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SENATE-Wednesday, June 16, 1971 
The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. MIKE GRAVEL, 
a Senator from the State of Alaska. 

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

"Drop Thy still dews of quietness, 
Till all our strivings cease; 
Take from our souls the strain and 

stress, 
And let our ordered lives confess 
The beauty of Thy peace." 

-WHITTIER. 
O Lord, may the light of Thy truth 

be upon Thy servants in this place that 
in the crucial decisions of this day they 
may be aware that judgment is not on 
a single day, 0 1r even in the processes of 
history, but in eternity. Make us to know 
that in Thee is to be found the way, the 
truth, and the life. May the bond of love 
which holds us together in loyalty to 
Thee sustain us that this Nation may 
be well served and Thy kingdom ad
vanced. Bring us, in Thy providence, to a 
righteous peace and a safe world. 

We pray in the Redeemer's nrume. 
Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. ELLENDER). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U.S. 1SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1971 . 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on offi.ciaJ. duties, I appoint Hon. MIKE GRAVEL, 
a Senator from the State of Alaska, to per
form the duties o:( the Chair during my 
absence. 

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
President pro tempore. 

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

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

unanimous consent 'that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day, June 15, 1971, be dispensed with. 

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENA TE SESSION 

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

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

DEATH OF LT. GOV. J. SARGEANT 
REYNOLDS, OF VffiGINI1A 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
past weekend the Commonwealth of Vir-

ginia and the Nation lost one of its most 
promising public servants in the un
timely, tragic death of Lt. Gov. J. Sar
geant Reynolds. In an age when the 
youth is so rightfully demanding greater 
participation in the policy decisions of 
government, it is so encouraging to see 
a man so young, not only participate, but 
lead his State in crushing the old bar
riers that prevented the realization of 
this country's potential. But Lieutenant 
Governor Reynolds was stricken with an 
incurable illness and the Commonwealth 
of Virginia and the United States have 
suffered a great loss. 

A most poignant and moving eulogy 
was delivered at the memorial service for 
Lieutenant Governor Reynolds at the 
1Sta;te capitol yesterday by the distin
guished Senator from Virginia <Mr. 
SPONG). I ask unanimous consent that 
these remarks of Senator SPONG be in
serted in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF SENATOR WILLIAM B. SPONG, JR. 

We are here this morning 1n itihis, our Capi
tol , to .pay final tribute to a young man who 
in half a decade rose from a iDelegate, to 
State Senator, to Lt. Governor of the Com
monwealth of Virginia. We share a great 
sense of loss with his widow, his children, 
his ipareruts 1and his brother. 

In reviewing the traits of character of 
Sargeant Reynolds that have made an in
deliible imprint upon Virgini.ans, I would 
pay tribute first to his courage, so often 
demonstrated during this past year but ac
tually a hallmark of his life. Ernest Heming
way once wrote that ithe essence of oour·age 
is "grace under pressure." Part of that grace 
was 1Sargeant 1Reynolds' unfail'ing humor. 
There is something refr.eshing about a public 
figure whose seriousness of purpose neverthe
less allows him rto share wit and humor, 
often at his own expense. Another charac
teristic was his concern for the underdog. 
It is admirable to be blessed with wealth, 
charm, looks and intelligence and yet aib
sorbed ·with effor·ts to [mpr·ove the lot of the 
old, the black, the 1poor 1and rtihe dis1a.bled
to wish for a better opportunity for many
and a more enlightened and healthier life 
for all. 

Courage, humor, and concern were ac
companied by vision. Sargeant Reynolds as 
well as any individual in the Commonwealth 
understood with perceptive clarity that a 
Virginia bitterly divided could never fulfill 
her great expectation and promise for the 
future-that ther·e musrt 1be 1better under
standing between young and old, black and 
white, rich ·and poor. He saw our Common
weal th, ·blessed with beauty and natural re
source, old in history and tr.adit1on, young 
in spirit and hope, awakening to a recogni
tion of a. magniftceDJt ipotenitl:al: He hoped 
for a climate in which the democratic system 
might work as intended-to give opportunity 
for expansion and political partidpation to 
all who sought it and were willing in turn 
to bear its responsibilities and burdens. 

Last July 4 at Monticello speaki.ng to ne1w 
citizens he saJd: 

"With an that we have done, we know ithat 
we hiave not atitwined a society of perfect jus
tice, one :in wh,ich success is geared more to 
what you do ia.!ter you are born thian the cir
cumstances of your iblxth or the color of your 
skin but we are 1making progress and we aire 
crushing 1barriers that keep us from our 
destiny. 

"Today we stand half w1ay up the moun
ta;in. Half way up the ·mountain ;that Jeffer
son 1captured with the ·beauty 1and symmetry 
of Monticello. We iare not there yet, buJt to 
those who have set the .pat h-we a.re com
ing, we are striv,ing for achievement, we are 
deteiimLned to make ~t." That iis 1what he said. 

And so, one so young ·with so much nobiUty 
of purpose is gone. Those of us who remain, 
particularly those in public service, might 
reflect upon the V:ir1giraa he saw: a State that 
would, by example give leadership to the 
nation; a S'tate that could retain the pride 
of its past without being blinded to the 
needs of the present and future; 1a society 
where people had attained an understand
ing of one another; a society of tolerance 
and good will; a people not half way up 
Sarge's mountain, but on top of Lt. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be granted a 
leave of absence from the Senate on offi
cial business for the next several days 
at the end of today's session. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under previous order, the Chair 
recognizes the Sena tor from Virginia 
<Mr. BYRD) for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

REVERSION OF THE ISLAND OF OKI
NAWA TO JAPANESE CONTROL 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

representatives of the United States and 
Japan will sign an agreement tomorrow 
providing for the reversion of the island 
of Okinawa to Japanese control. 

Under terms of the peace treaty of 
1951 between the United States and Ja.
pan, the United States has unrestricted 
use of military bases on Okinawa. 

Two years ago, when official discus
sion began concerning the proposed re
version of Okinawa, I sponsored legis
lation that called upon the President to 
submit any agreement changing the 
status of Okinawa to the Senate for ad
vice and consent. This legislation was 
approved by the Senate, and the ad
ministration will submit to the Senate 
the agreement that will be signed to
morrow. 

Therefore the Senate soon will be 
called upon to debate the merits of re
version of Okinawa. 

I believe it is important that fore
thought be given to this international 
agreement. 

In the debates of the last several weeks, 
much has been said about the military 
responsibilities of the United States. 

I am among those who believe that the 
United States has become overcommitted 
around the world. We have mutual de
fense agreements with 44 different na
tions. 

I do not believe the United States can 
continue indefinitely to carry so heavy 
a military responsibility. It is essential 
that other nations make a greater con
tribution to their own security. 
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But, at the present time, our military 

commitments are a fact. 
Among the areas in which we are most 

heavily committed is Asia. Not only is 
the United States engaged in a shooting 
war in Vietnam, but the Nation is also 
committed to the defense of South Ko
rea, Taiwan, Japan, the Philippines, Aus
tralia, New Zealand, Pakistan, and 
Thailand. 

We must view the proposed reversion 
of Okinawa within the framework of ex
isting treaty obligations. 

First, it must be understood that it is 
the 1951 Treaty of Peace between the 
United States and Japan which confers 
upon the United States the unrestricted 
use of military bases on the island of 
Okinawa. 

The Treaty of Peace is entirely sepa
rate from the Mutual Security Treaty of 
1960 between the two nations. The two 
agreements should not be confused. 

Agreement by the United States to turn 
over administrative control of Okinawa 
to the Japanese is a change in the Treaty 
of Peace. It does not affect the Mutual 
Security Treaty. 

The reversion of Okinawa to the con
trol of Japan would involve surrender 
by the United States of its unrestricted 
use of the Okinawa bases. No one dis
putes that statement. 

I think that in considering whether or 
not the reversion agreement should be 
approved, Members of the Senate should 
give careful consideration to the exten
sive defense commitments which we have 
in Asia. 

If we are to give up the unrestricted 
right to operate and control the Okinawa 

ases, then I believe we must consider 
carefully whether we should continue to 
arry the burden of our present military 
ommitments in Asia. 

We must bear in mind ·that all of our 
sian commitments were undertaken on 

he assumption that unrestricted use of 
kinawa would be available to the United 
tates. 
Can we afford to go on guaranteeing 

he defense of so many Asian nations, if 
e are to surrender an important part 
four military capability in the Far East? 

Our Mutual Security Treaty with Ja
an, for example, is subject to with
rawal on 1 year's notice. Should it be 
ontinued indefinitely. 
The State Department feels it should. 
question that. 
We have commitments to 10 Asian na

ions under the Southeast Asia Treaty 
ganization agreement of 19'54. This 

reaty also is subject to withdrawal 'by 
ny party on 1 year's notice. Can we con
inue these commitments indefinitely? 

The Sato government in Japan has as
ured the United States that it will co-
perate in permitting this Nation to use 
kinawa in order to fulfill our obliga

ions. 
But once reversion is accomplished, the 

nal decision on the use of Okinawa in 
ach contingency will rest not with the 
nited States, but with Japan-which 
ay or may not be under the rule of the 

ato government at the time. 
These, I feel, are serious considera

ions. I believe that the Senate owes it 
o the American people to give close study 

to the agreement that is to be signed to
morrow between the United States and 
Japan. · 

I want to see our commitments in Asia 
reduced. 

But no proposal has been made to re
duce our commitments. 

The only proposal is that we volun
tarily give up the unrestricted right to 
use our greatest military base complex 
in the far Pacific. 

Japan is seeking, and would be getting, 
control over our military base. At the 
same time, Japan would have a pledge 
from the United Staites to guarantee the 
freedom and security of Japan. 

Before the United States is committed 
to reversi-on on these terms, the Senate 
should give careful consideration to all 
the consequences of this proposed agree
ment. 

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

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

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
notwithstanding the fact that I have 
yielded the floor, I ask unanimous con
sent that I be permitted to yield the re
mander of my time to the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
commend the able and distinguished 
Senator from Virginia upon h1s re
marks on the Okinawan situation. I 
think he has taken a very sound ap
proach. 

It appears to me that the United 
States should not consider giving up 
Okinawa until the war in Vietnam has 
been ended. This is the only real estate 
we have in that part of the world that 
we can control, and control as long as 
we wish to. We do not know just what 
will come up, and I think it is the better 
part of wisdom that we take no hasty 
action in this matter, certainly not un
til the war in Vietnam has ended. 

Then, too, Mr. President, Japan is 
coming forth, now, to the United States, 
and asking a big favor. They are asking 
that Okinawa be returned to them. We 
have been pleading with Japan for a 
long time to come up with a reasonable 
limitation on textile exports. They are 
now sending their textiles into this coun
try on a massive scale, a scale that is 
closing down hundreds of textile mills 
and throwing thousands of American 
workers out of their jobs. 

Japan wants something from us. We 
are asking some concessions from Japan. 
In the matter of relations between the 
two countries, I realize that some people 
may say that one of -these subjects has 
nothing to do with the other; but they 
are all interrelated between Japan and 
the United States, and this should be 
considered. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, if this 
treaty should be ratified as now planned, 
the United States could not store any 
weapons it wishes on the base or bases 
we would retain there. Japan would 
have a veto. They could prevent the 
United Staites from storing or retain
ing or maintaining certain weapons 
there that we might feel we need in our 
defense. 

Furthermore, under the proposed 
treaty, planes could not take off on com
bat missions. This is important. We cer
tainly should reserve the right, with the 
bases we retain there, to send our planes 
or our ships on combat missions if the 
need arises. 

My colleague, Senator BYRD, has prop
erly po.inted out the far-reaching defense 
commitments the United States has in 
Southeast Asia. He further noted that if 
this country is to fulfill those commit
ments the use of Okinawa as a military 
defense site is absolutely necessary. 

Later this summer the President will 
submit to the Senate the United States
Japanese agreeement on Okinawa for 
ratification. The President's proposal 
will first go to the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Cominiittee which I presume will 
conduct hearings. 

Once these hearings have been con
ducted and the committee report pub
lished, then the reversion question will 
come to the Senate floor. 

The question of Okinawa reversion 
involves significant and important mili
tary questions. The members of the 
Senate Armed ·services Committee as 
well as the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee would have a specdal interest 
in the reversion proposal. 

It is my hope the Senate Anned Serv
ices Committee members will have an 
opportunity to investigate and review 
the military impact on the reversion 
agreement. 

As one Member of the Senate, I seri
ously question the wisdom of reversion 
of Okinawa until our involvement in 
South Vietnam is minimal. Further, I do 
not see how this country can fulfill its 
defense agreements in Southeast Asia if 
U.S. military operations from Okinawa. 
will be at the pleasure of the Japanese 
Government. 

There are many questions to be 
answered, and I see no need to rush into 
this matter. We do not have to act on it 
now. Let us take our time. I think the 
first duty is to protect our own national 
interest, and I do not think that at this 
time it is in the national interest of this 
country that Okinawa be returned to: 
J rapan ·on the conditions that are pro-· 
posed in the treaty. 

Again, I commend the able Senator 
from Virginia for the pos!i.tion he has 
taken today on this question. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presidentr 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I ask 
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unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorwn call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pe>re. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Chair 
recognizes the Senator from New York 
for a period not to exceed 15 minutes. 

UNITED STATES-JAPAN 
TIONS: OPPORTUNITIES 
DANGERS 

RELA
AND 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Viet
nam war has obscured many basic reali
ties in Asia. Over the longer term, 
~chievements of U.S. objectives in Asia 
could depend most heavi:ly on the con
tinued closeness and viability of the 
United States-Japan relationship which 
has been built up on the ruins of war. A 
recent visit to Japan convinced me that 
it would be a critical mistake for either 
the United States or Japan to take the 
other for granted-or to dismiss the idea 
that present, easily manageable, differ
ences could get out of hand. The poten
tial is there for a creative United States
Japan partnership which could be deci
sive in terms of peace and economic de
velopment for east Asia in the final three 
decades of this century. Yet, seeds of 
potential discord are also there, which 
could have disruptive and prejudicial 
implications for the achievement of sta
bility and progress. 

