opening selec
tion is Matthew's gospel wherein Christ com
missions his twelve to go out and preach. In 
crescendo fashion, the essays become anti
democratic-state, more violently critical of 
our American institutions, more fiagrantly 
revolutionary, until the book concludes with 
recommendations for militant protest. 

Who are some of the authors? Robert Wil
liams--now llvtn.g in Comxnunist China
a close friend of Mao Tse Tung. Andre Mal
raux-an active participant in the commu
nist revolutionary movement in China, 
Southeast Asia and the Loyalist Cause in 
Spain. In Man's Fate Malruax portrays a man 
who realizes he must murder in cold blood 
for the good of the revolutionary movement. 
In the book, the reader is urged to subvert, 
to spread the ideology that would undermine 
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the American system and destroy her sym
bols-from draft registration, the Flag and 
even our currency: (page 159, line 7) Mario 
Savicr-the leader of The Free Speech Move
ment (filthy speech) and one of the prime 
movers of the riots at Berkeley-is also in
cluded, as is Jerry Rubin-a well-known 
hippie or yippie, and a leader in the Chicago 
demonstrations and riots. 

In his essay What the Revolution Is All 
About or We are Vietcong and We are Every
where, Mr. Rubin does not attempt to be 
subtle. He describes America as being on the 
run-he claims that sex, rebellion, drugs, 
youth, music, open defiance, and giving aid 
and comfort to the enemies of our country 
is a combination that is hard to beat: (page 
157, 5 lines from bottom of page). 

There's more, much more, shock appeal 
in Protest. Of course interspersed with the 
authors mentioned are some who do not 
advocate the accomplishment of change 
through violence. Even Mayor Daley is a con
tributor, but the overall emphasis is on 
change through violence and ci vii dis
obedience. 

Why not read the book yourself and de
cide if this is what you wish our children 
to be reading. Remember, it's paid for by 
You, the tax-payer! 

AUXILIARY MEMBERS: This letter was re
ferred to me, your Education Chairman. If 
you feel that the Women's Auxiliary of the 
Chamber of Commerce should register a com
plaint about Protest: Man Against Society, 
please check and sign the following blank, 
tear off, and return to the Women's Auxil
iary, Chamber of Commerce, P.O. Box 30240, 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130. 

MARION DURST, 
Education Chairman, Women's Aux

iliary. 

[From the Summit (Miss.) Sun, Mar, 13, 
1969] 

LOOKING AHEAD: THE MORAL POLLUTERS 

(By Dr. GeorgeS. Benson) 
In a University of Michigan auditorium 

crowded with men and women students and 
faculty, ten members of the cast of the stage 
play "Dionysus in '69"-six men and four 
women-performed naked according to the 
Associated Press, during 35 minutes of the 
three hour play. Several hours after the per
formance, they were arrested for "indecent 
exposure". University President Robben 
Fleming said, following the show and the ar
rests, that "academic and professional people 
regarded the production as worthy of serious 
consideration." Nudity is difficult to describe 
as obscene, President Fleming said, and the 
question was "the context within which 
nudity occurred." 

The incidents of public display of naked
ness at Ann Arbor followed several similar 
reported incidents on college campuses
some in which men and women university 
students were the "actors". A group of stu
dents gave such performances at the Univer
sity of Wisconsin. The University of Califor
nia at Berkeley and the University of Colorado 
at Boulder are reported to have permitted 
public nudity displays. Generally speaking, 
University authorities have taken a "permis
sive" attitude toward such activities. 

REVOLUTIONARY ''STANDARDS'' 

After the murder of a co-ed at Iowa State 
University at Ames, a County Grand Jury 
investigated and subsequently issued a report 
warning the parents of ISU students and the 
people of Iowa generally of "moral pollution 
by faculty and paid speakers" at the un1-
versity. One of the documents in the Grand 
Jury's report was a news clipping reporting 
on a big campus eventr-a lecture by "Dr. 
Albert Ellis" of the "Institute for Rational 
Living, New York". The lecture was spon
sored by the YWCA, YMCA and the Uni
versity Lectures Committee. Ellis urged the 
young men and women students to throw off 

the "old standards" of behavior and partici
pate freely in sex "outside marriage". Those 
who didn't, he said, "need a psychother
apist". He advocated breaking down "taboos" 
and explicitly recommended that after mar
riage the man and wife should both par
ticipate in extra-marital sex; he recom
mended that "the husband and wife go out 
separately looking for extra marital sex." 
Undergraduate students and faculty crowded 
the university's Great Hall in Memorial 
Union for the lecture. 

JURY REPORT ATI'ACKED 

After the Grand Jury report, the University 
President W. Robert Parks attacked the Jury. 
"No amount of vague wording," he said 
" ... can cloud the fact that the main thrust 
of the Grand Jury report is a demand for 
censorship. I need not point out", he said, 
"how dangerous to a free society the imposi
tion of such controls can be--far more dan
gerous than permitting ideas to be heard 
with which we may not agree." 

The foregoing facts of campus life in some 
Universities have been cited, and the permis
siveness of some University officialdom docu
mented, because the American people, 
especially the parents, need to know about 
the activities, the institutional attitudes, and 
particularly the forces working to expand 
the "moral pollution" and set the stage for 
revolution. Not enough Americans are aware 
of the fact that Communists are working to 
break down "old standards" of decency and 
morals as a means of creating and entrapping 
an army of young revolutionaries. The proof 
of this is voluminous and undeniable. Their 
participation in many college outbreaks is 
evident to all who investigate. 

STRATEGY: POLLUTE MORA.LS 

At a Seminar held by the Center for the 
Study of Democratic Institutions at Santa 
Barbara, California, 30 campus leaders from 
throughout the country discussed "Toward a 
Strategy of Disruption" and other revolution
ary subjects. Devereaux Kennedy, Student 
Body President at Washington University, 
St. Louis, said that one of the strategies of 
student revolutionaries dedicated to over
throwing the United States was to establish 
University rules permitting men and women 
students to spend as much time as they 
wished together in dormitory bedrooms. 

"If you want to get kids interested in the 
other kinds of issues (Ed's note: stopping the 
Vietnam war on Vietcong terms, overthrow
ing the United States), you have to show 
that your interests lie with them, too. And 
we all realize parietal hours (restricting un
limited bedroom "dating") are a big thing on 
campuses because kids want to get rid of 
them. So let's get rid of them! But let's not 
stop there." Then he spoke of revolution (the 
kind being organized by the Communists). 
"What I mean by revolution," he said, "is 
overthrowing the American government-
starting up 50 Vietnams . . . black rebel
lions ... giving these people guns ... per
forming acts of terrorism and sabotage out
side the ghetto . . . " 

As parents and taxpayers, the mothers and 
fathers of America should awaken to what 
is happening to youth in many American 
Universities today. 

MIAMI-OCEANOGRAPIDC CAPITAL 
OF THE WORLD 

<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the selec
tion of Miami Beach, Fla., as the site of 
the Marine Technology Society's fifth 
annual conference and exposition dur
ing June 16 to 19, 1969, is fresh evidence 
of the fact that the Miami area has 

bzcome a center for the growing sci
ence of oceanography-truly, Miami is 
the oceanographic capital of the world. 

Some 2,500 members of the society 
from maritime nations the world over 
will gather in Miami to discuss develop
ments and techniques in marine tech
nology anticipated during the next 10 
years. The conference theme will be "The 
Decade Ahead-1970-80," and papers 
will be presented on such important sub
jects as national ocean policy, ocean law, 
education and training, marine science 
status reports, marine systems and tech
nologies, economics and investments, re
view and forecast. 

Since the United States has invited 
the nations of the world to participate 
in an "International Decade of Ocean 
Exploration,'' the discussions of the con
ference will be entirely appropriate for 
this monumental undertaking. Miami is 
indeed proud to serve as host for this 
outstanding conference, which points up 
that man's study of the ocean's depths 
ranks in importance with his exploration 
of outer space, for both are vital to his 
future. 

For years, Miami has attracted ocean
ographers as a natural location and 
jumping-off point for their activities. Its 
geographical location and climatic en
vironment are ideal for many oceano
graphic purposes; the climate which al
lows year-round research is essentially 
tropical, although Miami is situated 150 
miles north of the Tropic of Cancer. It 
is one of the few North American areas 
from which it is possible to study, in 
nearby waters, living coral reefs, man
grove swamps, limestone rock forma
tions, and other phenomena associated 
with tropical seas and shores. The Gulf 
Stream, with its almost boundless op
portunities for oceanic research and 
study, passes almost within sight of 
shore. 

Miami-ba-Sed oceanographic research 
vessels can help man harvest the Conti
nental Shelf, the vast sloping undersea 
area between the east coast land mass 
and the deep waters of the Atlantic, for 
food and mineral resources. Small craft 
and research vessels can easily reach the 
scientifically interesting Bahamas 
Banks, the Gulf of Mexico, and many 
Caribbean areas. Southeast Florida is 
also admirably located for deep sea stud
ies in the area between West Africa, 
Brazil, Bermuda, and Florida, whose wa
ters teem with a wide variety of valu
able marine life. 

One of the first organizations to take 
advantage of these natural conditions 
was the University of Miami, whose in
stitute of marine sciences now ranks 
with such other respected marine re
search and educational institutions as 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, 
and the Scripps Institute in California. 
Its outstanding faculty and facilities 
have helped attract other oceanography
centered organizations to Miami in in
creasing numbers. 