I visited Jaipan on May 21, 22, and 23 
as part of a six-nation trip under the 
auspices of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. In Japan, I had meetings 
with Prime Minister Sato; Foreign Min
ister Aiichi; Minister of International 
Trade and Investment Miyazawa; Mr. 
Uemura, president of the Kedanren; Mr. 
Morita, the chairman of Sony Corp.; 
numerous high-ranking civil servants 
and members of the Jrapanese and Amer
ican press corps. On the United States 
side, I had discussions with Ambassador 
Meyer, Minister Sneider, and Assistant 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs 
Trezize, who was visiting Tokyo. 

I also met with the Board of Directors 
of PICA-Private Investment Co. for 
Asia-leaders of the major corporations 
of the developed world who have formed 
PICA to provide a private enterprise 
catalyst for economic ·development in 
Asia. 

The major subjects covered in my con
versations are summarized as follows: 

TEXTILE AND TRADE PROBLEMS 

The most urgent and immediate prob
lems in United States-Japan rel·ations 
center on textiles and related trade prob
lems. Failure of the two governments to 
find solutions to the present impasse 
c01Uld, in my judgment, seriously erode 
relations between the United States and 
Japan. Such an atmosphere over textiles 
.could soon spread to other issues. 

A major concern in Tokyo is that Sen
.ate ratification of the Okinawa Reversion 
Treaty could be jeopardized by entangle
ment in the dispute of textile import 
quotas. 

It has always been my conviction that 
"United 'States-Japan trade problems
including the difficult textile problem
are well within the limits of manage
a;bility provided both governments adopt 

a resolute determination to achieve an 
agreement. 

During my discussions in Tokyo, I was 
informed of the position of the Japanese 
Government that a legally binding bi
lateral agreement on textiles was not pos
sible. Simply put, it was the position of 
the Japanese Government, as explained 
to me, that irt was not possible politically 
to get a bill through the Diet imposing 
legal quotas on Japanese textile exports. 
It was explained to me that an "execu
tive agreement" in the U.S. sense, not 
backed by a law passed in the Diet, is 
not legally binding in Japan. The view 
was expressed that it would not be pos
sible for Japan's government to seek leg
islative action until the "voluntary re
straint" program of the Japanese textile 
industry, had been given a chance to 
work. 

I presented my personal view that the 
maximwn then being offered from the 
Japanese side, would fail to meet the 
minimwn requirements of the United 
States, if quota legislation was to be 
avoided in Congress and that it was the 
duty and responsibiltiy of our respective 
governments to free themselves from the 
shackles which seemingly could have our 
Nations on a collision course of incalcu
lable consequence. 

As indicated, I expressed the view that 
if the textile issue between the govern
ments of the United States and Japan 
is not resolved, this fact could heat up 
the debate on the Senate's ratification 
of the Okinawa Reversion Treaty, al
though I felt it would be ratified. 

Events that have taken place since my 
return from Japan have made it clear 
that the administration has made con
siderable progress toward resolving the 
textile issue through government-to-gov
ernment negotiations with principal sup
plying nations other than J·apan. This 
holds promise for a mutually satisfactory 
United States-Japan ag·reement. 

The first step in breaking the log jam 
over textiles came on March 2 when the 
chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, the Honorable WILBUR MILLS, 
welcomed "the announcement of the Tex
tile Federation of Japan declaring its in
tention to control exports of all textile 
products to the United States." Chair
man MILLS added that "should the initia
tive of the Japanese textile industry be 
complemented promptly by similar action 
on the part of the other major textile
exporting nations of the Far East, it is 
my strong belief that quota-type legis
lation which was considered in the Con
gress last year will not be necessary." 
In subsequent statements, Chairman 
MILLS made it clear that he did not nec
essarily regard this voluntary limitation 
as necessarily the final word on the sub
ject. 

President Nixon, in his statement of 
March 11, made it clear that he did not 
regard the unilateral Japanese restraint 
formula as satisfactory. He noted that 
this unilateral-restraint formula fell 
short of what the United States consid
ered essential, because "only one overall 
ceiling for all cotton, wool, and man
made fiber fabric and apparel is provided, 
with only a general understanding by the 
Japanese industry 'to prevent undue dis-

tortions of the present pattern of trade.' 
This allows concentration on specific 
categories, which could result in these 
categories growing many times faster 
than the overall limits." The President 
also made critical comments concerning 
the base period of the unilateral Jap
anese limitation, the calculation of the 
export base used in the limitation formula 
and noted that the U.S. Government pre
ferred a government-to-government ne
gotiated agreement. 

In view of the continuing impasse with 
Japan, the administration turned its at
tention to other principal supplying na
tions and our negotiators led by Am
bassador David Kennedy now appear to 
have scored an impressive breakthrough 
in the textile negotiations with the Re
public of China-Taiwan. The press has 
reported that the United States and the 
Republic of China have agreed in prin
ciple to a government-to-government 
agreement that would limit the latter's 
export of noncotton textiles to the United 
States. 

Reportedly, this agreement contains 
specific category limitations. On the 
other hand, the unilateral Japanese for
mula provides only for a total ag·gregate 
limitation without any specific limita
tions on exports of sensitive categories. 
Since the agreement in principle with' the 
Republic of China does contain a cate
gory-by-category limitation and since it 
is a government-to-government agree
ment, it clearly meets key elements of 
the criteria set forth by the Bresident on 
March 11 and also is a more satisfactory 
formula to our domestic textile industry 
than the unilateral Japanese restraint 
formula. 

The press further reports that U.S. ne
gotiators are now attempting to reach a 
similar agreement with Hong Kong and 
South Korea. I think it is in the long
term interest of these countries to agree 
to a restraint formula similar to that ne
gotiated with the Republic of China and 
believe that these nations will agree to 
such a formula as being preferable to 
legislative quotas. It is also my supposi
tion that if Hong Kong and South Kor 
negotiate terms superior to those won b 
the Republic of China, that the Republi 
of China would have a strong claim t 
modify its agreement in principle unde 
the most favored nation treatment for 
mula. 

It is also worth noting that a govern 
ment-to-government agreement limitin 
the exports of Malaysia to the Unite 
States also is in effect. This bilatera 
agreement limits noncotton exports for 
years effective September 1, 1970. 

The bilateral agreement with Malaysi 
also contains a provision allowing for th 
possible modification of the agreemen 
which states: 

Paragraph 10 of the bilateral agreemen 
concerning trade in wool and man-made fibe 
textile products between Malaysia and th 
United States--if the Government of Ma 
laysia considers that, as a result of limit 
specified in this agreement, Malaysia is bei 
placed in an inequitable position vis-a-vis 
third country, the Government of Malays! 
may request consultations with the Govern 
ment of the United States of America with 
view to taking appropriate remedial a.ctio 
such as a reasonable modification of thi 
agreement. 
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I go into this detail, because the Presi

dent has authority under section 204 of 
the Agricultural Assistance Act which 
reads: 

In addition, if a multinational agreement 
has been or shall be concluded under the 
authority of this section among countries 
accounting for a significant part of world 
trade in the articles with respect to which 
the agreeqient was concluded, the President 
may also issue, in order to carry out such an 
agreement, regulations governing the entry 
or withdrawal from warehouse of the same 
article which are the products of countries 
not parties to the agreement. 

This makes it clear that the adminis
tration is on the point of-negotiating a 
multinational .agreement among coun
tries accounting for a significant part of 
world trade in noncotton textiles and 
apparel items; that is, with the Republic 
of China, Hong Kong, South Korea, and 
Malaysia. The agreements that are on 
the point of being won by administra
tion negotiators are clearly superior to 
the unilateral Japanese industry re
straint formula in that specific product 
categories are being limited under a 
government-to-government formula. 

If my supposition is correct, after a 
multinational agreement is negotiated, 
the administration would be in the posi
tion to apply the authority of section 204 
of the Agricultural Assistance Act 
against Japan and other principal sup
pliers, as necessary. 

Alternatively, the Japanese Govern
ment and Japanese industry certainly 
could modify its original restraint agree
ment to make it more acceptable to the 
Nixon administration, thereby, obviating 
the need for the U.S. Government to 
apply article 204. 

To complete the situation, I would 
then see no political or economic reason 
why the Nixon administration should 
not communicate to the Congress the 
view that the textile issue had been re
solved. The political dynamics involved 
would include the fact that the agree
ments negotiated by the Nixon adminis
tration are clearly superior to the unilat
eral Japanese restraint formula which 
was acceptable to Chairman WILBUR 
MILLS. In tum, it is my view that such an 
administration communication as to the 
acceptability of the new restraint for
mula could go a long way toward elimi
nating the potentially explosive use of 
the textile issue in the debate on Oki
nawa. It would also have the subsidiary 
effect of opening the door to forward
looking congressional consideration of 
trade legislation such as U.S. authority 
to participate in the generalized pref er
ence scheme which is so important to 
the developing countries of ·the world and 
to which the Common Market, Japan, 
and other industrialized countries have 
committed themselves. 

RETURN OF OKINAWA 

The most important political issue in 
Japan today is the return of Okinawa to 
Japanese administration. The successful 
negotiation of the agreement on the re
version of Okinawa--to be signed on 
June 17-is one of the major post-war 
accomplishments of U.S. diplomacy in 
Asia. It is also an accomplishment of 
overriding political significance to the 
Liberal Democratic Party of the Govern.:. 

ment of Japan. In many respects, the 
basic policy of the LDP government in 
alining itself in close cooperation with 
the United States-in both security and 
economic affairs-in the eyes of Japa
nese voters is judged on the scale of suc
cess in achieving the return of Okinawa. 

It is no exaggeration to say .that fail
ure to implement ·the United States
Japan agreement on the return of Oki
nawa---becaiuse of Senate failure to 
ra:tify the implementing treaty, or any 
other reason-would have the most pro
found consequences in Japan. A rup
ture-which could prove ·too deep for 
reconciliation----would probably occur in 
United States-Japan rel:ations. The basic 
premise of the Nixon doctrine, and the 
underlying ms. strategy for peace, se
curity, .and progress in Asia,........which rest 
on the assumption of a close and coop
erative United Staites-Japan :relation
shi,p--could ibe nullified. A new govern
ment of quiite different orientation
perhaps lef.t-neutralist, perhaps ri.ght
wing na tionalist---eould come to power 
on the heels of any collapse of the agree
ment on Okinawa reversion. 

Accordingly, in my judgment, the Sen
a.te's handling of the Okinawa Reversion 
Treaty will be a major test of our states
manship and sense of responsibilUy re
specting U:S. foreign policy and security 
interests. It is my hope and expectation 
that the Senate will acquit itself in this 
test as well as it did respecting the NATO 
issue posed in the Mans.field amendment. 

SOUTHEAST ASIA AND VIETNAM 

·It was clear ·to me from my conversa
tions in Tokyo .that prevailing Japanese 
opinion does not regard the Political 
orientation of ·the Saigon · Government 
any more of a decisive .factor affecting 
the free world interests and security in 
Asia. While pref erring :a Southeast Asia 
which is cleairly oriented ·to the free 
world, Japan seems prepared .to .accept 
and to deal with a "neutralized,'' or neu
tralist Southeast Asia-though non
Communist. In the J ·apanese view, the 
orientation of Indonesia and the Philip· 
pines seems more important to J 1apan's 
interes·ts than .the orientation of coun· 
tries of the Southeast Asia mainland. 

I found sympaithy and understanding 
of the Nixon administration policy of 
Vietnamization and U.S. troop with
drawal f.rom Vietnam. lt was clear that 
the Japanese do not regard U.S. troop 
withdrawals from Vietnam as posing any 
threat .to Japanese security inrterests. 
The Japanese Government appears to 
have a close familiarity with the post
Vietnam posture of 1the United States in 
Asia as ·called for in .the Nixon doctrine. 
That is, the Uni1ted States :assuming the 
role of backup supporter of non-Com
munist countries and allies, rather than 
as the military "doer" of resistance ef
forts :to Communist-led insurgencies. 

I gained the impression that Japan 
expects to play a significant role .fn post
war construction and reconstruction ef
forts in Southeast Asia, following the 
restoration of peaice. However, the Jap
anese seem -to feel that aid and economic 
development efforts in Asia should be 
focused primarily on cri·teria of economic 
feas~bility and acceptability, .rather ·than 
on primarily "political" considerations-

such as .the possible propping-up of a 
really weak Saigon regime. 

MAINLAND CHINA 

After Okinawa, the Politically most im
Portant foreign policy issue in Japan is 
relations with Mainland China. I found 
Japanese attitu:des toward the Peoples 
Republic to be curiously ambivalent. The 
strong underlying desire to iachieve an 
amioable---and commeroiially profit
able-relationship with mainland China, 
is tempered by elements of fear, suspi
cion and old amimosilties ·and ri VlaJry. In 
addition, the clo.se relaJtlionsh~ esta;b
lished with the Republic of China on Tai
wan is ·an impcirtJant, 'inhllb.iting fiacitorr in 
relations with ithe Peoples Republic---iait 
least in the eyes of the dominant, con
servative faction of the government. 

Japan is acutely sensitive to and in
terested in the barometer of U.S.-Main
land China reliaJtiions. On the one hand, 
many Japanese are suspicious or fearful 
of efforts by Peking to dri.ve a wedge be
tween Washington and Tokyo. These 
fears and suspicions are closely related 
to the clear C'Ol!lviotion in Japan that Tai
wan and South Korea embody the indis
pensible security perlmeter of JapQ.n. ln 
both nations 1t:.oday~ the United states 
provides the security "shield" against 
possible efforts by Peking Ito estaJblish 
hegemony 1there which could threaten 
J8JP8Jll's own security and survival. More
over, given present domestic and ililter
n;ational oonditions, i!t is rec0t,anized in 
J01pan thiait Japan could not take over the 
security role of t'he United sta.Jtes in 
those two vital regions. 

The Japanese Government, on the 
other hand, is ialsio said to fear that it 
might wake up some morning to learn 
thiat the United Sta-tes had already es
tablished relations with Peking and/or 
had achieved an understanding with 
Peking on Chinese representation in 
the U.N.-without being informed and 
wilthout havmg i1tself taken the pia;raJlel 
steps that wOU!ld be expected of it by 
Japanese public opinion. The Japanese 
ping-pang team was not invlited to Ch!ina 
with the U.S. team. However, from oon
versiations in Washingitoin as well as To
kyo, it is clear that the United States and 
Japanese Governments are consulting 
very closely on all aspects of relations 
with Peking-and particularly with 
respect to the Chinese representation 
issue which must be faced in the United 
Nations this fall. 

Mr. President, I believe that Washing
ton is being very careful aJbout keeping 
the Japanese Government fully in
formed. So I have no fear analogous to 
the Japanese fear that they be left sit
ting in an uninformed position in respect 
to our policy. On that premise, I believe 
that we can look for the course of im
proved relations between the two coun
tries. 

CREATIVE UNITED STATES-JAPAN PARTNERSHIP 

In my judgment, relations between the 
United States and Japan have reached 
a psychological watershed of great im
portance. The style of relationship 
forged during the post war occupation 
and reconstruotion days is no longer •ap
propriate or adequate. Japan has 
emerged as the second strongest eco-
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nomic power of the free world. This is 
a new reality which must be accom
modated, especially in the tone of our 
relationship. On the other hand, the 
United States may be in a mood of re
trenchment and d~version to domestic 
troubles, in the wake of our tragic ex
perience in Vietnam. Sensitivities in both 
Washington and Tokyo are thus perhaps 
more vulnerable than at any time in the 
past 20 years. Tact and hardheadedness 
are required in equal measure, if there 
is to be the kind of creative U.S.-Japan 
partnership which, in concert with other 
multinational efforts could inaugurate 
an era of unprecedented growth, pros
perity and peace in Asia. 

On the United States side, I feel it is 
important that we do not give Japan the 
feeling that it is being too crowded, 
thwarted and resisted in its drive for a 
place in the sun through economic 
growth. The world must make a place 
for Japan which is commensurate With 
the extraordinary vitality, ingenuity and 
creativity of its people. If Japan is not 
made to feel that the developed world 
is prepared to accept an honoraible and 
leading role for it aichieived through 
peaceful, nonmilitary means-Japan 
could again turn to the path of militant 
nationalism and seek its place in the 
sun through nuclear armament. 

On the Japanese side, I feel as an 
American it will be necessary for it to 
develop greater tact and statesmanship 
in its drive for commercial ascendancy. 
Resistance has grown strongly, in both 
the developed and undeveloped worlds, 
to the aggressive, single-minded Jap
anese pursuit of profits and commercial 
advantage. J apan can and should do a lot 
itself to avoid creating the external con
ditions of reactive "stiflement" which 
could in turn re channel Japanese 
energies into militaristic patterns. 

Mr. President, I see the possibility of a 
period of. great creativity within and be
tween the two countries. It will take our 
utmost knowledge, sensitivity, and states
manship in order to achieve it. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I have 

in my hand the statement just now made 
by the disting·uished senior Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITS). It covers a big 
and very important area in the world and 
many facets of that part of the world's 
problems. 

I might say, as one who was in the U.S. 
Navy and landed at H-hour on D-day in 
Okinawa, I join with the Senator from 
New York in identifying this as really 
an occasion for the highest degree of 
statesmanship. I carry, I am sure, like 
many others, certain emotional recol
lections relating to that war in which we 
fought and lost so many men. Yet, this 
is not the basis upon which we should 
make this decision. 

I am grateful to the Senator for his 
comments and for relating what he has 
learned from conversations and discus
sions during his travels. 

I never cease to be amazed at the in
cisive way in which the Senator from 
New York is able to put his finger on the 
heart of the quesltion or to separate the 

issues from extraneous material and get 
to the very important part of the matter. 

I think that here again we have the 
benefit received from one man's travels 
and one man's observations which should 
help a great deal in forming policy and 
establishing our own opinions and view
points. 

I want to thank the Senator from New 
York. I also want to make one political 
comment, and that is that I am very 
proud to have the Senator from New 
York as a Republican member of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee be
cause he is not only able to share on the 
floor these very important views, but he 
is also in a position where, through his 
outstanding work and untiring efforts, 
he puts these views to the test. He puts 
them in a manner in which his col
leagues on the committee can consider 
them. 

I am sure that in the years to come, 
as well as at the present time, that the 
Senator's imprint upon major policy of 
this country will be very recognizable. 
His work has always been done in a very 
constructive and fundamental manner. 

I congratulate the Senator from New 
York and say again tha;t I take pride in 
standing on the same side of the aisle, 
but on an issue that transcends the aisle. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator very much. He is very, very 
gracious. 

Mr. HATFIELD. No compliments; just 
facts. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, would the 
Senator from New York yield briefly? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have no 
time remaining. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have not 
heard all of the colloquy, but I have re
cently been in Japan. I know that the 
feelings among the Japanese business
men, parliamentarians, and others are 
very strong that the reversion of Oki
nawa should be kept separate from any 
economic matters. I think it desirable 
that we do bear this in mind. 

They have an extreme sensitivity on 
this subject. They ar.e entitled to the re
version of Okinawa to the Japanese sov
ereignty as a prefecture of Japan. The 
agreement being worked out appears to 
be a very wise 3Jgreement, taking into 
consideration the problems of both na
tions and all of the citizens of both na
tions. 

I am very pleased to see it announced. 
I sincerely hope that the United States 
will promptly move to approve the agree
ment between the two powers. While I 
have strong feelings on textiles and have 
said clearly to our Japanese friends that 
we need bilater[' l agreem?nts tet-vve€n the 
industries or between the countries in
volved and alternatively multilateral 
agreements of which the United States 
is a part, all of this should be kept clear
ly apart. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I want to 
point out that that is precisely what I 
was reporting to the Senate. I hope that 
the Senator will read my report. The 
sen3itivity is so great that even though 
there is heated debate on textiles, in the 
fin ~ 1 analysis on Okinawa reverslcn and 

the textile matter are distinct and sepa
rate issues and should be treated as such. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. I was sure 
that would be the way the Senator felt 
about it. 

We all know that the Japanese Gov
ernment is in a sense democratically 
structured state and they have their 
problems. I do not want to exacerbate 
them. But I do want them to understand 
them separately and apart. These are po
litical issues. There is the issue on trade. 
This has become somewhat exacerbated 
in the past 3 years and the balance has 
shifted against the United States. 

I found quite a lot of understanding 
of this matter in Japan and quite a bit 
of realism. 

They have their constituents, too, as 
we have ours. They have to respond to 
their constituents; we have to respond to 
ours in the glass, ceramics, and textiles 
fields. 

We want to make them see that this 
relates to an exporting of jobs. I hope 
that the discussions going on between 
the two countries will result in a favor
able understanding. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore. Under the previous order, there 
Will now be a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business, not to 
exceed 15 minutes, with 3 minutes limi
tation therein. 

THE UNITED STATES AND NATO; 
TROOP REDUCTION-VI 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD set No. VI of the commentaries, 
columns, letters to the editor, and edito
rials relative to the U.S. troop position in 
Europe in relation to NATO. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From The Washington Post, June 6, 1971] 

THE TALK OF NATO 
(By Chalmers M. Roberts) 

LISBON .-Memo to Sen. Mike Mansfield: 
They haven't forgotten you here, Mike, but 
you have to remember that the North At
lantic Treaty Organization is not all that 
different from the United States Senate. 

For example, at the inaugural NATO ses
sion here the Portuguese prime minister was 
'bestowing "illustrious" on his colleagues 
the same way you all in the Senate call every
body "distinguished." Of course it's true 
that Prime Minister Marcello Caetano used 
a two-level system of compliments: "illus
tricus" for secretaries-general of NATO and 
"distinguished" for run-of-the-mine dele
gates. But, Mike, the Senate surely can match 
that. 

When you and your colleagues gather in 
the Senate corridors, you have been known 
to take up a special interest or two. It's the 
same here. Since we are in Lisbon, the Por
tuguese prime minister and foreign minister 
naturally brought up with Secretary of State 
William Rcge.::s the untidy matter of that 
American base in the Azores, which Portugal 
owns, from which our navy flies those sub
marine pat rols to keep trac:k of Sov1et under
sea craft. 
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So the Portuguese would like a little help

not arms but Public Law 480 food aid and 
some money for education over the next two 
years worth maybe $20 million or more. 
Nobody wants to talk figures out loud, or 
course, but you get the drift. Nobody, either. 
is talking about formalizing the American 
lease on the Azores base, but just extending 
the current satisfactory status quo. 

Then the Norwegian foreign minister 
dropped in on Rogers to tell him how un
happy Oslo is about even meeting in Lisbon, 
given the Portuguese attitude about their 
holdings in Africa called Angola and Mozam
bique. For-the-record stuff, you know, Mike. 

At lunch the British foreign secretary, Sir 
Alec :i;>ouglas-Home, and Rogers kicked 
around that upcoming headache: how to 
handle the China issue at the United Nations 
this fall. Rogers went through the drill a.bout 
keeping Taiwan 'in, which the British don't 
think matters all that much, but Sir Alec has 
breeding so he listened politely. No one wants 
to concede that the United States is about to 
drop that hardy American perennial at the 
U.N., the "important question" device to 
block Peking's membership, but the suspicion 
is that it's on its way out and maybe that will 
please you, Mike. 

Oh, yes, Rogers will be going to Paris on 
Sunday, where as far as anybody can see the 
biggest business will be, of all things, 
Okinawa. It seems the Japanese foreign min
is·ter will be on hand for an economic meet
ing which happens to be a fine reason for 
him and Rogers to button up the Okinaiwa is
sue. It 'has to do with American Tights at the 
Naiha airfield after Okinawa reverts to Japan 
under the Nixon-Sato agreement. The one 
sure thing is 'that there will be a swarm of 
Japanese newsmen on hand to jot it all 
down. 

Maybe this report is straying a bit, Mike, 
so let's get back to the Mansfield Amendment 
and its impact on :this NATO meeting. You 
remember how Rogers said your amendment 
would des·troy NATO and invite the Red Army 
to roll across the plains of Europe if it passed. 
Well now, the Americans are saying to their 
European colleagues that you were very seri
ous and they had better pay attention ·and up 
the ante they put into the NATO pot. Bal
ance of payments and all that, you remember. 
Too bad Rage.rs didn't have a video tape of 
that impassioned speech you made just be
fore the vote on your amendment; it would 
have been useful t·o show to his fellow for
eign ministers. You really ought to reconsider 
letting television into the Senate. 

But :to get to the substance of the matter, 
I take it you really wanted to put a little fire 
under their feet here. Well, in a way you have. 
But it's sort of a mixed-up situation, like the 
draft bill in the Senate. So many seemingly 
extraneous issues seem to intrude. You'll 
have to bear with this expJ.anation for a 
minute. 

You see that everybody here at NATO, or 
at least everybody who is anybody, is for 
mutual balanced force reductions by agree
ment with Moscow. They've been for this in 
principle for several years, but it all was 
rather leisurely until you teamed up with the 
Kremlin's Leonid Brezhnev to give NATO 
the shock treatment. By the way, how did 
you manage that, anyway? People keep ask
ing, but I never got an explanation from 
you to pass on. 

However, it was fitting enough in this 
country, where Prince Henry the Navigator 
is a folk hero, to find that Manlio Brosio, the 
kindly Italian who is ending his career as 
NATO secretary-general, turned out to be 
Brosio the Explorer. "Explore" is one of those 
diplomatic terms for striking a leisurely pace, 
and that is what NATO, under the Brosio
Rogers formula, is doing. "Expl·ore" means to 
try to make the other fellow, in this case 
Brezhnev, give some details of what he has 
in mind before you agree rto anything. 

The exact formula agreed on by NATO pro-

vides methods to find out if Brezhnev will 
tell, but the one thing that counts is that 
NATO is not rushing to a conference table. 
For one thing, the West Germans want to see 
whether Brezhnev will come clean on a Berlin 
agreement, and so does Rogers. So exploration 
will extend long enough to get a better read
ing on the Berlin talks. And you do want a 
Berlin agreement, don't you, Mike? 

But don't be discouraged about the pace. 
You can always bring up the amendment 
again if you think it will help prod some 
more. Besides, you know the Europeans here 
figure the Nixon Doctrine really means that 
in time the Americans are going to cut their 
commitments here, so they are trying in one 
way or another to adjust, and after all, isn't 
that what you have in mind? 

It's true the peace here is rather leisurely, 
Mike, but after all, most of these fellows were 
raised in the parliamentary attitude and you 
know what that means-a lot of palaver be
fore you get down to anything. But don't be 
impatient, Mike. It's just like the Senate
you have to reach a consensus. And, after all, 
that's better, if more time-consuming, than 
the way they do it in Moscow. 

The two conspicuous a.bsentees from that 
bipartisan list of NATO-backers are men who 
admitted they were wrong about Vietnaan: 
Former Defense Secretar-y Olark M. Olifford 
and former U.N. Am'bassador Arthur J. Gold
berg. Their contrdibution to American foreign 
policy has not been as bold and as vivlid ias 

the swashbuckling Dean Acheson's. But tJhe 
virtue of doubt is seldom flamboyant. 

Doubt is just what may be needed today. 
Should we be impressed by a Sllogan of 
"leadership for the 1940s" summoned by the 
Administration? Have we paid our debt •to 
Europe? Is the Russian threait the same as 
it was 20 years aigo? Al'le we subsiddzing OU1" 
own impoverishment, drowning the dollar in 
a sea of chMn!pagne? 

By raising these questions, Sen. Mansfield 
deserves the debt of gratitude owed an hon
est man. 

[From the Saturday Review, June 12, 1971] 
THE GREAT TRIP-WmE DELUSION 

(EDITOR'S NOTE: The following guest editorial 
is hy Alan Cranston, U.S. ·Senator from 
California, and longtime contributor to 
SR.) 
The U.S. Sena.te rec.ently voted down Ma-

DROWNING IN CHAMPAGNE jority Leaider Mike Mansfield's attempt to 
(By Martin F. Nolan) compel a 50 per cent reduction in the number 

w ASHINGTON .-The attempt to depict Sen. of Americalll. ground troops stationed in 
Europe. 