Located with the institute on Miami's 
Virginia Key is the Tropical Atlantic 
Biological Laboratory, an agency of the 
U.S. Bureau of Fisheries. The labora
tory is engaged in oceanographic biologi
cal research activities including the 
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study of marine food resources of the 
entire tropical Atlantic Ocean; the de
sign of research programs to support and 
increase the efficiency of the total catch 
by the Nation's commercial fisheries; t~e 
acquisition of knowledge for use both m 
harvesting and conserving stocks of sur
face schooling tunas in the tropical At
lantic and adjacent seas; and the aid
ing of the peoples of underdeveloped na
tions bordering the tropical Atlantic to 
find better means of acquiring protein 
rich resources near their shores. 

A third major addition to this bustling 
scientific community will be the Atlantic 
Oceanographic Laboratories-AOL---of 
the U.S. Department of Commerce's En
vironmental Science Services Adminis
tration-ESSA-which recently acquired 
a 12-acre site on Virginia Key adjacent 
to the two other facilities. Miami was se
lected as the best location for this 
laboratory after keen competition among 
114 other locations ranging from Maine 
to the Virgin Islands. 

Now occupying rental quarters in the 
Miami area until a permanent $2.5 mil
lion AOL building is constructed on Vir
ginia Key are five major ESSA compo
nents: The Physical Oceanography 
Laboratory, the Marine Geology and 
Geophysic Laboratory, the Sea-Air In
teraction Laboratory, the National Hur
ricane Research Laboratory, and the Ex
perimental Meteorology Laboratory. 
Space is also to be provided in the AOL 
building for the southern regional office 
of the National Oceanographic Data 
Center. Housing all of these units in the 
same structure will immeasurably 
strengthen the stated national require
ment for sea-air interaction studies. 

The Atlantic Oceanographic Labora
tories provide scientific services relating 
to the environment which are needed by 
the nearby Institute of Marine Science 
and the Tropical Atlantic Biological Lab
oratory, for their research on the ocean. 
In addition, the U.S. Coast and Geodetic 
Survey ship Discoverer operated for the 
ESSA laboratories is already stationed 
at nearby Dodge Island, and the Survey's 
ship Researcher, for which construction 
funds have been appropriated, is nearing 
completion and will join the Discoverer 
in Miami early next year. These ships 
will utilize the shore "backup" facilities 
of the ESSA-oceanographic complex. 

Thus, when AOL is able to locate on 
Virginia Key-hopefully, in the near fu
ture--a scientific oceanography com
munity will be formed whose close asso
ciation will allow many opportunities for 
mutually advantageous exchanges. The 
University of Miami supports this con
cept to the extent that it will move its 
Institute of Atmospheric Sciences to the 
key to join the "community" once the 
ESSA facility is there. In fact, the uni
versity plans to erect a special building 
very shortly, to serve as a center for the 
Government laboratories as well as the 
university's own facilities on the key. 

These developments are all accom
plished or in progress. Of course, Miami's 
role as the oceanography capital of the 
world envisions· even greater progress in 
the future. For example, the January 
1969, report of the Commission on Marine 
Science, Engineering, and Resources 
recommended that a new agency be 

formed-a National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Agency, which would combine and 
coordinate all of the existing Government 
functions and more. It would include, 
among other services, ESSA and the 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. If this 
recommendation is approved, the basic 
nucleus of the new Agency's field activi
ties will already be clustered on Virginia 
Key. 

Beyond this, Miamians visualize ulti
mate creation of a major oceanographic 
science park on Virginia Key which will 
be the hub of the international effort to 
harvest the seas. Such a park would be 
an outstanding asset for the scientific 
community. Tied in with a deep water 
seaport in south Dade County-and in
cluding a 25-foot-deep channel through 
Biscayne Bay-this park-port complex 
would attract a large percentage of the 
more than 400 national firms with siz
able research staffs interested in one 
phase or another of oceanography, ocean 
engineering, or the manufacturing of 
equipment and supplies to support these 
fields. 

Such a tremendous aggregation of 
Government, scientific, and commercial 
groups would provide a tremendous boost 
to the oceanographic field-which, un
fortunately, has not received the Gov
ernment support that most of us would 
like, in the past several years, due to the 
Government's fiscal difficulties. 

By following through with this extraor
dinary plan of action, Miami can be
come an oceanographic capital of un
precedented scope, setting the interna
tional pattern for this increasingly im
portant science. The many Miamians 
who have worked so long and hard to 
achieve our existing progress are con
tinuing and strengthening their efforts 
to make this vision a reality. 

The seas, earth's last great untapped 
resource, offer a bonanza of food and 
mineral wealth unrivaled in value and 
importance. Miami is proud of its status 
as the world capital of oceanography
the scientific key that can unlock this 
great treasure of the oceans. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM-A CON
TINUING NEED 

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
need for congressional reform is a con
tinuing one. For the record, I would re
cite an example that occurred just today. 

The Committee on House Administra
tion this morning voted favorably on 
House Resolution 259, to provide funds 
for studies and investigations by the 
Committee on Public Works. 

Because requests by the minority for 
additional staffing had not been fully 
met, I had intended to file minority views 
in a report on this resolution; however, 
because both the committee and the 
House have acted immediately, I was not 
given an opportunity to file minority 
views. Without minority views, it would 
be difficult and futile, if not impossible, 
to explain to the membership sound rea
sons for not approving House Resolution 

259, or amending it to provide for addi
tional and badly needed staffing. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the needs for 
minority staffing on the Public Works 
Committee can be worked out in the fu
ture by agreement. It is regrettable, how
ever, that when situations like this do 
come up, it is not possible for a member, 
as a matter of right, to have time to file 
minority views which can be considered 
by the membership of this House when 
acting on legislation such as House Reso
lution 259. 

FOREIGN POLICY: MORE EFFECT 
FOR LESS EXPENSE-A COM
MENTARY BY AMBASSADOR 
BRIGGS 

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been a great deal of talk in recent 
months about "cleaning out the State 
Department." Most of it has been 
sloughed off in the press as the irrespon
sible remarks by the overly simplistic or 
the naive suggestions of well-meaning 
people who do not really understand the 
problem. 

Mr. Speaker, this may sometimes be 
true, but before my colleagues in the 
House dismiss the matter as such, I 
hope they will take the time to read the 
following article which recently ap
peared in the March 1969 edition of the 
Foreign Service Journal. 

The article is entitled "Why Not Give 
Diplomacy Back to the Diplomats?" and 
was written by one of America's most 
knowledgeable men in the :field of foreign 
affairs, Ambassador Ellis Briggs of Han
over, N.H. 

Ellis Briggs began his career in the 
Foreign Service in 1925, and in 1960 at
tained the rank of career Ambassador. 
During that period he served as Ambas
sador to seven posts, which I believe is 
something of a record. They included 
Uruguay, Czechoslovakia, the Republic 
of Korea, Peru, Brazil, Greece, and Spain. 

Ambassador Briggs is also the author 
of two books, the most recent of which 
was entitled "Farewell to Foggy Bottom." 

Here is a man who knows intimately 
the problems of diplomacy and policy
making. In this articulate, well-reasoned 
essay, he clearly demonstrates that there 
is in fact a need to clean out the State 
Department, the simple reason being so 
that it will function more effectively. I 
heartily commend his article to the at
tention of my colleagues for it provides 
some enlightenment on why our foreign 
policy does not always operate in the 
smoothest manner and in our best in
terests. 

The article follows: 
WHY NOT GIVE DIPLOMACY BACK TO THE 

DIPLOMATS? 

(By Ellis Briggs) 
(NoTE.-Ellis 0. Briggs, writer and ambas

sador to seven countries, was born in Water
town, Massachusetts. He is the recipient of 
the Medal of Freedom for meritorious serv
ice as Ambassador to Korea in 1955. His 
prolific pen has produced numerous maga
zine articles and he is the author of two 
books, "Shots Heard Round the World" in 
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1957 and "Farewell to Foggy Bottom" in 
1964.) 

No one dealing with the operational as
pects of foreign affairs can be unaware of 
the problem of personnel proliferation-the 
dismal and frustrating drag on performance 
resulting from too many people. It is there
fore disappointing to find that the organiza
tion which purports to represent those en
gaged in American diplomacy-the Ameri
can Foreign Service Association, control of 
which was recently captured in Washington 
by its junior State Department echelon
fails to cope with this major problem of 
excess staff and superfluous people. On the 
contrary, the drift of the Association's ac
tivities, which they have brought to the at
tention of President Nixon and his princi
pal advisers, is that "modern diplomacy" 
will need even more people than there are 
on the payroll at present. 

The facts of diplomatic life support no 
such conclusion. 

The American Foreign Service, at up
wards of thirty-six hundred commissioned 
officers, is already at least one thousand 
men and women too large. At every Embassy 
which the writer is familiar-as Ambassa
dor to seven countries on three continents, 
plus continuing study of our operations 
abroad-the business of the United States 
could have been transacted more effectively 
by one half, or less, of the personnel assigned 
to each mission. 