Mike Mansfield as the Abbie Hoffmam. of In the Senate debate muoh attention was 
NATO appears to be succeeding, but the vote given to the need to scale down East-Wes,t 
.in :the Senate may be a Pyrrhic victory for tensions, to correct our adverise ·balance of 
the Admiruistraition. 

Mallilfield's "defeat" can only lead to what payments, and to get our now quite pr.osper
he ortgin~ly wanted: opening up serious ous allies to assume a large·r share of the 
questions about Arner.lean foreign policy and financial and miliitary burdens of NATO. All 
the more fervent participation Of cdtizens good points. But I sensed a distill"bing under
and senators in the formulaition Of tha.t current. 
policy. There appeans to be a tacit understanding 

The questions that will arise are so obvi· on 'both sides of the Atlantic that a sizaible 
ous that the "experts" will consider them number of American troops must be sta
chi.1dish and certainly annoying. But they tioned on the Continent as a kind of human 
have to be answered. trip wire to ~ssure our intervention in the 

Are Americans strengthening .tJhe German event of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. 
mark and weakening the American dollar by The theory seems to be that thoU$andrs of 
supporting a half million Americans in Eu- Americans must be engaged in mortal com
rope? Do we need 128 generals, one for every bat in the first days of: such alil. invasion, ·else 
3200 Gis? Is Europe strong enough, after a we will not intercede. The belief is that the 
quarter of a century, to diefend itself? What larger this human trip wire, and the more 
the hell have American 'Secretaries Of rStrute human flesh it contains, the more confident 
been tailking about at all.I those NATO Min- our friend's and allies will feel, and the more 
tsters' conferences? hesitant the Russiains will be. 

The origin of these questions is also em- I find this concept utterly repellent, and 
barrassing. Flickering on to Amel'lican tele- morally grotesque. I am appalled by the 
vision screens lately !has been a. commercia.l image of 300,000 ~ericans 'being offered up 
for the U.S. Army, featuring Pete Retzlaff, as sacrificial hostages in a new, perverted 
general manager of the Philadre·lphi·a Eagles. version of. "earnest money" to reassure our 
Yes sir, says Peite, you potential doughiboys friends that we will keep our pledge. I am 
ought to try the Army's :mw-opean Option shocked each time our foreign friends inter
Pl•an with none of the Vietnam nasties, a 1'6 pret any effort to reduce the number of hos
month hitch .in Europe "with 30 days paid tages as hard evidence that we indeed intend 
vaica.tion to travel!" That sort of ad can to go back on our word. 
make taxpayers <think. What kind of friends are these anyway? 

In the ourrent issue of Le Monde, a survey What kind of opinion do they have of us to 
by France's Syndicat de Granides Marques de thLnk that we do not value human lives un· 
Ohampagne shows that NATO troops in Ger- less they are American lives? To think that 
mainy consumed 338,218 cases of chamipagne we would not consider the lives of other free 
last year, more than was drunk in Denmark or men worthy of our concern in the event o1 
Sweden. As those 128 generals might say, vive Soviet aggression? And to think that only the 
!'European option! on-the-spot slaughter of young Americans 

Two other embarrassing aspects Of the Ad- could provoke us to act in our own best 
miniSltration's drive agarl.nst the Mansfield interests? 
amendments are in its cold-warrior list of Those who su(bscribe to the trip-wire 
advocates. The most effective name has strategy claim it offers us flexibility-a way 
turned out to be one who wasn't even asked: to resist aggression without resorting to all· 
Leonid BreZhnev, who said that the Soviet out nuclear retaliation. The fact is, however, 
Union is willing to talk about mutual, troop that the great armies of NATO and the War· 
withdrawals dn Europe. saw Paict facing each other aicross an imagi-

'I1hle most striking ohrarracteristic shared by nary line in Central Europe are as dated as 
the folilner •presidents, amibassadors, generals the cavalry that tried to stand up •to the Nazi 
and diplomats is the dominarut rtiheme of panzer divisions in Poland. Our troops in 
their xecollections and memoirs. None of Europe ar-e armed with taictical nuclear weap
'them was ever wrong aJbout a major policy ons as are, presumaibly, the Warsaw Pact 
decision. They also seem to share an im- forces. 
mutaible messianil.o mindsert, not only about The Davy Crockett, a cannon manned by a. 
Arn.erica's power ·and responsibility, but • crew of five, has been called the "keystone of 
about the nature of the strategic threat, 11.e. the Allied defense line.'' With an explosive 
the Red Army marching to the gai'tes of Paris. force somewhat less than that of the Hiro· 
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shima. 1bomb, 1Jt is our smallest tactdoa.l .wea,p
on, and we 1ha.ve othet"s even more power
ful. 

In an Ea.st-West war in Europe, the side 
that is losing, or thinks it is losing, will with
out doubt resort to nuclear weapons to "save 
the day." Even the "winning" side would do 
so, if it thought the enemy was a.bout to 
launch a strike. It is for just these eventuaH
ties that we ihave our .tactical nuolear we81p
ons iposttioned there. So our .troops in Eu
rope and targets for almost certain dewth. or 
radiation poisoning in the event of war. They 
cannot win; they can only destroy and be 
destroyed. 

We have been lucky so far, but the day 
must come soon-before this murderous in
sanity goes too much further-when we will 
have to reduce our NATO forces. We must 
recognize that there is no true security for 
us or for anyone else in a world in which nu
clear weapons are on the loose. We must set 
a.bout the task of providing leadership dedi
cated to achieving world peace through world 
law. 

Do some of our leaders feel that they must 
use a trip-wire force to insure that we will 
keep our commitment to our NATO allies? 
Are we busily preparing for a day when we 
may 'be in the same position in Europe as we 
are now in Southeast Asia? Will we some
day 'be told that millions of Americans must 
die for those 300,000 American troops in Eu
rope--just as we are being itol·d now that still 
more Americans must die in Indochina. so 
that the deaths of the 45,000 already killed 
there will, somehow, have been "worth
while"? 

If that is what some of our leaders think, 
if that is why they insist on maintaining 
300,000 American troops on European soil, 
their perspective, in my judgment, is dan
gerously distorted. One such horror is more 
than enough in the Ufetime of any nation. 

The f,act is that the whole structure of the 
trip-wire concept is built on false assump
tions. The fact is that we do not need such 
an immoral mechanism forcibly to link 
Europe's destiny with ours. The fact is that 
we are ine:lQtricably linked with Europe--by 
pa.st history and heritage, and !'by present 
politics and economics. 

A free, independent Europe is vital to 
America's survival and: to world peace; a free 
Europe and a free America stand or fall 
together. 

That is the real meaning of NIATO, that is 
why we are in the alliance, that is why we 
will unhesitatingly honor our commitment 
should we ever be called upon .to do so--not 
to avenge the blood of ~erican hostages, bui 
to defend American freedom and the very 
oonc·ept of freedom. 

OUr European ·allies and those of our lead
ers who presume otherwise do the American 
people a grave injustice. 

ALAN CRANSTON. 

[U.S. News & World Report, June 211, 1971] 
2,000 U.S. BASES OVERSEAS--ANOTHER. TARGET 

IN CONGRESS 

Following a.re excerpts from a speech to the 
Senate by Sena.tor J. William Fulbright on 
May 18, 1971: 

We have more bases in foreign countries 
that any other nation. . . . 

I doubt that most members of Congress 
realize that we have over 200 major bases in 
Germany a.lone (where we have an invest
ment of about 130 million dollars in facili
ties) . Do we really need 24 major bases in 
North Wurttemberg? Or 22 in North Bavaria? 
Furthermore, it should be noted that our in
volvement extends to more than U.S. troops 
and their dependents. The United States 
employs 14,000 U.S. civ111a.ns in Western Eu
rope (over 9,000 in Germany) and employs 
directly or indirectly over 70,000 foreign na
tionals (60,000 of them in Germa.ny)-a.ll 
paid salaries in dollars extracted from our 

constituents, many of whom are unem
ployed. 

In addition to the German bases and the 
215,000 troops stationed there, together with 
134,000 dependents, wives and children, the 
United States continues to maintain naval 
facilities in Iceland which originally cost over 
200 m1llion dollars. And last year we spent 31 
million dollars for our m111ta.ry forces. sta
tioned in that country. 

We have facilities in Greenland which we 
continue to maintain. They were acquired 
at a cost of nearly 500 m11lion dollars. 
. How many Americans know that we con
tinue to maintain fa.c111ties on the Balearic 
Islands, the Seychelles Islands and on St. 
Helena, as well as in Malta, Grete and 
Sardinia? 

Do Americans realize that we spent ap
proximately 110 million to maintain troops in 
Spain and Por·tuga.l l.ast year? A quarter of a 
b1llion dollars-250 mi111onl!-1n the United 
Kingdom? Thirty-one million in Greece and 
Cyprus? We also spent 3 m1llion in the Ba
hamas, 20 million in Bermuda and a full mil
lion dollars in the LeewMd Islands, all for our 
military personnel stationed at those places. 

The United States has over 2,000 major and 
minor bases spread a.cross more than 30 for
eign countries and areas, and virtually sur
rounding the Soviet Union and ma.inland 
China. The extent of these installations is 
instructive. 

We maintain some 50 major bases in Japan 
a.nci Okinawa (where we have invested 843 
million· dollars in fa.c111ties) . We have 4 in 
Taiwan, 41 in Korea, 7 in the Ph111ppines and 
8 in the Marianas. 

We have l2' major bases ln the Canal Zone. 
I am referring only to major bases--the 

places where we have smaller installations 
and stations reads like a geography book.
Apa.rt from the places I've already mentioned, 
we have fa.cillties in Australia, Cuba, Ethi
opia., Morocco, Pakistan, South Africa, Trini
dad and Tobago, Antigua, Barba.dos and the 
Turks and Caicos Is1ands. 

In addition to military bases spread from 
Iceland to South Africa, we maintain dozens 
of military advisory missions a.broad. We 
spent some 17 m11lion dollars in Europe for 
such missions la.st year. We spent over a quar
ter of a m11lion dollars for a military advi
sory group in Pakistan; a half a m11lion dol
lars ea.ch for sim111a.r groups in the Domin
ican Republic and in Liberia.. And these mis
sions a.re relatively small compared with simi
lar missions n Spa.in, Greece, Morocco, Tur
key, Ethiopia, the Congo, Iran, Saudi Arabia 
and Brazil. 

Unless we manage to bring under some kind 
of public control the enormous military bu
reaucracy a.broad, we· will end up as did the 
Roman Empire, which became so much a 
slave to its foreign commitments that it died 
at home. 

[From the Washington Star, June 15, 1971] 
TOWARD TROOP CUTS 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is 
understanda.ibly cautious in responding to 
the Russian expression of interest in a mu
tual reduction of forces in Central Europe. 
Even though the idea of negoti·a.tions on the 
subject has .been backed by NATO for three 
years, the recent reopening of the subject by 
Savi.et party •leader Leonid Brezhnev leaves 
the West with considerable preparatory work, 
and much to think about. 

There is the need to coordinate the think
ing of 14 countries (with France standing 
a.side) that would be represented on our side 
of the table. The Brezhnev remarks were in 
vague terms, and a series of bUateral discus
sions, contemplated by the NATO foreign 
ministers, could well be used to explore Ea.st
ern Bloc intentions before an actual start of 
negotiations. One of the intriguing prelimi
nary questions is how ex.tensive a troop cut 
the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact clients 

would be willing to consider, in the light of 
the Communist governments' sometimes diffi
cult task of holding their own restive ele
ments close to the Moscow line. 

Also facing the West is how to fit the 
troop-reduction effort in with other concur
rent attempts to achieve a relaxation of East
West tensions. There is no formal link be
tween the troop-cut question and the Big 
Four negotiations on the status of Berlin, but 
there is no doubt a Berlin agreement (of 
which there are now hopeful signs) would 
enhance the g·ener~l prospects for detente. 
The NATO ministers, perhaps wistfully but 
certainly in line with West German wishes, 
hope for progress on BerJin to guide them on 
broader issues involving relations with the 
Ea.st. '!'hey continue to regard a Berlin suc
cess as a prerequisite for the European Secu
rity Conference sought by the Soviet bloc, 
and put due stress on everyone's hopes for 
the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks between 
the United States and Russia now underway 
in Vienna and Helsinki. 

In all this, NATO's time for careful prep
aration is not unlimited. There have been 
pa.st strains in the a.lUance, and the results 
(including unilateral force reductions and 
French withdrawal from the integrated de
fense system) have weakened NATO's over
all posture. The Mansfield amendment to 
halve the United States' force in Europe was 
defeated-but possibly only until next year. 

In the matter of mutual and balanced 
force reductions, too long a delay might leave 
our side with considerably less to . bargain 
with. 

[From the Washington Post, June 12, 1971] 
CHALLENGING THE ARMAMENT TECHNOLOGY: 

HIGH COST FOR BALANCE OF TERROR 

(By D. J. R. Bruckner) 
According to the Arms Control and Disar

mament Agency, last year $204 bUlion was 
speDJt in the world on armaments, includlng 
$1103 b1111on (a slight drop) among NATO 
member nations and $71 bi111on (a slighit 
rise) by Warsaw Pa.c·t members. The agency 
notes, without a hunt of ·irony, that the "de
veloped" nations account for 90 per cent of 
these e~penditures. 

For many genera.tions miH·tary prepara
tions have been battles ·within na.tions of 
teohnology against poU.tics, and the triumph 
of technology in this !S.l"ea. has always been 
disastrous. One can cite examples in history 
of nations which fa.Bed to airm and have still 
been drawn into wars, but you cannot think 
of an exa.m.ple of a society which supplied it
self with a greiat arsenal and did nat use it. 
Countries have been disarmed usually by 
losing wars. But the .power of present wea.p• 
onry makes loss an absolete method of reg .. 
ulation .. 

For .a decade Am.ericans have lived witb 
the notion of a balance of :terror between 
Russia and the United States. The idea of a 
'"ba.J:a.nce" was ctmrent :long before there was 
any ba.la.nce. At the time of the Cuban mis
sile crisis, Russi.a. h!ad fewer than 100 inter
continental missiles in place. The experience 
of thait crisis is probably the reason Russia 
has worked so quickly to increase its nu
clear weapons systems. 

From rtihe notion of balance we have got 
the nJOtion of insurance :again.st an outbreak 
of war: nobody will go to W&r because no
body would survive. Only the last pairt of 
that ·formula is rtrue, however; what rthe com
petition ito maintain nuclear balance has 
achieved is a gurura..n.tee of the to•tal destruc
tion of •the earth if one of the super powers 
starts a war against another. 

Mr. Nixon is apparently determined to 
reach some kind of agreement with the Rus
sians by the end of the year a.bout some kind 
of limit on some kind of weapons. What he 
mentioned, in his announcement on May 20 
that the two nations have a.greed on a par
tial agenda for talks, is a limitation on de-
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fensive weapons (ABMs), with the proviso 

that talks would continue about offensive 
weapons. 

The proviso ls important, not merely a 
face-saver. Mr. Nixon has said for two years 
that if only offensive or defensive weapons 
were restricted, development would surge 
ahead among the unrestricted type. His 
statement ls supported by the history of 
weapons technology. For instance, we have 
had a test ban treaty with Russia for eight 
years; so, we are not detonating bombs in 
the atmosphere, but the total number of 
weapons tests has actually increased since 
1963. 

The President has also insisted for a long 
time that what ts needed ls a general pulling 
back from confrontation between the two 
nations. The sequence of events since last 
Christmas ts fascinating in the light of his 
insistence. First, it became apparent that 
the strategic arms limitations talks had 
stalemated, and in the Sentae there were 
biitrtier complaints that .the WMte House had 
not given clear enough or flexible enough 
instructions to Gerard Smith, the chief 
American arms negotiator. 

But, during the winter, the President 
opened personal contacts with Russian lead
ers, which continued even while the un
productive SALT talks continued this spring 
in Vienna. On March 30, Soviet Communist 
Party chief Leonid Brezhnev told the par
ty's congress in Moscow that a five-power 
conference on disarmament should be called. 
He also called for a conference on mutual 
reduction of forces by East and West in 
Europe. And he dropped the Russian insist
ence that any agreement on chemical and 
biological warfare reached during talks in 
Geneva include both types of weapons; the 
Russians, he indicated, were willing to dis
cuss an agreement on lines the Americans 
preferred-to ban biological weapons only. 

On May 14, he reiterated and expanded 
his remarks about troop reduction talks. 
That ls a lot of movement on a broad front. 
You can argue the politics of the Soviet sdg
nals endlessly, but you could hardly refuse 
to respond to them. 

Mr. Nixon overdramatized his May 20 an
nouncement that the two powers had agreed 
on what to talk about. But now even his 
congressional critics seem a little more satis
fied with the instructions Smith has been 
given for the meeting of the SALT talks next 
month in Helsinki. 

For the moment, Mr. Nixon seems to have 
assumed there ls something to be gained by 
asserting the priority of politics over tech
nology. In fact, even the technologists could 
see the so-called balance of terror breaking 
down under the weight of new ABM systems, 
multiple warheads, new radar and detection 
systems. All this technology may work, but 
it does not make any difference, and every 
year the world keeps paying those enormous 
armament bills. H is just possible that the 
leaders of the great powers are beginning to 
realize that the people are growing reluctant 
to pay such a huge price for a spectacular 
funeral for the whole world. 

[From the New York Times, June 16, 1971] 
BRANDT AND NIXON CONFER ON BERLIN 

AGREE IN WHITE HOUSE TALK PROGRESS BY BIG 
FOUR MAY LEAD TO TROOP PARLEY 

WASHINGTON.-President Nixon and Chan
cellor Willy Brandt of West Germany agreed 
today that continued progress in negotia
tions on the status of West Berlin might 
soon open the way for talks between the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the 
Warsaw Pact on reducing military forces in 
Europe. 

Following a one hour and 45-minute meet
ing between Mr. Nixon and Br. Brandt in 
the White House the Presidential press sec
retary, Ronald L. Ziegler, said that Berlin 
had been the principal topic along with the 
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question of limiting conventional forces in 
Europe. 

An accord on easy access to West Berlin, 
now the subject of negotiations with the · 
Soviet Union, is a prerequisite from the 
West's viewpoint for talks on a mutual, bal
anced reduction of forces. 

The growing indications that a Berlin 
agreement might be within reach after 15 
months of discussions were reinforced when 
Secretary of State WUliam P. Rogers said at 
a news conference today that he would meet 
this week with Ambassador Anatoly F. Do
bryntn to determine when and under what 
circumstances Moscow would be ready to 
begin talks on a reduction of forces. 

"I am going to talk to Ambassador Do
bryin in the next day or so to find out if 
they are prepared to have discussions on 
mutual and balanced force reductions, and 
find out what they are prepared to talk 
about, what they are thinking about in 
terms of time and place, et cetera," Mr. 
Rogers said. 

Secretary Rogers, who conferred with Mr. 
Brandt at a luncheon at the State Depart
ment, ls expected to meet with Mr. Dobrynin 
tomorrow afternoon. 

The Secretary declined to enter into the 
details of the Berlin talks, but he said that 
"some progress had occurred recen'll'ly in 
these discussion." Mr. Rogers added that 
"we are hopeful that an agreement can be 
reached, but there are still many differ
ences." 

BRANDT SEES A CHANCE 
In a speech this afternoon at the Wood

row Wilson International Center for Schol
ars, Mr. Brandt said: 

"I do not know whether it will really be 
possible to achieve a satisfactory Berlin ar
rangement in the months ahead ... but I 
do know that there is a chance." 

The chancellor is in the United States on 
a five-day private visit. He is spending two 
days in Washington for policy discussions. 

Mr. Ziegler, the press secretary, said the 
subject of troop reductions had been dis
cussed by Mr. Nixon and Mr. Brandt in the 
light of "the ·most recent developments." 

One of these developments, he said, was a 
speech in Tifiis on May 14 by Leonid I. Brezh
nev, the Soviet party leader, urging the West 
to begin exploratory talks on the reductions 
of m111tary forces in Europe. 

Mr. Brandt said in his speech: "Now we 
s·ee that the Soviet Union and the United 
States-and not only they-favor for this 
idea in principle." 

While until recently the Warsaw Pact pow
ers had insisted that the troop reduction be 
discussed in the context of a broad European 
conference, Mr. Brandt emphasized that 
"there is ;basically no reason why we should 
not discuss this matter before . such a con
ference in taking shape." 

SPEECH SEEN AS SIGNAL 
Mr. Brezhnev's speech last month was con

sidered by Western governments .as a signal 
that the Soviet Union had changed its polit
ical strategy and was now willing to take up 
the question of reduction of forces. 

The question that puzzles officials in West
ern capitals is whether Moscow has also re
solved to accept a demand that an accord 
on Berlin be reached before any negotiations 
on reduction of forces. 

Otllcia;ls said that the Soviet position on 
Berlin had softened after the Ministerial 
Council of the Atlantic alliance said in a 
communique following its Lisbon meeting 
earlier this month that "the ministers would 
regard the success!ul outcome of the Berlin 
talks as an encouraging indication of the 
willingness of the Soviet Union to join in the 
efforts of the alliance to achieve a meaning
ful and lasting improvement of East-West 
relations in Europe." 

At his news conference, Secretary Rogers 
said that the communique "proyides maxi-

mum fiexib111ty" on the troop-reduction 
talks. He took issue with Mr. Brezhnev's sug
gestion in his Tifils speech that the West 
might not be sincere about undertaking 
them. 

FREE AMERICA 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as a citi

zen, a lawyer, and a U.S. 'Senator who be
lieves deeply in the first amendment of 
the Constitution of the United States, I 
think that this administration's attempt 
to halt further publication in the New 
York Times of the "Vietnam Papers" is 
contrary to a cherished fundamental of 
this great Nation-free speech and a free 
press. 

The injunction sought and obtained by 
the Attorney General to stop publication 
of these historic documents amounts to 
nothing less than censorship of the press. 
There· is no reason to skirt the issue, for 
this is what it is. 

Yale University Law Professor Alexan
der M. Bickel put his :finger on it yester
day when he said that this prior restraint 
of newspaper publication "has never hap
pened in the history of the Republic" un
til now, a fact which must lead all who 
value freedom of the press to wonder 
about the motivations of this adminis
tration. 

As the New York Times points out in 
today's lead editorial: 

The documents in question belong to his
tory. They refer to the development of Amer
ican interest and participation in Indochina 
from the post-World War II period up to 
mld-1968, which is now almost three years 
ago. Their publication could not conceivably 
damage American security interests, much 
less the lives of Americans or lndochinese. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from this morning's 
Washington Post on the subject of prior 
restraint, as well as the editorial from 
the Times, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE VIETNAM DOCUMENTS 
In an unprecedented example of censor

ship, the Attorney General of the United 
States has temporarily succeeded in prevent
ing The New York Times from continuing to 
publish documentary and other material 
taken from a secret Pentagon study of the 
decisions affecting American participation in 
the Vietnam War. 

Through a temporary restraining order is
sued by a Federal District judge yesterday, 
we are prevented from publishing at least 
through the end of the week, any new chap
ters in this massive documentary history of 
American involvement in the war. But The 
Times wm continue to fight to the fullest 
possible extent of the law what we believe 
to be an unconstitUJtional prior restraint im
posed by the Attorney General. 

What was the reason that impelled The 
Times to publish this material in the first 
place? The basic reason ls, as was stated in 
our ori:ginal reply to Mr. Mitchell, that we 
believe "that it is in the interest of the peo
ple of this country to be informed. . . ." A 
fundamental responsib111ty of the press in 
this democracy ts to publish infoNnatton 
that helps the people of the United States to 
understand the processes of their own gov· 
ernment, especially W'hien those processes 
have been clouded over in a veil of public 
dissimulation and even deception. 

As a newspaper that takes seriously its ob-
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ligation and its responsibilities to the public, 
we ·believe that, once this material fell into 
our hands, it was not only in the interests 
of the American people to rpublish it but, 
even more emphatically, it would have been 
an abnegation of responsibility and a re
nunc1ation of our oQligations under the 
First Amendment not to have published it. 
Obviously, The Times would not have made 
this decision if there had been any reason 
to believe that publication would have en
dangered the life of a single American sol
dier or in any way threatened the security 
of our country or the peace of the world. 

The documents in question belong to his
ltory. They Tefer to .the developmenrt; of 
American interest and participation in Indo
china from the post-World War II period up 
to mid-1968, which is now almost three years 
ago. Their publication could not conceiv
ably damage American security interests, 
much less the lives of Americans or Indo
chinese. We therefore felt it incumbent to 
take on ourselves the responsibility for their 
publication, and in doing so raise once again 
the question of the Government's propensity 
for over-classification and mis-classification 
of documents that by any reasonable scale 
of values have long since belonged in the 
public domain. 

We publish the documents and related 
running account not to prove any debater's 
point aibout the origins and development of 
American participation in the war, not to 
place the finger of blame on any individuals, 
civilian or military, but to present to the 
American public a history-admittedly in
complete--of decision-making at the highest 
levels of government on one of the most vital 
issues that has ever affected "our lives, our 
fortunes and our sacred honor"-an issue on 
which the American people and their duly 
elected representatives in Congress have been 
largely curtained off from rthe truth. 

It is the effort to expose and elucidate 
that truth that ls the very essence of free
dom of the press. 
"PRIOR RESTRAINT" ACTION MAY BE PRECEDENT 

(By John P. MacKenzie) 
"Prior restraint" of newspaper publication 

cuts so deeply against American tradition 
that Alexander M. Bickel, Yale law professor 
and lawyer for the New York Times, could 
declare without contradiction yesterday that 
"it has never happened in the history of the 
Republic." 

The basic reason for the tradition, said 
Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes in a 
noted 1931 decision, is that prior restraint
a court order against publishing with a con
tempt citation as the penalty-"is of the 
essence of censorship." 

Scholars still argue whether everything 
Hughes said in the case, Near v. Minnesota, is 
applicable today. Some wonder in particular 
whether the threat of criminal prosecution 
after publication of forbidden material isn't 
as strong a deterrent as a civil injunction 
proceeding. 

Yet the odd ~hing about yesterday's ab
breviated debate in Manhattan federal court 
was that no one could come up with a lead
ing example of when the government had 
ever tried, much less succeeded, in obtaining 
such a court order against a newspaper. 

Judge Murray I. Gurfein could only ask 
whether such an attempt had ever been 
made, raising the possibility that the gov
ernment has neither won nor lost such a 
dispute in the past. 

Postponing deeper discussion for a hearing 
on Friday, Gurfein then issued an order that 
held up publication of the Pentagon papers 
for the rest of the week-a long period of 
censorship if the arguments against prior 
restraint aTe still valid. 

Whether or not the lawyers and historians 
can find precedents for yesterday's injunc
tion, most agree that the bulk of the con
troversy over First Amendment press and 

speech freedoms has involved attempts to 
punish, rather than prevent, some form of 
expression. 

Major exceptions occur frequently in the 
obscenity field. But only liasrt January the 
Supreme Court unanimously struck down a 
system of postal censorship because the gov
ernment held up the mails too long while 
making up its mind whether an item was 
obscene, putting too much of a .burden on 
those who wanrt;ed to communicate. Crim
inal obscenity laws, while also controversial, 
remain available. 

A few years ago a district court here en
joined publication of a book, ;the memoirs 
of the late imprisoned gangster Joseph 
Valachi. But :thai't was done on the grounds 
that an agreement with his government cus
todians hia.d. been viol1ated. 

The movie "The Titticut Follies" has been 
enjoined in Massachusetts on the ground that 
it invades the privacy of mental patients in 
the course of exposing wretched hospital 
oondLtions. 