Outside the Foreign Service, overstaffing 
abroad by other agencies is even more serious. 
These Peripheral Performers-the dispensers 
of foreign aid, of development, of prescrip
tions for "emerging societies," of magic and 
martial music, of propaganda, and of the 
Crusading Spirit-are all more proliferated 
than the diplomats, and their ranks are in 
correspondingly greater need of fumigation 
and retrenchment. (Former President John
son's 1968 reduction-in-force program, albeit 
in the right direction, turned out to be mostly 
hocus-pocus: the reductions were minimal, 
and the repatriates remained on the payroll.) 

Just as during the so-called missile crisis 
In Washington in 1962, only a handful of 
persons were involved in decisions, so in even 
the most important of Embassies, confront
ing the gravest of situations, the Ambassador 
needs few aides to assist him. An Ambassador 
is supported by his Deputy, a seasoned and 
senior official, and between them they do 
what requires to be done with the Chief of 
State, the Prime Minister, or the members of 
the Cabinet of the country to which the 
Ambassador is accredited. In addition the 
Ambassador may be advised by the Political 
Counselor (or by the Counselor for Economic 
Affairs, depending on the subject matter) 
and perhaps by one or two subordinate Em
bassy officers who possess special training or 
experience in the area in question. Including 
secretaries, stenographers and clerks, an Am
bassador uses a maximum of ten people to 
confront a critical or empergency situation; 
less, of course, for normal operations. 

The rest of the Embassy cast contribute 
little except confusion, delay, cross-purposes 
and unread "position papers." In short, there 
1s not enough substantive, useful, challeng
ing or interesting work for an American Em
bassy of hundreds upon hundreds of people. 
The consequent featherbedding is as un
profitable to the taxpayers as it is stultifying 
to the individuals concerned. 

The presence of these gigantic staffs in 
foreign capitals has an 111 effect in another 
direction. It is a source of derision and dis
respect on the part of the very foreigners 
whose good wlll the United States is theoreti
cally cultivating. They manifest their atti
tude by destroying with monotonous and 
humiliating regularity such well-meaning 
tokens of the conspicuous American estab
lishment as libraries and cultural centers, 
and even by attacking the Embassy premises. 
No other country in the world maintains out-

side its borders a fraction of the personnel 
camped in successive "Little Americas," 
where teeming administrators seek to repro
duce the suburban way of life, but often 
merely succeed in reducing the natives to 
popeyed resentment. (Evacuating these com
munities before a threatened political up
heaval costs the United States millions of 
dollars-for instance in the Near East in 
1967.) 

In searching for reasons why these truths, 
which are self-evident to so many profes
sional practitioners, seem to have escaped 
successive administrations since World War 
II, it is clear that what is lacking is agree
ment as to the nature of foreign affairs, and 
above that, an understanding of the purpose 
of diplomacy. 

The object of diplomacy is to influence the 
policy of another country, in ways favorable 
to the first country. It is as uncomplicated as 
that. That is the same object diplomacy has 
sought since cavemen inhabited adjacent 
cliffs, and pastoral societies coveted contigu
ous grazing areas. It is the same purpose that 
diplomacy will always have; the label "mod
ern diplomacy" is therefore a misnomer, deni
grating to the past and unhelpful to the 
future. 

This definition of diplomacy as inseparable 
from policy, can be expanded to render it 
more specific. Take the statement: "the ob
ject of American diplomacy is to influence 
in ways favorable to the United States the 
policy of governments important to the 
United States." Such a declaration is both 
accurate and intelligible. It encourages the 
establishment of the priorities essential to 
the orderly transaction of business, without 
which American resources are in danger of 
being frittered away. It implies that the de
mands of Abidjan, Tegucigalpa and Reykja
vik, although not necessarily unworthy, may 
nevertheless be less important to the Ameri
can people than the problems emanating 
from Moscow, Rio de Janeiro or Tokyo. 

Within this true definition of diplomacy, 
the foreign business of the United States is 
not ideological warfare, nor evangelism, nor 
huffing and puffing to accelerate alien devel
opment, nor the preservation of a balance of 
power or any rigid status quo. T'ne business 
of American diplomacy is the promotion of 
the national interests of the United States, 
and the protection of those interests, in a 
changing and turbulent world, from whatever 
menace that is capable of producing an in
tolerable explosion. 

Diplomacy as influencing the policy of 
other governments is hardly the definition 
that has prevailed in recent Potomac coun
cils. For instance, the young soothsayers of 
the Foreign Service Association, writing in 
collaboration with assorted Peripheral Per
formers (who perhaps cannot be expected to 
advocate measures tending to thin their 
ranks or curb their activities), appear to view 
diplomacy, and especially what they charac
terize as "modern diplomacy," as something 
far more gaudy and uninhibited than influ
encing policy. Not content with that, they 
desire to transform institutions. 

Now transforming institutions is a different 
proposition altogether from influencing 
policy, and it is at that point that the paths 
of diplomats and reformers most frequently 
diverge. Influencing policy involves discipline, 
analysis, understanding of facts and pos
sibilities, and comprehension of their bearing 
on the national interests, seen in realistic 
perspective. It involves attention to detail, 
and patience, and "the application of intelli
gence and tact to the conduct of official rela
tions." 

Transforming institutions, in contrast, 
would seek for diplomacy-"modern diplo
macy," to be sure-a worldwide hunting li
cense of infinite scope and unlimited validity, 
encouraging the participants to thrash about 
in hemisphere briar patches, brandishing 
megaphones and bazookas. 

Under that definition of diplomacy, a case 
can of course be made for the retention of 
almost limitless performers, all allegedly as
sisting the hunters; for an army of beaters, 
making the forests echo and startling the 
game from habitat to Helsinki; for guides ty
ing goats to ceiba trees, scattering cracked 
corn on the ponds, and locating saltlicks; for 
researchers and biologists to plot the flyways 
and locate the spawning areas; and even for 
missionaries to explain to the penguins that 
they would really be happier if they laid their 
eggs along the Amazon River, where the water 
is comfortably warm, instead of along the 
shores of McMurdo Sound, where the water is 
uncommonly cold. 

Under that definition of diplomacy, there 
is no end to the legions that can be re
cruited. Battalions of imagemakers, flashing 
their mirrors; gaggles of wreakers-of-good, 
waving lofty intentions; regiments of at
taches, measuring culverts and bridges; 
prides of welfare workers, one foot on the ac
celerator and one eye on the cookie jar. 

That, in fact, is precisely what has been 
happening. 

It is beyond the scope of this paper to trace 
how this came about, gradually, in the wake 
of World war II, sometimes over the protests 
of an ineffectual State Department, some
times with its blessings. But come about it 
did, with results that now confront us. 

The American Government has been in the 
transforming institutions business for nearly 
a quarter century. To show for it, the United 
States has a balance of payments problem, 
and microscopic return on an incalculable 
investment. -

It is time for the American people to dedi
cate themselves not to "modern diplomacy" 
but to effective diplomacy, with less free
loading of international freight, and no free
wheeling by crusaders. 

That does not mean abandoning compas
sion as a legitimate ingredient in the foreign 
affairs equation. It does imply that a decent 
regard for self-interest ought no longer to 
be considered discreditable and that a quid 
pro quo in the diplomatic marketplace 
should once again have value. 

That does not mean the extermination of 
the Peripheral Performers, whose operations, 
nevertheless, should henceforth be under
stood as adjuncts of diplomacy, and no 
longer as controlling components. Projects 
to foster cultural osmosis, public relations 
planning (labeled propaganda when someone 
else does it) , aid of one sort or another to 
selected developing lands, military assist
ance, credits, sharing of scientific knowledge 
and the paraphernalia of technology-each 
of those things, in given circumstances to 
be decided upon one country at a time
can sometimes provide fruitful though usu
ally limited assistance in the functioning of 
diplomacy and in the conduct of interna
tional relations. 

Thus, while peripheral activities should 
not all be abandoned, past experience with 
them, their cost and their limitations, ought 
to be brought into focus. And future opera
tions should be both closely scrutinized and 
sharply patrolled by the Department of 
State. Moreover, most of the personnel con
cerned are not diplomats, and those who are 
not should be detached from the diplomatic 
establishment. 

Tools needed to bring these things about 
are already at hand-two tools, forged dur
ing this decade. The first is the Presidential 
letter of May 29, 1961, outlining the respon
sib111ty and authority of the American Am
bassador. Thus equipped, there iS no reason 
why the voice of a determined representative 
abroad should be inaudible through the 
hum of Virginia Avenue traffic, or contra
dicted by the bleats of bureaucratic sheep 
folded in Foggy Bottom. The other is the 
charter of March 4, 1966, from the President 
to the Secretary of State. This, known as 
National Security Action Memorandum 341, 
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returns to the State Department the "overall 
direction, coordination, and supervision" of 
American Government activities overseas. 
NSAM 341 is a delegation of power of formi
dable proportions, but in the ensuing three 
years the State Department, its leadership 
mired in Asian dilemmas, failed to take 
advantage of this grant of White House 
authority. 

These two existing directives constitute 
ample ammunition for a fresh President and 
Secretary of State to mount an overdue cam
paign against the entrenched agencies and 
organizations that for years have been chip
ping away at the State Department, invading 
its field, and seeking to substitute the 
activism of the eager beaver for the voice of 
experience. Today, shrinking the American 
diplomatic service to manageable dimensions 
and then returning to it the necessary at
tributes for achievement may not prove an 
easy task, but it is a job to be undertaken 
if diplomacy is to be of maximum value to 
the American people. It is a job for a new 
Secretary of State, unmortgaged by the mis
takes of the 1950s and 60s. 

There is no area of the federal government 
that has been the object of more solicitude on 
the part of uninformed kibitzers and aggres
sive reformers than the American Foreign 
Service. Most of them have operated under 
the banner of "modern diplomacy,'' dis
credited though that emblem may be as a 
result of costly, futile and interminable ex
periments. It may be that in the nature of 
his work, a diplomat finds himself unable to 
cultivate the kind of grassroots constituency 
that supports other government operations. 
He can boast of no lobby comparable to those 
beating drums for the Departments of De
fense or Agriculture, for example. That does 
not mean that the Foreign Service must 
cultivate a supple spine, or that diplomats 
should hesitate to stand up and be counted. 
In fact if they do not stand up, they are 
likely to be counted out, and at no distant 
date in the future. 

It is high time that diplomats do speak 
up, for improvements generated from within 
testify to the vitality of the organization, and 
moreover among the assets possessed by pro
fessionalism is an aroused awareness on the 
part of the American people of the impor
tance of foreign affairs, properly conducted. 
That awareness should include simultaneous 
acceptance of the proposition that if an 
American householder has a broken-down 
furnace, he does not call in an astrologer, a 
paperhanger, or a professor-who-says-he
knows-all-the-answers. Nor does the home 
owner invite to his cellar a traveling circus. 
He summons a plumber who knows about 
furnaces. 

It is perhaps reassuring to the general pub
lic that diplomats and plumbers have that 
much in common. At any rate, having tried 
without success practically everything else 
since World War II ended, it might be a good 
idea to try giving diplomacy back to the 
diplomats. There would be a saving in fuel 
oil, and they might even repair the furnace. 

CONGRESS WANTS TO KNOW ABOUT 
CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WAR
FARE 
<Mr. MATSUNAGA asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, this 
Congress is considering a number of 
major defense questions, from the mer
its of the ABM, the number of troops 
that should be kept in Vietnam, to the 
need to revise the draft. In each case, 
we have been able to obtain from the 
Department of Defense and the Depart
ment of State a rather thorough explana-

tion of the public policy questions relating 
to these problems. Although we may not 
have agreed with the position taken by 
these Departments, there has been no 
lack of information about them. 

This has not been the case for chem
ical and biological warfare, however. 
When some questions were raised re
cently concerning the safety of the chem
ical and biological warfare programs be
ing carried out by the United States, the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. Mc
CARTHY) asked the U.S. Army to brief 
Members of Congress on the public pol
icy and safety aspects of these programs. 
The questions to be answered were of 
the same type that we would normally 
ask about troop deployment in NATO, 
our commitment to South Vietnam, 
procurement of the ABM or similar mili
tary subjects. 

The U.S. Army presented an interest
ing briefing,.. much of it classified for 
reasons not altogether satisfactory. I 
attended that briefing but was disap
pointed, as were others, for the briefing 
did not answer the public policy ques
tions. It was not made clear, for example, 
whether or not we had adequate chemi
cal warfare deterrent and whether or not 
we need such a deterrent. 

Our distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. McCARTHY), 
in his usual determination and dili
gence, has followed up this briefing by 
writing to Secretary of Defense Laird, 
Secretary of State Rogers, and other 
agency heads for their answers to a 
comprehensive series of public policy 
questions on chemical and biological 
warfare. Answers to these questions 
should help Congress and the public 
make an intelligent evaluation M our 
activities in the fields of chemical and 
biological warfare. I look forward with 
interest to the replies that the gentle
man from New York <Mr. McCARTHY) 
will receive. 

The widespread public interest in this 
area is shown by the editorial that ap
peared in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin on 
March 10, 1969. I include the editorial 
in the RECORD for the information of my 
colleagues : 

UN JUSTIFIABLE SECRECY 

The stockholders Of a corporation who 
found out its directors were hiding various 
expenditures, all for the same item, in order 
to deceive these same stockholders probably 
would find themselves a new board of direc
tors. 

This, in effect, is what is happening in 
Congress. The Pentagon, with the connivance 
of a few senior committee members, has been 
spreading expenditures of about $350 million 
a year on chemical and biological warfare 
weapons. 

It was like salting a mine in the days of the 
Old West. Nobody but the people who planted 
them knew where the nuggets were. 

Now comes a congressman, Rep. Richard 
D. McCarthy, D-N.Y., whose wife saw a tele
vision program on CBW, as chemical-biologi
cal warfare is called. She asked her husband 
what he knew about it. "Nothing," he said, 
and meant it. 

But McCarthy went to work and found out 
that during the last four years the Army, 
with the cooperation of senior members of 
the Appropriations and Armed Services COm
mittees, has managed to keep secret how 
much the Pentagon was spending on CBW 
research and production. 

The funds were scattered throughout the 
defense budget in such a manner that it was
virtually impossible for individual members 
Of Congress to determine how much was 
being spent and for what. References to the
over-all total were customarily censored out 
of the testimony given to committees. 

At a hearing a Pentagon spokesman re
fused to disclose the amount spent, sayln~ 
it was "confidential." McCarthy got around 
this by quoting from a Library of Congress. 
study, which was not confidential at all, 
though it gave the information desired. 

The reason for CBW development, said the
Pentagon man, is that the Russians have
enough of the stuff to kill everybody. 

If we know this about the Russians, and 
surely they know about ours, why the
secrecy? 

The answer, Of course, is that the Pentagon 
and its confidants in Congress would like to 
keep the matter secret from the American 
people, who get nervous about such things, 
who pay the bills and who must stand re
sponsible if this kind of weapon is ever used. 

We need more congressmen like Rep. 
McCarthy. Why should the m111tary hide 
from us what it can't hide from the
Russians? 

THE BURDEN OF COLLEGE 
EXPENSES 

(Mr. TUNNEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill to provide tax credits 
to parents and students who are bur
dened with the heavy expenses of college 
education. 

There is no question that the average 
family trying to put its sons and daugh
ters through college faces a terrific strain 
on its savings and income. 

Most tax credit proposals for higher 
education give some relief for expenses 
of tuition and fees. My bill would also 
recognize the unavoidable charges for 
room and board which are a major part 
of most college expenses--a major part 
of the burden. 

According to :figures provided by the 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, there are now 4,975,000 full
time college students in the United 
States. About two-thirds of these 
students are in public colleges and uni
versities, where they must pay, each year, 
an average of $1,122 for tuition, fees, 
room, and board. Students attending 
private institutions pay an average bill 
that is more than twice that amount: 
$2,389. 

In my own State, California, students 
and their families must pay large 
amounts for 1 year at a university. At 
public universities like the University of 
California at Riverside, the annual cost, 
including the charges for room and 
board, is $1,524. At the Berkeley campus, 
the financial burden on students and 
their families is $2,031. Overall yearly 
expenses at private institutions, includ
ing charges for room and board, are 
even greater: for example, $3,000 at the 
University of Southern California, and 
$3,160 at Stanford University. 

Whether their sons and daughters at
tend public or private institutions, Amer
ican parents today are paying between 
$800 and $1,000 annually for each stu
dent's room and board, if the student is 
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not able to live at home. When this is 
figured into the average bill paid to a pri
vate institution, room and board is about 
40 percent of the total cost; but it con
stitutes over 70 percent of the average 
financial burden imposed on students 
attending public colleges and universi
ties. 

In a short span of 4 years, families 
sending their youngsters to public insti
tutions must, on an average, pay a $4,-
488 education bill for each child. The 4-
year figure at a private institution is 
$9,556. And these expenses are increasing 
all the time. On a nationwide basis, it 
is estimated that college expenses go up 
an average of between 3 and 5 percent 
every year. 

College expenses place a heavy strain 
<>n a family in a short period of time, 
with no relief comparable to relief that 
is available under present tax laws for 
medical expenses or casualty losses. 

Many provisions in our present tax laws 
gi\ne tax advantages to wealthy individ
uals and corporations. Reporting on 
tax loopholes, a recent article in News
week magazine noted: 

The low rate on capital gains costs between 
$5.5 billion and $8.5 billion annually. The 
tax exemption on interest paid by local 
bonds costs $1.8 billion, the depletion al
lowance for oil and gas deprives the govern
ment of $1.3 billion and the real-estate tax 
shelter takes away an added $750 million 
in potential revenue. 

Richard Goode, formerly a senior staff 
member of the Brookings Institution, 
who now is with the International Mone
tary Fund, has observed that-

The present tax treatment of educational 
costs gives rise to inequities and is espe
-cially questionable at a time when the need 
for highly trained persons is growing .... 
For example, a person who attends engineer
ing school is usually not allowed to deduct 
his educational expenditures from his earn
ings, whereas a taxpayer who buys a truck 
can recover the cost through depreciation 
allowances. 

The 1962 investment credit tax bill and 
revised depreciation guidelines provided 
<>ver $2 billion in tax relief for invest
ment in machinery. 