In neither of those cases was there a claim 
of national security or anything like the 
overtones of potential diplomatic ruptures 
that the Justice Department is making and 
the New York Times is contesting. 

The government, of course, contends that 
the question of whether it is legal to publish 
the Pentagon papers must be thrashed out in 
advance because, in its view, the damage 
would 1be irreprul"alble. 

No such world-shaking matters were laid 
before the Supreme Court in 1931, when the 
city of Minneapolis sought to suppress an 
anti-Semitic sort of underground paper of 
its time oal1ed The Saturday Press. 

Although the city claimed only that future 
publications would be as ILbelous as past 
ones, Chief Justice Hughes used the occasion 
to observe that "liberty of the press, his
torically considered and taken up by the fed
eral Constitution, has meant, principally, 
although not exclusively, immunity from 
previous restraints or censorship." 

He added, "The fact that for approximately 
150 years there has been almost an entire 
aibsence of attempts to impose previous re
straints upon publications relating to the 
malfeasance of public officers is significant 
of the deep-seated conviction that such re
straints would violate oonstt:tu.tional right." 
He spoke for a 5-to-4 majority setting aside 
a state court injunction. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. GRAVEL) laid before the Sen
ate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

REPORT OF ANTIDEFICIENCY ACT VIOLATION 
A letter from the Secretary of Transporta

tion submitting, pursuant to law, a report 
of Antideficiency Act violation by the Fed
eral Aviation Administration (with aiccom
panying report); to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION PROVIDING A CONSUMER 

INFORMATION PROGRAM 
A letter from the Secretary of Transporta

tion submLtting proposed legislation to 
amend the National Traffic and Motor Ve
hl:cle Sa;fety Act of 1966 to provide for the 
development of a consumer information pro
gram concerning the damag.e susceptibility 
and crash-worthiness of passenger cars, and 
for other · purposes (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Commerce. 

PROPOSED AUTHORIZATION OF AN APPRO
PRIATION TO NEW YORK CITY 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
State transmitting proposed legislation to 
authorize the appropriation of $1.3 million 

for an ex gratia payment to New York City 
to assist in defraying the enraordinary ex
penses incurred by the city in regard to the 
25th anniversary celebration of the United 
Naitions (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the opportunities to improve 
the redistribution of ·the Federal Govern
ment's excess automatic data processing 
equipment (with accompanying report); to 
the Cammi ttee on Government Operations. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO THE PAR-

TICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL POLICE ORGANI
ZATION 
A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury 

submitting proposed legislation to amend 
the act of June 10, 1938, relating to the 
participation of the United States in the 
International Criminal Police Organization 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF THE CIVIL •SERVICE RETIREMENT 
SYSTEM 

A letter from the Chairman of the Civil 
Service Commission transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report of the Board of 
Actuaries of the Commission for the years 
ended June 30, 1968, and June 30, 1969 (with 
aiccompanying report) ; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

PETITION 

A petition was laid before the Senate 
and ref erred as indicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro itempore 
(1Mr. GRAVEL): 

A petition firom the West Side Church of 
God, Wichi1ta, Ka.ins., rel:aitive tio the higher 
educartion guara.nteed student ioan program; 
Ito rthe Committee on !Ja'bor a.nd Pulblic Wel
frare. 

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Ca.roUna, !f·rom 
the Oommittee on Rules iand Administra.
tion, without amendment: 

S. Res. 121. A resolution iau;thorizing the 
printing of the 1970 Anrruual Report of the 
Niartion:al Fmest Reservialtion Oo:mmission as 
a Senarte document (Rept. No. 92-148); a.nd 

S. Res. 130. A resolution authorizing the 
printing of rthe report enititled "Oost of 
Clean Warter" as a Senaite document (Rept. 
No. 92-149). 

By Mr. JORDAN of Nortth Qarolilrua, from 
the Committee on Rules iand Administra
tion, with an amendment: 

S. Res. 117. A resolution to authorize the 
printing, as a Senate document, of the pro
ceedings of the public meertilI1gs on ithe de
velopment of a uniform c·onvenltiona.1 mort
gage form (Rept. No. 92-1'50). 

By Mr. JORDAN of No:rith Carolin.a, from 
the Committee on Rules 1and Administra
tion, wi1thout amendmen;t: 

S. J. Res. 111. A joint resol·Uition extend
ing for two years the existing authortrty !or 
the erection in ithe Dist-Ti cit of Col umibia. 
of a. memorial to M:ary McLeod Beith une 
(Reprt. No. 92-151). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Cairolin:a, from 
the Committtee on Rules and Admimstra
tion: 

s. Con. Res. 30. An original concurrent res
olution authorizing the printing of the 
study enti-tled "Soviiet Space Programs, 1966-
70" as a. Sena.rte documen;t (Rept. No. 92-
152). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North OaroUna, from 
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the CommiLttee on Rules and Administration, 
wirthoUJt amendmerut: 

H. Con. Res. 120 A concurrent !l"esolutiOIIl 
to authorize the printing of a Veteran's Bene
filts Calculaitor ('Rept. No. 92-153) . 

By Mr. JORDAN o'f Nortih Carolina, from 
the Cominllt;tee on Rules iand Administra
tion, Wilth ian a.mendmerut: 

H. Oon. Res 206. A conourrerut resolution 
to reprirut brochure ent iitled "How OUr 
Daws Are Made" (Rept. No. 92-1'54). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
A COMMI'ITEE 

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

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Ezra Solomon, of California, to be a mem
ber of the Council of Economic Advisers; and 

A Sydney Herlong, Jr., of Florida, to 'be a 
member of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 2072. A bill to amend the Egg Products 

Inspection Act to provide that certain plants 
which process egg products shall be exempt 
from such Act for a certain period of time. 
Referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. MONTOYA: 
S. 2073. A bill for the relief of Atanacio 

Blanco. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr. 
JACKSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. HART, Mr. PEARSON, and Mr. 
Moss): 

S. 2074. A bill to promote the safety and 
protect the environmental quality of ports, 
waterfront areas, and the navigable waters 
of the United States. Referred to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. TOWER: 
S. 2075. A bill for the relief of Eva J. Fisher. 

Referred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina: 
S. 2076. A bill for the relief of Anton Emil 

Kamar. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

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

S. 2077. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a Court of Veteran's 
Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction and 
functions. Referred to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. TUNNEY: 
S. 2078. A bill for the relief of Miss Rita 

Baccega. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WILLIAMS, 
Mr. HART, Mr. TUNNEY, Mr. METCALF, 
and Mr. PERCY) : 

S. 2079. A bill to amend the Fair Packaging 
and Labeling Act to require certain labeling 
to assist the consumer in purchases of pack
aged perishable or semiperishable foods. Re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. CASE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DoMINICK, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. PASTORE, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. TAFT, 
and Mr. TUNNEY): 

S.J. Res. 116. A joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to proclaim 
the period September 12, 1971, through Sep
tember 20, 1971, as "Myasthenia Gravis 
Week". Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, 
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. 

. HOLLINGS, Mr. HART, Mr. PEAR
SON, and Mr. Moss) : 

S. 2074. A bill to promote the safety 
and protect the environmental quality of 
ports, waterfront areas, and the navi
gable waters of the United States. Re
f erred to the Committee on Commerce. 
NAVIGABLE WATERS SAFETY AND ENVIBONMEN

TAL QUALITY ACT OF 1971 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to promote the safety and protect the en
vironmental quality of ports, waterfront 
areas, and the navigable waters of the 
United States. 

I believe that this is urgently needed 
legislation to cope with the increasing 
hazards of maritime transportation and 
with pollution from tanker oil spills. 

The bill I have introduced is compre
hensive legislation to protect our coastal 
waters and the resources they contain 
such as fish, shellfish, and wildlife. It 
puts emphasis where the emphasis ought 
to be: prevention. 

Last year, we adopted far-reaching 
legislation dealing with liability for oil 
spills and cleanup. This is excellent legis
lation and I commend all those involved 
with it. I supported it and would like to 
see it strengthened even further. How
ever, no amount of after-the-fact report
ing and liability will prevent the grow
ing incidence of oil spill tragedies or re
store environmental and ecological re
sources once destroyed. 

The bill I have introduced is intended 
to do that, and approaches the problem 
of prevention in two ways. The first part 
applies to tankers and other vessels 
carrying liquid cargoes in bulk such as 
oil, flammable or combustible cargoes, 
and cargoes which have been declared 
hazardous under the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act. The bill would 
strengthen existing law with respect to 
these vessels and authorize the Secre
tary of the Department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating to promulgate 
comprehensive regulations concerning 
their construction, maintenance, and 
operation in order to protect against en
vironmental damage. 

The time has come when oil spills can 
no longer be tolerated. The oil required 
to fuel our Nation's industry and econo
my increasingly menaces our environ
ment. Recent tragedies in San Fran
cisco, Long Island, and Chesapeake Bay, 
to name only a few, are all too eloquent 
testimony to the need to act now. Only 
a few weeks ago, a spill of 250,000 gallons 
of diesel fuel at Anacortes, in my own 
State of Washington, menaced Rosario 
Strait, the San Juan Islands, and the 
Straits of Juan de Fuca. This region is 
unique in the United States, an area of 
unsurpassed scenic beauty that supports 
aibundant and varied rtypes of fish and 

wildlife. While ,the visirble damage from 
this spill was relatively slight, the long
range ecological impact cannot yet be as
certained. 

The fact that oil spills seem to be oc
curring with increasing frequency is no 
coincidence. In the past three decades, 
tanker transpor,t of oil has multiplied 
tenfold. In the last 5 years alone, our Na
tion's annual oil consumption has in
creased by over 35 percent, much of it 
transported iby tankers . 

The advent of mammoth tankers, 10 to 
20 times the size of :those in use ·a gen
eration ago, has proportionately magni
fied the environmental problem. 

Clearly, tough new standards on tank
er construction and cargo handling 
equipment and procedures are long over
due. Actually, I believe that rthese could 
and should have been adopted under ex
isting legislative authority. However, ex
isting law, which speaks mostly in terms 
of the threat to life and property from 
fire and explosion, has not been adminis
tered to provide the necessary protec
tion for our environment. In any event, 
this legislation wiU make the intent of 
Congress clear and provide the broad 
1authority needed beyond any question. 

The first part of the legislation 1 have 
introduced is intended to bring about 
a new era in which tankers no longer 
pose the threat to the environment that 
they now do. Under its terms, these ves
sels would be required to incorporate a 
wide range of antipollution features. 
For example, double hulls could be re
quired. This would substantially reduce 
the possibility of spills resulting from 
groundings, collisions, and other inci
dents which have resulted in so many 
environmental tragedies. 

The legislation would also authorize 
the imposition of maximum tank sizes 
on vessels or even maximum size limi
tations on the vessels themselves, thus 
limiting the damage that would occur 
in the event the hull was breached. 

As another example, there is evidence 
that most large tankers are now under
powered and that this creates serious 
navigational risks. Minimum propulsion 
requirements established under the bill 
would reduce those risks and help pre
vent damage to the environment. 

The distance in which it takes a 
supertanker to stop, as much as several 
miles, seems to me to border on the 
scandalous. Means of stopping these ves
sels quickly, such as sea anchors or wa
ter resistance flaps, can be developed 
and required under the bill. 

There is also limitless room for im
provement in navigating and cargo han
dling equipment and procedures. Elec
tronic safety devices are being devel
oped which should reduce accidental 
spills. Their installation and use should 
be made mandatory under the bill. 

Many spills, like that at Anacortes, 
occur during loading or unloading. In 
that case, the spilling continued for sev
eral hours before being detected. A sys
tem of adequate detection gages and 
alarms could have prevented the spill 
and should be made mandatory, thus 
preventing a recurrence of this type of 
incident. Similarly, in some . areas, spe
cial procedures could be adopted which 
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require that all loading and unloading 
be done in special containment reser
voirs or coffer dams, thus eliminating 
any possibility of damage from acci
dental spills. 

These are just a few examples of the 
ways in which the threat to our environ
ment from tankers can and must be 
eliminated or reduced. The first ·approach 
of the bill I have introduced today is to 
authorize tough new standards for the 
construction, maintenance and operation 
of these vessels, standards which will as
sure that every conceivable safeguard is 
used to protect our environment. 

The second approach of the bill applies 
not only to tankers, but to all vessels and 
structures on the navigable waters. It 
would, among other things, authorize the 
establishment of traffic services and sys
tems, the control of vessel traffic, estab
lishment of routing systems and the cre
ation of waterfront safety zones or areas 
for limited, controlled or conditioned ac
cess and activity. 

This ·aspect of the bill, too, is aimed at 
prevention. Reduction of vessel casualty 
risks through carefully and comprehen
sively controlled traffic movements is es
sential. The bill would permit scrutiny 
and control of traffic patterns and equip
ment in our congested waters, thus mak
ing a significant contribution to the pre
vention of damage to our environment. 

Our control of vessel traffic in the 
United States is long outdated. Other 
nations, primarily in Europe, have 
adopted far more meaningful systems. 
The technology, in the form of harbor 
radar systems, navigation and communi
cations devices and the like, is available 
to make vessel movements much safer 
than they now are. Much of this technol
ogy has been developed in the field of 
aviation and air traffic control. I submit 
that legislation in this area aimed at 
preventing the risk to life and property. 
as well as damage to the environment, is 
of the highest priority. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

As I have indicated I feel that imme
diate consideration and rapid action on 
this legislation is imperative. The dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana (Mr. 
LONG), the chairman of the Senate's Mer
chant Marine Subcommittee, shares my 
concern and has scheduled hearings on 
this bill to begin next week, on June 24, 
1971. I am confident that under his able 
leadership we will have meaningful legis
lation in this area very shortly. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. 'I'HuRMOND, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. HART, Mr. TuNNEY, 
Mr. METCALF, and Mr. PERCY): 

s. 2079. A bill to amend the Fair 
Packaging and Labeling Act to require 
certain lalbeling to assist the consumer 
in purchase of packaged perishable or 
semiperishable foods; ref erred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

OPEN DATING FOR PERISHABLE FOODS 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today I 
introduce legislation designed to protect 
consumers who purchase perishable 
foods at grocery stores and supermarkets. 