Yet the ordinary taxpayer continues 
to be taxed at full rates. Surely, Mr. 
Speaker, the best form of investment we 
can make is our investment in educa
tion. In sheer dollar economy, it is esti
mated that the college-educated wage 
earner will earn $200,000 more than the 
noncollege man, over an average life 
span. This would mean a long-term gain 
in Federal revenue of at least $40,000 
for each college-educated youth. Even 
granting maximum credits, under this 
bill, of $440 a year for 4 years, the Fed
eral Government would get back $40,000 
for each $1,760 it loses in allowing 
credits to the student or his parent. 

The tax credit method of offering 
relief to parents is clearly more equitable 
than the tax deduction method, because 
tax credits, unlike deductions, give uni
form relief, without regard to the tax
payer's tax bracket. A credit is sub
tracted directly from the amount of tax 
paid by the taxpayer. A deduction, sub
tracted from total income, would grant 
proportionately more relief to high-in
come families than to low-income fam-

ilies, giving the largest benefits to those 
with the least need for assistance. 

Under the deduction method, a 
wealthy taxpayer in the higher income 
bracket, who may be paying taxes that 
amount to 50 percent of his income, for 
example, could deduct a $1,400 college 
expenditure and save half of that 
amount, $700, in taxes. A parent with a 
much smaller income, in the 20-percent 
bracket, would save only $280, or 20 per
cent of the same deduction. Under my 
bill, both taxpayers would save the same 
amount-$390-in taxes. 

Again quoting Richard Goode: 
A considerably greater par>t of the total tax 

reduction would accrue to low-income and 
middle-income families under a tax credit 
than under a deduction plan costing the 
Government the same amount of revenue. 

I grant that tax credit legislation is not 
the complete answer to college expense 
burdens. It would give no direct assist
ance to the small proportion of students 
from families with incomes so low that 
they pay no income tax. It would not 
give full advantages to those whose tax 
liability is less than the amount of credit. 

Ways must always be sought to help 
these particular students, who already 
are the principal beneficiaries of schol
arship aid. But tax credits to taxpayers 
will help in this area, too. Dr. Roger A. 
Freeman, a senior staff member at the 
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, 
and Peace, located at Stanford Univer
sity, points this out: 

The granting of tuition credits would not 
only free more scholarships for students 
from a low-income background, it would 
also stimulate thousands of potential donors 
to offer scholarships to needy students for 
which they would receive credits on their 
income tax. 

While tax credits under this bill would 
provide greater dollar benefit to those 
paying high college costs, they provide 
a relative greater benefit to the student 
in a low-tuition university or college; 
the less he pays, the greater percent of 
his cost he gets as credit. 

Dr. Freeman also notes: 
Tax credits would provide assistance in a 

manner that avoids any al"gument about fed
eral control of education and also the nagging 
question of church-state relations. 

In other words, a relationship would 
exist only between the Internal Revenue 
Service and the individual taxpayer. Dr. 
Freeman adds: 

Moreover, it would provide this aid without 
having to expand the federal bureaucracy to 
administer the program. 

My bill would allow the taxpayer-the 
parent, the student himself, or any other 
person who pays part or all of the stu
dent's expenses--to receive a tax credit 
up to a maximum of $440 for up to $2,400 
in school-year expenses, including room 
and board. I note that this maximum 
credit is close to the amount, $450, rec
ommended in the past by the American 
Council on Education. 

Taking public and private university 
and college students together, the aver
age annual expense per student, living 
away from home, is $1,544. Thus the 
average credit to be allowed under this 
bill would be $414 per student, the 

amount that would be granted to tax
payers for a $1,544 expenditure. 

I recognize that the total relief to those 
who support students in higher education 
could amount, roughly, to $2 billion a 
year. But this investment, as I have said, 
would offer many returns. It should be a 
new commitment in the interest of edu
cation, a commitment to help families 
making large sacrifices for higher educa
tion. Let me emphasize that it should not 
be an excuse to cut back on direct Fed
eral aid to higher education. Tax credits 
should be taken at their face value, as a 
sensible way to bring help to families bur
dened by college expenses, and not to the 
institutions themselves. Other programs 
help the institutions. 

Help to families paying for education is 
needed just as much and in some cases 
more than the relief afforded to other 
taxpayers under existing tax laws. And if 
we can talk of investing in a multibillion
dollar program in the national defense
in dubious, costly, and often obsolete de
vices such as "thick" and "thin" anti
ballistic-missile systems--we can give 
priority to our best defense-affordable 
€ducation for the young. 

AUTHORIZING PROFESSIONAL PAY 
AND CONTINUATION BONUSES 
FOR JUDGE ADVOCATES IN THE 
UNIFORMED SERVICES 
<Mr. TUNNEY asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, I have to
day introduced legislation authorizing 
professional pay and continuation bo
nuses for judge advocates in the uni
formed services. 

In short, the bill provides retention 
incentives for attorneys in uniform at the 
rate of $50 per month through the grade 
of captain-lieutenant in the Navy; $150 
per month for the grades of major and 
lieutenant colonel-lieutenant command
er and commander in the Navy; and $200 
per month for the grades of colonel or 
Navy captain and above. Additionally, 
the bill authorizes the payment of a con
tinuation bonus payable at the rate of 2 
months' basic pay for each year up to 6 
years which the judge advocate agrees to 
remain in active service, first, beyond his 
obligated initial service, and second, be
yond the time he becomes eligible for 
voluntary retirement. Under my bill the 
payment of the second retention bonus 
is not contingent upon the officer having 
received or having been eligible for re
ceipt of the first bonus. I should also 
mention that my bill allows the service 
Secretaries to establish regulations for 
the administration of the continuation 
bonus program. This is designed to assure 
that only qualified officers who have dem
onstrated their worth by performance 
will be offered the retention bonus. 

The purpose of the bill is to make legal 
careers in the services more attractive as 
the present retention rate is critically 
low. As a former judge advocate in the 
Air Force, I am personally acquainted 
with this personnel sieve and its ill effects 
upon the quality of the administration of 
military justice. From 1951 until1964 the 
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retention rate of attorneys in the Army 
was only 12% percent. As of late last fall 
the Navy had only 38 regular lieutenants 
out of 630 lawyers on board. Since 1960 
the Navy has retained an average of only 
12 attorneys a year. One could hardly be 
sanguine about the Air Force situation. 
Exclusive of recallees, that service over 
the last 13 years has retained only 14 per
cent of its judge advocates. 

These are alarming statistics. And the 
problem is decidedly more real than ap
parent. Since 1951 with the advent of 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice the 
need for experienced attorneys in the 
armed services to make workable an en
lightened system of justice has ever in
creased. From the statistics I have re
lated it is evident that as the need grew 
the supply of experienced attorneys di
minished. The action of the 90th Con
gress in passing the Military Justice Act 
of 1968 renewed and strengthened the 
commitment of the Congress and of this 
Nation to provide for our men in uniform 
a judicial system modeled fully after the 
present Federal court system. That ac
tion was unquestionably right. But it 
added a requirement for more than 700 
additional military lawyers. 

The true test of our resolve comes then 
in this Congress, not the last. It was easy 
and painless enough to write judicia] 
guarantees into the law. But where are 
the means to make those guarantees 
meaningful? Where are the military 
judges and counsel which we guaran
teed to the serviceman in the last Con
gress, The rights are hollow indeed if 
there are simply no attorneys in uni
form to effect the reforms we decreed. 

The bill I introduce today hopefully 
will provide a solution to the critical 
problem of lawyer retention in the armed 
services. In fact, my solution is the very 
one recommended by a Department of 
Defense study group in late 1968, after 
being specially commissioned in 1967 to 
study the problem. As I have indicated 
before, events have now overrun the 
the study and over 700 more uniformed 
lawyers than the study ever contem
plated are now required. 

I am sure that many of you will be 
surprised to learn that professional pay 
in the Armed Forces is now authorized 
for physicians, dentists, and veterinar
ians, but not for attorneys. Is it small 
wonder that the services are faced with 
a virtually hopeless retention problem 
with lawyers? The special pays for these 
groups of officers in other professions 
range in amounts from $100 to $350 
monthly. My proposal for lawyers is more 
modest as it provides for a maximum of 
$200 per month professional pay. You 
might also be surprised to learn that 
physicians and dentists receive longevity 
pay credit for their advanced education; 
lawyers do not. My bill does not address 
this subject. Additionally, I should men
tion that the cost of this legislation is 
not large for I am speaking of a total 
of some 3,800 military lawyers through 
the entire Department of Defense at this 
time. 

I want to make it absolutely clear that 
I do not disagree with the concept of 
professional pay for the categories of 
officers I have mentioned. But I want to 

make it equally plain that I strongly be
lieve we must provide attorneys in uni
form substantial equality with their pro
fessional brothers both because it is right 
and now because it is patently neces
sary to secure to our servicemen the ju
dicial rights to which the Congress has 
determined they are entitled. 

It has been my observation that Con
gress has generally been the instrument 
for leading in the effort to guarantee 
to every serviceman his full constitu
tional rights. And unless I seriously mis
judge the relative interests of the 
branches of our Government in the area 
of individual rights, I rather suspect that 
it will also fall to the Congress to spear
head this effort to provide resources for 
assuring that these rights are not il
lusory, but real and meaningful. As is ap
parent, this case virtually argues itself. 
I am confident that this proposed legis
lation, supported as it is by the Amer
ican Bar Association, the Judge Advo
cates Association, and numerous con
cerned organizations across the country, 
will also have the support of this body. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. FOLEY, for the balance of week, 

on account of illness in family. 
Mr. SNYDER (at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FoRD), on account of official 
business in district. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. ALBERT, for 60 minutes, on April 
2, 1969. 

Mr. MoORHEAD, for 10 minutes, today, 
and to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter and all Mem
bers have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HANSEN of Idaho) to revise 
and extend their remarks and to include 
extraneous ma.tter : ) 

Mr. TALCOTT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HARVEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. DIGGS) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. REuss, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. CuLVER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. RoONEY of Pennsylvania, for 1 

hour, on March 27. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN, for 30 minutes, on 

March 27. 
Mr. McCARTHY, for 30 minutes, on 

Mal"ch 31. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. BENNETT in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA and to include extrane
ous matter. 

<The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HANSEN of Idaho) to extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter in the Extensions of Remarks:) 

Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia in three 

instances. 
Mr. PELL Y in two instances. 
Mr. CLANCY. 
Mr. WEICKER. 
Mr. CouGHLIN in two instances. 
Mr. AsHBROOK. 
Mr. UTT. 
Mr. FREY. 
Mr. HARVEY in two instances. 
Mr. SEBELIUS. 
Mr. MACGREGOR in two instances. 
Mr. BETTS in two instances. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. ESHLEMAN. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 
Mr. HuNT. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. BERRY. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. DIGGS) and to include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. REES in two instances. 
Mr. RosENTHAL in five instances. 
Mr. DINGELL in three instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. OLSEN in three instances. 
Mr. VANIK in three instances. 
Mr. CULVER. 
Mr. CAREY. 
Mr. CoNYERS in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. GAYDOS in three instances. 
Mr. DELANEY. 
Mr. BIAGGI in two instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. 
Mr. MAHON in two instances. 
Mr. ASHLEY. 
Mr. MIKVA. 
Mr. PICKLE in two instances. 
Mr. GoNzALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. BoLAND in two instances. 
Mr. HAWKINS in two instances. 

. Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts. 
Mr. BuRTON of California in three in

stances. 
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts in three 

instances. 
Mr. McCARTHY in 10 instances. 
Mr. DoNOHUE in two instances. 
Mr. FRIEDEL in two instances. 
Mr. FOLEY. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESI
DENT 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 8438. An act to extend the time for 
filing final reports under the Correctional 
Rehabilitation Study Act of 1965 until July 
31, 1969. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 4 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.), 



March 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 7813 

the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 27, 1969, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CALEN
DAR YEAR 1968, TO FACILITATE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE 

The Clerk of the House of Representa
tives submits the following reports for 
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
pursuant to section 4(b) of Public Law 
85-804: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION, 

washington, D.C., March 24, 1969. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is a report to the 
Congress pursuant to Section 4 of the Act 
of August 28, 1958 (72 stat. 972), submitted 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives pursuant to Rule XL of that House. 

During Calendar Year 1968, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration uti
lized the authority of the above-cited statute 
as follows: 

1. Extraordinary contractual adjustment 
authorized by the NASA Contract Adjust
mentBoard. 

Under date of December 27, 1968, the Board 
authorized the adjustment of a contract 
for the fabrication and delivery of earth 
station receivers and associated test equip
ment with RCA Victor Co., Limited, of Mon
treal, Canada. Relief was granted on the 
ground that the parties to the contract were 
mutually mistaken in failing to foresee the 
extent of engineering development work re
quired to overcome state-of-the-art limita
tions which were not apparent when the 
contract was negotiated. Relief was author
ized only in an amount which may fairly be 
regarded as representing that portion of 
RCA's engineering development loss which 
is allocable to the effort expended in actu
ally seeking to overcome the state-of-the-art 
limitations. The precise amount of relief 
was left to be determined by the Contracting 
Officer through discussions with RCA. It is 
expected that this amount will not exceed 
$144,000, the amount of relief originally re
quested by RCA. 

2. Actions under Project Stabilization 
Agreement applicable to construction work 
at Cape Kennedy, Florida. 

Under date of September 26, 1962, the Ad
ministrator of NASA made a determination 
pursuant to the Act of August 28, 1958 (Pub
lic Law 85-804), that from and after Septem
ber 26, 1962, all contracts, or amendments, 
or modifications thereof, for the performance 
of construction work at the Patrick Air Force 
Base, Cape Kennedy, and the John F. Ken
nedy Space Center, should include a clause 
requiring contractors and all subcontractors 
thereunder to abide by money provisions of 
a Project Stabilization Agreement, to the 
extent such money provisions are determined 
by the Government to be reasonable. The 
Project Stabilization Agreement referred to 
is an agreement negotiated by and between 
the Patrick Air Force Base Contractor's As
sociation and other local and national as
sociations of contractors, and the Brevard 
Building and Construction Trades Council 
of the Building and Construction Trades De
partment, AFL-CIO. The purpose of this 
agreement is to promote stability, efficiency, 
and economy of performance of contracts 
involving construction work at Patrick Air 
Force Base and the Cape Kennedy complex. 
The agreement was originally negotiated in 
1962, and amendments were re-negotiated 
again on April 1, 1964 and April 1,1967. 

Pursuant to this determination, two NASA 
contracts for construction work in the Cape 
Kennedy area, of a total value of $13,854,271, 

which were awarded during 1967, included 
the clause making the money provisions of 
the above Project Stabilization Agreement 
applicable. While it is possible that inclusion 
of the clause resulted in some increase or 
decrease in costs under the contracts in
volved in an amount not readily determina
ble, the purpose of the Project Stabilization 
Agreement is to promote the overall stability, 
efficiency, and economy in performance of 
the contracts brought under it. 

3. Action under Project Stabilization 
Agreement applicable to construction work 
at the Mississippi Test Facility. 

Under date of June 22, 1967, the Deputy 
Administrator of NASA made a determina
tion similar to that described in Paragraph 
2 above with respect to contracts and sub
contracts for construction work at the Mis
sissippi Test Facility, in implementation of 
a revised Project Stabilization Agreement 
dated July 1, 1966, which had been negoti
ated for that area. (The original Agreement 
expired on June 30, 1966.) Pursuant to this 
determination, one amendment to an exist
ing contract and one contract was awarded 
for construction work at the Mississippi Test 
Facility, of a value of $850,000, which was 
executed in 1967, included the clause making 
the money provisions of the revised Project 
Stabilization Agreement applicable. While it 
is possible that inclusion of the clause re
sulted in some increase or decrease in costs 
under the contract involved in an amount 
not readily determinable, it is noted again 
that the purpose of negotiating a Project 
Stabilization Agreement is to promote the 
overall stability, efficiency, and economy in 
performance of the contracts brought under 
it. 

Sincerely, 
T. 0. PAINE, 

Acting Administrator. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

623. A letter from the Acting Comptroller 
General of the United States, transmitting a 
report of audit of financial statements of 
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor
poration, calendar year 1967, Department of 
Transportation (H. Doc. No. 91-93); to the 
Committee on Government Operations and 
ordered to be printed. 

624. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Properties and Instal
lations), transmitting notification of cer
tain additional facilities projects proposed 
to be undertaken for the Air National Guard, 
pursuant to the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2233 
a(1); to the Committee on Armed Services. 

625. A letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re
port of claims paid under the Military Per
sonnel and Civilian Employees' Claims Act 
of 1964 for the period January 1-December 
31, 1968, pursuant to the provisions of section 
3 (e) of Public Law 88-558; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

626. A letter from the Director, Adminis
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to amend sec
tion 1866 of title 28, United States Code, pre
scribing the manner in which summonses 
for jury duty may be served; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

627. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration, transmitting a report of action 
taken during calendar year 1968 under the 
authority of section 4 of the act of August 28, 
1958 (Public Law 85-804) (72 Stat. 972), 
pursuant to the provisions of that act; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

628. A letter from the Chairman, District 
of Columbia City Council, transmitting the 

first annual report of the City Council, pur
suant to the provisions of section 402(10) of 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. Report on the future of U.S. public 
diplomacy (Rept. No. 91-130). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 214. Resolution 
providing for the expenses of conducting 
studies and investigations authorized by 
rule XI ( 8) incurred by the Committee on 
Government Operations, with amendment 
(Rept. No. 91-131). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 259. Resolution to 
provide funds for the expenses of the studies, 
investigations, and inquiries authorized by 
House Resolution 189 (Rept. No. 91-132). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 272. Resolution 
authorizing the expenditures of moneys to 
cover expenses of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency incurred pursuant to House 
Resolution 152, with amendment (Rept. No. 
91-133). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Admin
istration. House Resolution 271. Resolution 
to provide funds for the expenses of the 
studies, investigations, and inquiries author
ized by House Resolution 152, with amend
ment (Rept. No. 91-134). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 273. Resolu
tion providing for the expenses incurred 
pursuant to House Resolution 200 (Rept. No. 
91-135). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 301. Resolution au
thorizing expenses for conducting studies 
and investigations pursuant to House Resolu
tion 268 (Rept. No. 91-136). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 315. Resolution 
providing funds for the Committee on House 
Administration without amendment (Rept. 
No. 91-137). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. House Resolution 320. Resolution 
providing funds for the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce (Rept. No. 
91-138). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 8794. A blll to 
amend the Marine Resources and Engineer
ing Development Act of 1966 to continue the 
National Council on Marine Resources and 
Engineering Development, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 91-139). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 340. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 4148. A bill to amend 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
91-140). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. RIVERS: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 9328. A b111 to amend title 37, 
United States Code, to provide special pay to 
naval officers, qualified in submarines, who 
have the current technical qualification for 
duty in connection with supervision, opera
tion, and maintenance of naval nuclear pro
pulsion plants, who agree to remain in active 
submarine service for one period of 4 years 
beyond any other obligated active service, 
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and for other purposes without amendment 
(Rept. No. 91-141) . Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FEIGHAN (for himself, Mr. 
CELLER, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
ANDERSON of California, Mr. BARRETT, 
Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. BROWN Of Cali
fornia, Mr. BURTON of California, 
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. DENT, Mr. DONO
HUE Mr DuLSKI, Mr. EDWARDS Of 
California, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. MANN, Mr. Mn.LER Of 
California, Mr. POLLOCK, Mr. REID Of 
New York, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, Mr. 
TIERNAN, and Mr. CHARLES H . 
Wn.soN): 