Known as the open dating act, this 
legislation grew out of an awareness that 
most shoppers have no clear idea of the 
freshness of products on store shelves. 

There is growing evidence throughout 
the country that a significant number of 
food products offered for sale are over
age and may be unwholesome. Accounts 
of consumer purohases of spoiled meat 
products, overage dairy products, and 
stale bakery items are appearing with 
increasing frequency. 

Manuf·acturers of perishable and semi
perishable foods code date their products. 
Unfortunately, the hundreds of different 
codes are almost always undecipherable 
to consumers and to store employees as 
well. 

At the present time, open dating of 
products is unusual. Some cities require 
open dating of fresh milk, and a few 
States require that various foods be dated 
with . legible codes. As commendable as 
these efforts have been, they lack an all
inclusive nature demanded by the extent 
of this problem. 

The concern of the housewife is a very 
simple one. She wishes to be assured that 
the food which she is buying is whole
some and fresh. But in the face of an 
ever-growing number of products and an 
ever-more-complex system of food dis
tribution, she cannot possibly know which 
products retain their healthfulness over a 
long period of time and which deterio
rate with age, nor can she possibly know 
how long a product has taken to go from 
food processor to food distributor. 

A few progressive chains of food stores 
throughout the country have already be
gun to experiment with open dating. One 
of these, Giant Foods, Inc., reports great 
success and enthusiastic ·acceptance not 
only by its customers but also by its own 
personnel and store managers. 

Last month, N. V. Lawson, vice presi
dent of Safeway Stores, Inc. indicated 
his chain's long-standing support for 
open dating. He said: 

Basically, there are no significantly greater 
costs inherent in open dating as compared 
to any other kind of dating system .... In 
our 30 years of experience with open dates, 
we have found no significant basis to the 
contention that customers will select the 
freshest items first, leaving the older mer-
chan dise to die on the shelf. ' ' 

In summarizing his firm's attitude on 
open dating, Mr. Lawson said: 

Open dating has turned out to be a major 
pr.omotional item. Y.et, for the long-haul, 
we stm consider it primarily as serving the 
public but also as an aid to store personnel 
that clearly more than pays for itself. 

Among the most important of the in
terim conclusions which have been 
reached from the open dating experi
mentation which has taken place to date 
is that customers have increased con
fidence in the freshness of the products 
they buy. This is a confidence which does 
not presently exist because of the use of 
illegible codes. 

Mr. President, I believe that there has 
been an adequate amount of time for ex-

. perimentation and experience testing. 
The bill I am introducing today sets na
tional standards for freshness. It would 
go beyond requiring the clearly stated 

"pull date"-the last day the product 
should be offered for sale to the public
by requiring that the package label also 
show the optimum temperiature and 
humidity condi·tions under which the 
product should be stored in the con
sumer's home. 

This latter requirement overcomes the 
objections of these who have said that a 
pull date by itself is not enough, and that 
consumers must also know the storage re
quirements which apply after a product 
leaves the supermarket and is brought 
into 1a consumer's home. 

The bill defines a perishable food as 
any packaged food with a high risk of 
any of the following: Spoilage, signifi
cant loss of nutritional value, significant 
loss of palatability. 

In addition to the individual consumer 
packages, the pull date would be placed 
on the shipping containers to improve 
the turnover and rotation of goods 
through the distribution process. 

Perishable foods whose pull date had 
expired could be sold if wholesome 1and 
if separated from other food and clearly 
identified as having passed the pull date. 

Mr. President, experience has shown 
that the open dating of perishable foods 
will not inconvenience ei·ther the food 
processor or the food distributor. What 
the open dating provisions of my pro
posal seek to accomplish is to provide an 
assurance to the consumer that perish
able and semiperishable foods purchased 
in the store are wholesome and free from 
health hazards. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of my bill be printed at the point in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 2079 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

LABELING REQUIREMENTS FOR PERISHABLE 
AND SEMIPERISHABLE FOODS 

SECTION 1. The Fair Packaging and Label
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 14511-1461) ls amended by 
adding at the end thereof the folloWing new 
title: 

"TITLE II 
"DEFINITIONS 

"SEO. 201. For purposes of this title-
" ( 1) The term 'Secretary' means the Sec

retary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
"(2) The term 'food' has the meaning pre

scribed for that term by section 201 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, except 
that such term does not include any fresh 
fruit or vegetable. 

"(3) The term 'perishable or semiperish
a.ble food' means any food which the Secre
tary determines has a high risk of any of 
the following as it ages: 

"(A) spoilage; 
"(B) significant loss of nutritional value: 

or 
"(C) significant loss of palatab111ty. 
"(4) The term 'pull date' means the la.st 

date on which a perishable or seihiperish
able food can be sold for consumption with
out a high risk of spoilage or significant loss 
of nutritional value or ·palatab111ty, if stored 
by the consumer after that date for the pe
riod which a consumer can reasonably be 
expected to store that food. 

"(5) The term 'label' means any written, 
printed, or graphic matter affixed to or ap
pearing upon any container or wrapping in 
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which a perishable or semiperishable food is 
enclosedi. 

"(6) The temlS 'package' and 'principal 
display panel' have the meanings prescribed 
for those terms by sections llO(b) and 
llO(f), respectively, of title I of this Act. 

"LABELING REQUIREMENTS FOR PERISHABLE 
AND SEMIPERISHABLE FOODS 

"SEC. 202. (a) No person who manufactures 
or packages a perishable or semiperishable 
food in the form in which it is sold by retail 
distributors to co11Sumers may distri'bute (or 
cause to be distri·buted) for purposes of 
saile a perishable or semiperishable food pack
aged by him in such form unless he has, in 
accordance with the requirements of subsec
tion (f), labeled such packages to show (the 
pull date for such food, and (2) the optimum 
temperature and humidity conditions for its 
storage by the ultimate consumer. 

"(b) No person engaged in business as a 
retail distributor of any packaged perishable 
or semiperishable food may sell, offer to 
sell, or display for sale such food unless the 
food's package is labeled in accordance with 
subsection (a). 

"(c) No person engaged in business as a 
retail dhstri·butor of any pa.cka.ged perish
able or semiperishable food may sell, offer to 
sell, or display for sale any such food whose 
pull date, as specified on its package's label, 
has expired unless-

" ( 1) the food is fit for human consumption, 
as determined under applicable Federal, 
State, or local law, 

"(2) such person separates the food from 
other packaged perishable or semiperishable 
foods whose pull dates, as specified on their 
packages' labels, have not expired, e.nd 

"(3) such person clearly identifies the food 
as a food whose pull date has expired. 

"(d) No person engaged in the business of 
manufacturing, processing, packing, or dis
tributing perisha.ble or semiperishable foods, 
may place packages of such foods, labeled 
in accordance with subsection (ia), in ship
ping containers or wrappings unle&s such 
containers or wrappings are labeled by him, 
in accordance with regulations of the sec
retary, to show the pull date (or dates) on 
the labels of such packages. 

"(e) No person may change, alter, or re
move before the sale of a packaged perishable 
or semiperisha.ble food to the ultimate con
sumer any pull date required by this section 
to be placed on the l·a.bel of such food's pack
age or shipping container or wrapping. 

"(f) ( 1) The pull date and the storage in
structions ~equired to be on the label of a 
packaged perishable or semiperisha.ble food 
under subsection (a) shall be determined in 
the manner prescribed by regulations of the 
Secretary. 

"(2) A pull date shall, in accordance with 
regulations of the Secretary-

" (A) be (i) in the case of the month con
tained in the pull date, expressed in the 
coxnmonly used letter abbreviations for such 
month, and (U) otherwise expressed in such 
combinations of letters and numbers as will 
enable the consumer to readily identify 
(without reference to special decoding infor
mation) the day, month, or year, as the case 
may be, comprising the pull date; and 

"(B) be separately and conspicuously 
stated in a uniform location upon the prin
cipal display panel of the label required un
der subsection (a). 

"(3) (A) Any regulation under paragraph 
(1) prescribing the manner in which pull 
dates for a packaged perishable or semi
perishable food shall be determined may 
include provisions-

"(i) prescribing the time periods to be used 
in determining the pull dates for such food, 

"(ii) prescribing the data concerning such 
food (and the conditions affecting it before 
and after its sale to the consumer) to be 
used in determining its pull dates, or 

"(111) permitting .a person engaged in the 

business of manufacturing, processing, pack
aging, or distributing such food to deter
mine its pull dates using such time periods 
and data as such person considers appro
priate. 

"(B) If such regulation includes provisions 
described in subpa.ragraph (A) (Hi) of this 
paragraph, such regulaUon shall also con
tain-

" (i) such provisions as may be necessary 
to provide uniformity, Where appropriate, in 
the time periods used in pull date determi
natiOIIl.S; e.nd 

"(ti) provisions for regular review by the 
Secretary of the pull date determin.aitions 
and the time periods and data upon which 
they are based. 

"PENALTIES AND IN JUNCTIONS 

"SEc. 203. (a) Any person who knowingly 
or willfully violates any provision of section 
202, or any regulation made thereunder, shall 
be imprlsoned for not more than one year or 
fined not more than $5,000, or both; except 
that if any person commits such a violation 
after a conviction of hi:m under this subsec
tion has become final, or commits such a 
violation with the intent to defraud or mis
lead, such person shall be imprisoned for not 
more tham. three years or fined not more 
than $25,000, or both. 

"(b) Any packaged perishable or semi
perishiable food that is distributed in viola
tion of section 202 or any regulation made 
thereunder shall be lia.ble to be proceeded 
aga.i11St at any time on Ube! of information 
and condemned in any district court of the 
United States within the jurisdiction of 
which such packaged food is found. Section 
304 Of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

· Act (21 U.S.C. 334) (relating to seizures) 
shall apply with respect to proceedings 
brought under this subsection and to the 
disposition of packaged foods subject to such 
proceedings. 

"(c) (1) The United States district courts 
shallJ. have jurisdiction, for cause shown, to 
restrain violations of section 202 and regula
tions made thereund~. 

"(2) In any proceeding for criminal con
tempt for violation of an injunction or re
straining order issued under this subsection, 
which violation also co11Stitutes a violation of 
section 202 or a regulation made thereunder, 
trial shall be by the court or, upon demand 
of the accused, by a jury. Such triaJl shall be 
conducted in accordance with the pract.d.ce 
and P1'QCedure applicable in the case of pro
ceedings subject to the provisions of rule 
42(b) of the Federa.l Rules Of criminal Pro
cedure. 

"(d) In the case Of any imports into the 
United States of any packaged perishs.ble or 
semiper'ishable food covered by this title, the 
provisions of section 202 e.nd regulations 
made thereunder shall be enforced iby the 
Secreta.ry of the Treasury pursuant to section 
801 (a) and (b) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 381). 

" ( e) Before any violation cxf section 202 
or a regulation made thereunder is reported 
by the Secretary to any UDlited States attor
ney for institution of a crdminal pToceeding, 
·the person a.gatnst whom such proceed·ing is 
contempla.ted sba.J.l be given approprtate no
tice and an oppor.tunlty to present his vdews, 
either oraUy or in writing, with regard to 
such contemplated proceedilng. 

"(f) Nothing in this title shiall be con
strued as Tequir.ing the Secretary to report 
for prosecution, or for the 1nsrtitution of 11bel 
or .tnjunction proceedings, minor violations 
of section 202 or a regulation made thereun
der whenever he believes that the public in
terest •WiUI. ibe adequately served by a suitaible 
written notice or warning. 

"(g).(1) Actions under subsection (a) or 
( c) of this section m.ay be 1brought in the 
dd·strict wherein any .act or transaction con
stituting the viol-a.tion occurred, or in the 
diswict wherein the defendant is found or is 
an mh.a:bitanrt or transa.cts .business, and 

process in such cases may ·be served i.n any 
other disti'ict of wMch the defendant its an 
inhabitant or wherever the defendant may 
be found. 

" ( 2) In any actions brought under subsec
tion (ia) or (c) of this section, subpena.s for 
witnesses who are required to attend a 
UDlited States di.strict court may run into 
any other district. 

''REGULATIONS 

"SEC. 204. The Secretary shall make regu
lations pursuant to th~s t'ltle dn accordance 
wJth the procedures prescri.bed by section 
553 of title 5 ad: the United States Code (other 
than clause (B) of the lia.st sentence of sub
section (b) of such section). 

"REPORTS TO CONGRESS 

SEC. 205. The Secretary shall transmit to 
the Congress in January of each year a report 
containing a full .and complete descr.iption 
of his a.ctiv.ities for the administration e.nd 
enforcement of this title in the preceding 
fiscal year. 

"COOPERATION WITH STATE AUTHORITIES 

SEC. 206. (a) The Secretary shall (1) trans
mit copies of each reguJ.ation made under 
this td·tle to atll approprJate State officers and 
agencies, and (2) f·UT·nish to such State offi
cers and agencies inforimation and assistance 
to promote to the greatest practicable extent 
uniformi·ty in State and Federal reguJ.ation 
of the Iaibel1ing of packaged perishable or 
semipenishiable foods. 

"('b) Nothing contained Jn this section 
shiall 1be co.nstrued to impair or othenwil.se in
terfere with a.ny program carr-ied into effect 
by the Secretary under other provisions of 
laiw .Ln cooperation w.Lth State governments 
or agencies, Jnstrumenta.Hties, or polittical 
subdivisions thereof. 

"EFFECT UPON STATE OR LOCAL LAW 

"SEC. 207. If any labeling requirement for 
pull dates or storage conditions is in effect 
under this title with respect to any packaged 
perishable or semiperishable food, no State 
or political subdivision of a State may es
tablish or continue in effect, with respect to 
such packaged food, any law prescribing any 
such labeling requirement which is not iden
tical to the labeling requirement in effect un
der this title; except that this section shall 
not be co11Strued to (1) abate any prosecution 
or other action for the enforcement of such a 
law of a State or political subdivision of a 
State begun before the date this title takes 
effect, or (2) release or extinguish any pen
alty, forfeiture, or liability incurred under 
such law." 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 2. (a) Whenever in this section an 
amendment is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Fair 
Packaging and Labeling Act. 