H.R. 9505. A blll to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H.R. 9506. A blll to amend the act entitled 

"An Act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon", ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ASHLEY: 
H.R. 9507. A bill to amend the Military 

Selective Service Act of 1967 to provide for 
a fair and random system of selecting per
sons for induction into military service, to 
provide for the uniform application of selec
tive service policies, to raise the incidence of 
volunteers in military service, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

By Mr. BARING: 
H.R. 9508. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to make disposition of 
geothermal steam and associated geothermal 
resources, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BEALL of Maryland: 
H.R. 9509. A bi11 to amend title n of the 

Social Security Act to increase the amount 
of outside earnings permitted each year with
out any deductions from benefits thereunder; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BETTS: 
H.R. 9510. A bill to improve the accounting 

systems used by agencies and departments, 
to reduce waste and inefficiency in the use of 
Government funds, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 9511. A bi11 to provide for an Assist

ant Secretary of State for Food and Popu
lation, an Assistant Administrator for Popu
lation in the Agency for International De
velopment, and a National Council on Food 
and Population, and to amend the provisions 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954 related to family planning 
and population oontrol programs; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.R. 9512. A bill to include air traffic con

trollers within the provisions of section 8336 
(c) of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to the retirement of certain Government em
ployees; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BUSH (for himself, Mr. CoL
LINS, Mr. CABELL, Mr. PATMAN, and 
Mr. PRICE of Texas) : 

H .R. 9513. A bill to amend the Submerged 
Lands Act to establish the coastline of cer
tain States as being, for the purposes of that 
act, the coastline as it existed at the time 
of entrance into the Union; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAREY: 
H.R. 9514. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Oode of 1954 to provide a basic 
$5,000 exemption from income tax for 
amounts received as annuities, pensions, or 
other retirement benefits; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H.R. 9515. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An Act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 9516. A bill to amend title 10 of the 

United States Code to establish an equitable 
survivors' annuity plan for the uniformed 
services; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

H.R. 9517. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide benefits for 
certain disabled widows without regard to 
their age, to increase the outside earnings 
permitted without loss of benefits, to provide 
for cost-of-living increases in benefits, and 
to pay benefits despite marriage or remar
riage if it occurs after attainment of age 55, 
and to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to restore the provisions permitting the 
deduotion, without regard to the 3- and !
percent floors, of medical expenses incurred 
for the care of individuals 65 years of age 
and over; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 9518. A bil1 to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the con
ditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: 
H .R. 9519. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
from gross income for expenses incurred 1n 
connection with the adoption of a child by 
the t axpayer; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H.R. 9520. A blll to provide fol"' uniform and 

equitable treatment of persons displaced 
from their homes, businesses, or farms by 
Federal and federally assisted programs and 
to establish uniform and equitable land 
acquisition policies for Federal and federal
ly assisted programs; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 9521. A bill to regulate trade in drugs 

and devices by prohibiting the dispensing 
of drugs or devices by medical practitioners 
and their participation in profits from the 
dispensing of such products, except under 
certain circumstances, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.R. 9522. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a defini
tion of food supplements, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CULVER: 
H.R. 9523. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to liberalize the mini
mum standard deduction; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DENT: 
H.R. 9524. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An Act to promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by 
limiting the hours of service of employees 
thereon", approved March 4, 1907; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

H.R. 9525. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the con
ditions governing eligib111ty of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DOWDY: 
H.R. 9526. A blll to amend the District of 

Columbia Unemployment Compensation 
Act to provide that employer contributions 

do not have to be made under that act with 
respect to service performed in the employ 
of certain public international organizations; 
to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

H.R. 9527. A bill to authorize the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia to 
utilize volunteers for active pollee duty; 
to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia. 

H.R. 9528. A bill to require students and 
teachers in the District of Columbia public 
schools to wear protective devices for their 
eyes while engaged in certain activities in 
those schools; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

H.R. 9529. A bill to amend title 13, United 
States Code, to limit the categories of ques
tions required to be answered under penalty 
of law in the decennial censuses of popula
tion, unemployment, and housing, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H.R. 9530. A bill to enable citizens of the 

United States who change their residences 
to vote in presidential elections, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. ESHLEMAN: 
H.R. 9531. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, with respect to 
the sale or delivery of ammunition; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H.R. 9532. A bill to alleviate certain hard

ships to employees in the administration 
of the Federal Employees' Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FISH: 
H.R. 9533. A blll to authorize the U.S. 

Commissioner of Education to make grants 
to elementary and secondary schools and 
other educational institutions for the con
duct of special educational programs and 
activities concerning the use of drugs, and 
for other related educational purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 9534. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An Act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon", ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 9535. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a full 
annuity for any individual (without regard 
to his age) who has completed 30 years of 
railroad service; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H.R. 9536. A bill to provide for improved 

employee-management relations in the pos
tal service, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.R. 9537. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 9538. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the 
first $5,000 received as civil service retire
ment annuity from the United States or any 
agency thereof shall be excluded from gross 
income; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H .R. 9539. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disab111ty insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 9540. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to include certain joint 
hospital laundry ventures among the co
operative hospital service organizations en-
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titled to tax exemption thereunder; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

ByMr.GUDE: 
H.R. 9541. A bill to make permanent the 

temporary provisions of law under which as
sistance is provided for the construction and 
operation of schools in federally impacted 
areas; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 9542. A bill to authorize the construc

tion of a Federal building in Queens County, 
Long Island, N.Y.; to the Committee on Pub
lic Works. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 9543. A bill to add a new title XII to 

the National Defense Education Act of 1958; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HATHAWAY: 
H.R. 9544. A bill to set forth a congres

sional statement on a national educational 
policy and to direct the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to initiate a compre
hensive study on the formulation of a plan 
to implement such policy; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 9545. A bill to designate certain lands 
in the Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge 
in Maine as "wilderness"; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 
H.R. 9546. A bill to amend section 4 of the 

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act of Octo
ber 30, 1965; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
H.R. 9547. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to proceed with a supple
mentary loan to the King Hill Irrigation Dis
trict, Idaho; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H.R. 9548. A bill to amend section 15-503 of 

the District of Columbia Code with respect . 
to exemptions from attachment and certain 
other process in the case of persons not resid
ing in the District of Columbia; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 9549. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An Act to regulate the practice of podiatry 
in the District of Columbia," approved May 
23, 1918, as amended; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 9550. A bill to amend section 10 of the 
District of Columbia Trame Act, 1925, as 
amended, so as to require reports of collisions 
in which motor vehicles are involved; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 9551. A bill to amend the act of July 
11, 1947, to authorize members of the District 
of Columbia Fire Department, the U.S. Park 
Police force, and the White House Police 
force to participate in the Metropolitan Police 
Department Band, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 9552. A bill for the incorporation of 
the Merchant Marine War Veterans Associa
tion; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. McMILLAN (by request) : 
H.R. 9553. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Minimum Wage Act to authorize 
the computation of overtime compensation 
for hospital employees on the basis of a 
14-day work period; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MAcGREGOR: 
H.R. 9554. A bill to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act to fac111tate the 
entry of certain nonimmigrants into the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H.R. 9555. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide additional free letter 
mail and air transportation mailing privi
leges for certain members of the U.S. Armed 
Forces, and !or other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

CXV--492-Part 6 

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio: 
H.R. 9556. A bill to provide for the renewal 

and extension of certain sections of the Ap
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 
H.R. 9557. A bill to amend the Federal 

Power Act to further promote the reliability, 
abundance, economy, and efficiency of bulk 
electric power supplies through regional and 
interregional coordination, to encourage the 
installation and use of improved extra-high
voltage facilities, to preserve the environ
ment and conserve natural resources, to es
tablish the Natdonal Council on the Environ
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. NIX: 
H.R. 9558. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon the railroads by limiting 
the hours of service of employees thereon," 
approved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 9559. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disabillty insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 
H.R. 9560. A bill to authorize the acquisi

tion and maintenance of the Goddard rocket 
launching site in accordance with the a.ct 
of August 25, 1916, as amended and supple
mented; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 9561. A bill to promote public knowl
edge of progress and achievement in astro
nautics and related sciences through the 
designation of a special day in honor of Dr. 
Robert Hutchings Goddard, the father of 
modern rockets, missiles, and astronautics; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 9562. A bill to amend part B of title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to include 
drugs which require a doctor's prescription, 
and which are prescribed by their generic 
names, among the medical expenses with re
speot to which payment may be made under 
the program of supplementary medical in
surance benefits for the aged; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PODELL (for himself and Mr. 
LOWENSTEIN} : 

H.R. 9563. A bill to repeal percentage de
pletion for oil and gas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H.R. 9564. A bill to remove the restrictions 

on the grades of the director and assistant 
directors of the Marine Corps Band; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H.R. 9565. A bill to amend section 837, 

title 18, United States Code, to prohibit cer
tain acts involving the use of incendiary 
devices, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.R. 9566. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to prohibit deceptive 
practices in news broadcasts, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TUNNEY: 
H.R. 9567. A bill to amend title 37, United 

States Code, to provide for the procurement 
and retention of judge advocates and law 
specialist officers !or the Armed Forces; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

H.R. 9568. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for certain 
expenses incurred in providing higher edu
cation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H.R. 9569. A blll to amend section 809(c) 

(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
treat retrospective rate credits as return pre
miums; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. UTT: 
H.R. 9570. A b111 to establish the Inter

agency Committee on Mexican-American Af
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WAGGONNER: 
H.R. 9571. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.R. 9572. A bill to provide Federal assist

ance for special projects to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of programs to provide emer
gency care for heart attack victims by trained 
persons in specially equipped ambulances; 
to the Committee on Interstate and ForeigiJ 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ZION: 
H.R. 9573. A b111 to provide for the estab

lishment of a national cemetery at or near 
the Lincoln Boyhood National Memorial; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H.R. 9574. A b1ll to amend the Uniform 

Time Act to allow an option in the adoption 
of advanced time in certain cases; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 9575. A b111 to amend the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961 to prohibit the furnish
ing of assistance to countries in which indi
viduals are receiving training as members of 
the so-called Palestine LiberatLon Army; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FREY: 
H.R. 9576. A b111 to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to increase the amount 
of outside earnings permitted each year with
out any deductions from benefits thereunder; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 9577. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide for cost-of
living increases in the benefits payable there
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 
H.R. 9578. A bill to amend section 4356 of 

title 39, United States Code, relating to cer
tain mailings of State departments of agri
culture; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. POLLOCK: 
H.R. 9579.-A bill to provide for the shar

ing with the State and local governments of 
a portion of the tax revenues received by 
the United States; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RUTH: 
H.R. 9580. A b111 to provide for orderly 

trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H.R. 9581. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon", ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 9582. A b111 to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the con
ditions governing eligib111ty of blind persons 
to receive disability insurance benefits there
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.R. 9583. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to foster and promote 
broadcasting in the public interest and to 
prevent conglomerate organizations from 
impairing regulation of broadcasting in the 
public interest; · to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WATTS: 
H.R. 9584. A blll to establish a National 

Commission on Libraries and Information 



7816 
Science, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. WOLD: 
H.R. 9585. A bill to provide for the convey

ance to the city of Cheyenne, Wyo., of cer
tain real property of the United States here
tofore donated to the United States by such 
city; to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

By Mr EVINS of Tennessee: 
H.R. 9586. A bill for the establishment of 

a Commission to study and promulgate a na
tional policy respecting dispersal of popula
tion and industry; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: 
H.J. Res. 600. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relative to equal rights for men and 
women; to the Comlllittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAY: 
H.J. Res. 601. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim February of each 
year as "American History Month"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING: 
H.J. Res. 602. Joint resolution to declare 

the policy of the United States with respect 
to its territorial sea; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 
H.J. Res. 603. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for men 
and women; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. WHALLEY: 
H.J. Res. 604. Joint resolution to declare 

the policy of the United States with respect 
to its territorial sea; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama: 
H.J. Res. 605. Joint resolution, reciprocity 

1n U.S. territorial waters; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
H.J. Res. 606. Joint resolution to declare 

the policy of the United States with respect 
to its territorial sea; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BINGHAM {for himself, Mr. 
ASHLEY, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. BURTON of California Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. HAL
PERN, Mr. KAsTENMEIER, Mr. KocH, 
Mr. MIKVA, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. Po
DELL, Mr. RYAN, and Mr. SCHEUER) : 

H. Con. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution 
proposing a multilateral treaty to bar all 
military installations from the sea bed; to 
the Comm1 ttee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H. Con. Res. 185. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that ef
forts should be made to invite Spain to mem
bership in the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself, Mr. 
BINGHAM, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DENT, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr. 
GAYDOS, Mr. GILBERT, Mr. HALPERN, 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HECHLER of West 
Virginia, Mr. JoHNSON of California, 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. KOCH, Mr. 
LEGGETT, and Mr. McCLOSKEY): 

H. Con. Res. 186. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should begin to reduce its mili
tary involvement in Vietnam; to the Com· 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself, Mr. 
MIKvA, Mr. MINISH, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MOSS, Mr. PODELL, Mr. REES, Mr. 
REuss, Mr. RoDINO, Mr. RosENTHAL, 
Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. RYAN, Mr. ScHEUER, 
Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey, Mr. 
VIGORITO, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, 
Mr. WALDIE, and Mr. YATRON): 

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should begin to reduce its mili
tary involvement in Vietnam; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H . Res. 341. Resolution to provide for an 

International Conference on ProbleinS of Hu
man Environment; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

H. Res. 342. Resolution to abolish the Com
mittee on Internal Security and enlarge the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on the Judi
ciary; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 343. Resolution creating a special 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study into the legal, political, and diplomatic 
status of lands which were the subject of 
grants from the King of Spain and from the 
Government of Mexico prior to the acquisi
tion of the American Southwest as a result 
of the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo conclud
ing the Mexican-American War in 1848; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H. Res. 344. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives with respect 
to establishing an all-volunteer military 
force; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. NIX: 
H. Res. 345. Resolution to abolish the Com

mittee on Internal Security and enlarge the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H. Res. 346. Resolution authorizing the 

printing of additional copies of the "Report 
of the Joint Economic Committee"; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself, Mr. 
DENT, and Mr. ERLENBORN) : 

H. Res. 347. Resolution to authorize the 
General Subcommittee on Labor of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor to conduct an 
investigation and study of production of for
eign-made goods competing with domestical
ly produced goods and of new developments 
in coal mine safety and health practices in 
Great Britain; to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
93. Mr. ULLMAN and Mrs. GREEN of Ore

gon presented a memorial of the Legislative 
Assembly of the State of Oregon, memorial-

Lliarch 26, 1969 

izing the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Secretary of the Interior to refrain from 
implementing the recently proposed increase 
in fees of grazing on public land because the 
agricultural sector of this Nation's economy 
is undergoing a period of recession, and the 
increase would have such detrimental eco
nomic impact on the livestock industry that 
the entire profit margin in many livestock 
operations would be removed, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDABBO {by request): 
H.R. 9587. A bill for the relief of James J. 

Carpenter; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by 
request): 

H.R. 9588. A bill for the relief of John 
Acerbi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAREY: 
H.R. 9589. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 

De Blasi and his wife, Grazia De Blasi; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 9590. A bill to confer jurisdiction on 

the U.S. Court of Claims to reopen and con
tinue case No. 66-55; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.R. 9591. A bill for the relief of Elgie L. 

Tabor; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HATHAWAY: 

H.R. 9592. A bill for the relief of Ferdi
nanda Muscas and his wife, Christina 
Muscas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 9593. A bill to confer jurisdiction on 

the U.S. Court of Claims to reopen and con
tinue case No. 66-55; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAcGREGOR: 
H .R. 9594. A bill for the relief of !raj Rigi; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'KONSKI: 

H.R. 9595. A bill to confer jurisdiction on 
the U.S. Court of Claims to reopen and con
tinue case No. 66-55; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES: 
H.R. 9596. A bill for the relief of Guisappa 

Guarino; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROYBAL: 

H.R. 9597. A bill for the relief of Rafael 
Martinez-Garcia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H.R. 9598. A bill for the relief of Sea Oil 

& General Corp., of New York, N.Y.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. Res. 348. Resolution to refer the bill 
H.R. 9598 entitled "A bill for the relief of 
Sea Oil and General Corporation, of New 
York, New York" to the Chief Commissioner 
of the Court of Claims pursuant to sections 
1492 and 2509 of title 28, United States Code; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONIS OF REMARKS 
TIME TO STOP THE NONSENSE ON 

CAMPUS 

HON. FRANK CHURCH 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, March 26, 1969 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, through
out our Nation thousands of concerned 

citizens have gazed in wonderment at the 
brazen destruction of property and 
thoughtless disruption of the learning 
processes on our Nation's college 
campuses. 

Few, if any, of our people question the 
right to dissent and to make grievances 
known through peaceful means. But the 
right to dissent doc:s not include the 
right to destroy. The case for change 
confers no privilege to invoke anarchy, 

for if there is to be reasoned change, or
derly processes must be preserved. 

I am happy to say that in my own 
State, school administrators, faculty, and 
students have thus far succeeded in 
reaching mutually satisfactory solutions 
to campus problems. Needless to say, I 
hope this atmosphere of cooperation con
tinues. 

The Washington Post on March 17 
published an editorial entitled "Time To 
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