(b) The second sentence of section 2 is 
amended by inserting "and quality" after 
"quantity". 

(c) Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 12 
are each a.mended by striking out "this Act" 
ea.ch place it occurs and inserting in lieu 
thereof "this title"; and section 13 is a.mended 
by striking out "This Act" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "This title". 

(d) The following is inserted between sec
tion 2 and section 3: 

"TITLE I". 
(e) (1) Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 

and 13 are redesignated as sections 101, 102, 
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, and 111, 
respectively. 

(2) (A) Sections 102(a), 102 (b), and 105 
(a) (as so ·redesigna ted) are each a.mended by 
striking out "section 3" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 101". 

(B) Sections 103 (b), 103 (c), 104(a), 104 
(b), and 110 (as so redesigna.ted) are 
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amended by striking out "section 4" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 102"; and 
section 105 ( c) (as so tedesigna ted) is 
amended by striking out "sections 4" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "sections 102". 

(C) Sections 104(a), 104(b), and 106 (as 
so redesignated) are each amended by strik
ing out "section 5" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 103"; and section 105(c) (as 
so redesignated) is amended by striking out 
"and 5" and inserting in lieu thereof "and 
103". 

(D) Section 102 (a) (as so redesignated) is 
amended by striking out "section 6" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 104". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. 3. The amendments made by sections 
1 and 2 of this Act shall take effect on the 
first day of the seventh calendar month 
beginning after the date of its enactment. 

By Mr. J A VITS (for himself, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. CASE, Mr. CRAN
STON, Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MON
DALE, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PERCY, 
Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. TAFT, and Mr. 
TuNNEY): 

S.J. Res. 116. A joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to pro
claim the period September 12, 1971, 
through September 20, 1971, as "Myas
thenia Gravis Week." Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

MYASTHENIA GRAVIS WEEK 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr. 
CASE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MONDALE, 
Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PERCY, Mr. STEPHENS, 
Mr. TAFT, and Mr. TUNNEY, I introduce, 
for appropriate reference, a joint resolu
tion to authorize the President of the 
United States to issue a proclamation 
designating September 12, 1971, through 
September 20, 1971, as "Myasthenia 
Gravis Week." 

This proposal has the support of the 
Myasthenia Gravis Foundation, Inc., a 
nonprofit voluntary health agency, es
tablished in 1952. 

Myasthenia gravis-a neuromuscular 
disease-comes from the Greek and Latin 
words meaning serious muscle weakness 
and was first noted as early as 1672--al
most 300 years ago-but the first impor
tant research and patient care were not 
instituted until 1938 and it was not until 
the organization of the foundation in 
1952 that specific diagnostic procedures 
and drug therapy were established. The 
advances made possible through research 
and education programs have saved 
many lives and permitted thousands to 
lead more normal lives. Heading the list 
of achievements is the lowering of the 
mortality rate from 85 to 15 percent. This 
is a spectacular achievement in itself and 
justifies faith in the importance of the 
work being done. 

The exact incidence of myasthenia 
gra vis is not known since it is not among 
diseases which must be reported to public 
health authorities. However, surveys esti
mated it occurs in 1 in 10.000 of the 
general population. Since some cases are 
not recognized, the actual incidence may 
be still higher. 

The drugs used to control myasthenia 
gravis 1are very expensive. To help ease 
the financial burden faced iby ·the pa-

tient who must take 20 to 30 pills a day, 
pill banks have ibeen set urp where the 
pills can be purchased at a greatly re
duced cost. 

Prior to the foundation's gran.t1S-to
clinics program which was esta;blished 
in 1954, only one specialized diagnostic 
,and trea·tment center for myasthenics 
existed in the United States. There are 
now 23 clinics in key cities. Here, where 
personal rela:tionship wi·th the patient 
is stressed, individualized treatment un
der strict supervision is given. 

The clinics located in universities and 
medical centers provide an important 
environment for research and offer a 
central source for the latest informa
tion and most promising new rtechniques. 

To correct many misconceptions aJbout 
myasthenia, and to help the patient 1ad
just to his disability and fulfill his ca
pabilities, education of the patient, rela
tives, employers, and others directly or 
indirectly concerned with ·the p:mblems 
of the patient is vital. Efforts to bring 
proper evaluation, c1are and public 
awareness of the myasthenic patient are 
uninterrupted. A public infomiation pro
gram, therefore, is another major under
taking of the foundation's nationwide 
programs. 

A national observance-through a 
Presidential .proclamation of Septem
ber 12-20, 1971, as Myas·thenia Gravis 
Week will support and encourage basic 
research into the cause and cure of myas
thenia gravis, and in the establishment 
of additional treatment centers and as
sist in the disseminaJtion of information 
among the members of ·the medical pro
fession as well as the general public. 

I commend this ) oint resolution to my 
colleagues and urge their support. I ask 
unanimous consent that ·the text of this 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 116 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That, since Myasthe
niia Grav.is 1is a neuromuscular disease a.ffiict
ing thousands of the general population of 
the Nation each year, and there is need to 
support reseaJ."ch, education, drug banks, 
clinics and the dissenrina.tion of medlical and 
public infonnation concernting this disorder, 
the PresLdent is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation desLgniating the period 
between September ·12, 1971, through Sep
tember 20, 1971, as "Myaisthenia Gravis 
Week," 1and calliing upon tihe ·people of the 
United SOO.tes and interested groups and or
ganizaJtions to observe such week with ap
proprJ.ate ceremonies and aictiivities. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 221 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 221, the Fish
eries Development Act of 1971. 

s. 537 

' At the request of Mr. ANDERSON, the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc
INTYRE) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 537, to include chiropractors' services 
among the benefits provided under part 
B of the Social Seourity Act. · 

S. 10S1 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sen
ator from Rhode IsI·and (Mr. PASTORE) 
and the Senator from Utah <Mr. Moss) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1081, a 
bill to extend benefits to killed or dis
abled firemen and policemen. 

s. 1377 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1377, a 
bill to reduce pollution which is caused 
by litter ciomposed of soft drink and beer 
containers. 

s. 1662 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GOVERN) was ooded ·as a cosponsor of s. 
1662, a bill to provide for the conveyance 
of the 'island of Kahaolawe to the State 
of Hawaii, and for other purposes. 

s. 2023 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena
tor ·from Texas <Mr. TOWER) wias added 
as ia cosponsor of iS. W23, to provide for 
a procedure to investigate Mid render de
cisions and recommendations with re
spect to ,grievances and appeals of em
ployees of the Foreign Service. 

s. 2040 

At the request of Mr. BOG'GS, the Sen
a;tor from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) w.as 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2040, a bill 
to make the provisions of the Vocational 
Education Act of 1963 applicable to in
dividuals preparing to be volunteer fire
men. 

s. 2046· 

At the request of Mr. MONTOYA, the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2046, a /bill to 
establish methods of payment for na
tional forest timber. 

S.J. RES. 75 

At t'he request of Mr. MONDALE, the 
Senator from Al.aska (Mr. STEVENS) and 
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVEN
SON) were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 75, a joint resolution to 
establish a National Advisory Commis
sion on Health Science and Society. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 137--SUB
MISSION OF A RESOLUTION RE
LATING TO A VOLUNTARY PEN
SION SYSTEM 
(Referred to the Committee on Fi

nance.) 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am sub

mitting today a sense of the Senate 
resolution urging the President to take 
appr:opriate action to give consideration 
to establishing a companion voluntary 
pension system to the social security sys
tem. 

The language for this resolution is 
adapted from recommendation 5 of the 
repovt of the President's Task Force on 
the Aging. The task force's recommenda
tion differs from my resolution only to 
the point that they endorse the estab
lishment of an Independent Pension 
Commission to study this question and 
others relating to current practices and 
potential reforms within the Nation's 
pension systems. I am not ready at this 
time to give support to the establish
ment of such a Government commission. 
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However, I am in full agreement with the 
policy statement of the task force that 
employee pension programs deserve sup
port and encouragement from the Gov
ernment. 

Mr. President, so that my colleagues in 
the Senate can fully understand the in
tent of this resolution, I ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of the Presi
dent's task force's recommendation re
lating to this resolution be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

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

RECOMMENDATION 5 
The Task Force recognizes that a high pro

portion of pension coverage has already been 
achieved in major industries and in stable 
employment situations. Further extension of 
coverage is more difficult because it involves 
reaching a larger proportion of small firms 
and organizations whose future at best is 
precarious. The Task Force is nevert heless 
convinced that the ·employee pension con
cept carries with it so many 'advantages for 
the Nation and 'its future elderly that its 
continueq. growth is vital. Imaginative new 
programs must be sought. 

The Task Force .believes some type of 
"portability" system should be devised so 
that an employee working in occupations in 
which conventional group coverage is rare 
can have a standard form of retirement ac
count 'into which the employee and any of 
his employers who agree to do so can make 
contributions throughout his working ca
reer. The economics of modern computer 
technology suggests that high recordkeep
ing costs which in the past militated against 
such a system are no longer compelling. 

We, therefore, recommend that the Pres
ident direct the Pension Commission, as a 
high .priority, to enlist the ingenuity of the 
financial community in designing as a com
panion to the Social Security system a port
able voluntary pension system. 

Mr. TOWER Mr. President, it is easily 
recognizable that the recommendation 
does not seek to limit or constrict the 
availability of the .Social Security System 
to elderly Americans. The recommenda
tion and my resolution are only intended 
to express the desire that study should 
be given to the possibility of promoting 
alternative pension systems as a com
panion program to the existing Social 
Security System. 

I am a long-time supporter of the 
social security program. It is my strong 
hope that the Congress will enact 
legislation this year that will further 
strengthen this program. By introducing 
this resolution I do not intend to weaken 
the social security program. I would sup
port the establishment of the voluntary 
pension mechanism only after it was 
found to 'be feasible and only after the 
voluntary program was agreed upon by 
both employer and employee. Like the 
President's Task Force on the Aging, I 
recognize the positive attributes of the 
private pension system. First, they offer 
flexibility and diversity for both the 
contributors and beneficiaries. Secondly, 
they contribute greatly to savings and 
economic growth. Thirdly, these pro
grams give due recognition to the indi
vidual's role in the productive process. 

Furthermore, I would like to emphasize 
the task force's "portability" concept. 
A companion to social security would 
certainly be counterproductive if it did 

not embody a formula allowing an indi
vidual to continue in the pension plan 
after he has moved from one job to 
another. America's technological strides 
in the past century has enabled our soci
ety to be the most mobile society d.n world 
history. Our people are now able to pick 
up their belongings and move from one 
locality to another with very little hesi
tation. The freedom to move and travel 
without fear of economic and personal 
repercussions is certainly one of the 
greatest offshoots of our technological 
revolution. 

It has been long felt that portability 
could not be built into a companion sys
tem to social security. In a highly mobile 
society such as we have in America to
day, our citizens must be given assur
ance that their pension rights will be 
maintained when they exercise their 
right to move from job to job in various 
geographic localities. The President's 
Task Force on the Aging has taken the 
position that sophistiC'ated tools are now 
available to insure the individual's pen
sion rights in a private companion sys
tem regardless of any change in employ
ment status throughout his working 
career. This conclusion drawn by a Pres
idential Task Force should spark re
newed interest into this question by em
ployer and employee groups as well as by 
Government officials. 

In conclusion, I hope that this body 
would work closely with the executive 
branch in developing this concept. It 
would be worthwhile, in my opinion, for 
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee to consider the voluntary 
portable pension system idea should it 
conduct further hearings on the Nation's 
existing pension systems. In addition, I 
will of course be looking forward to any 
comments emanating from the executive 
branch concerning the possibility of an 
extensive feasibility study on this matter. 

The resolution <S. Res. 137) reads as 
follows: 

S. RES. 137 . 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen

ate that the President should direct the prop
er officers of the Executive departments and 
agencies to seek the cooperation of leaders 
of the business and fi.Illancial community in 
designing, as companion to old-age, survi
vors, and disability insurance under the 
Social Security Act, a comprehensive stand
ard voluntary pension system assuring port
ability of accrued pension rights and ben
efits. 

SENA TE RESOLUTION 138-REPORT 
OF AN ORIGINAL RESOLUTION AU
THORIZING ADDITIONAL FUNDS 
FOR THE COMMITTEE ON IN
TERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee 

on Interior and Insular Affairs, reported 
the following original resolution which 
was ref erred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S . RES. 138 
Authorizing the Committee on Interior and 

Insular Affairs to expend additional funds 
from contingent .fund of the Senate 
Resolved, That the Committee on Interior 

and Insular Affairs is hereby authorized to 
expend from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, during the 92d Congress, $20,000 in 
addition to the amount, and for the same 

purpose, specified in section 134(a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved Au
gust 2, 1946, as amended. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 139-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTON RELATING 
TO THE REPRESENTATION IN THE 
UNITED NATIONS OF THE PEO
PLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA 
<Referred to the Committee on Foreign 

Relations.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk for appropriate reference a 
resolution urging the United States to 
withdraw its opposition to the seating of 
the People's Republic of China as the sole 
and ~egitimate repre'Sentative of China 
on the United Nations, including the Gen
eral Assembly, the Security Council, and 
all the other memlber agencies and or
gans of the U.N. 

The resolution is based on the brief 
but extremely significant policy state
ment issued earlier this week by a distin
guished group of 110 American China 
scholars, lted by Prof. Allen S. Whiting 
of the University of Michigan. The sign
ers of 'the statement include scholars at 
50 colleges and universities in 19 States, 
and represented a broad cross-section of 
academic opinion in many different re
gions of the country. 

The essence of the resolution I have 
introduced is the proposal that the 
United States should ,adopt ,a "one 
China" policy toward Chinese repre
sentation in the United Nations, and that 
only the People's RepublJ.ic of China
the Peking Government-is entitled to 
designation as the Government of China 
for purposes of such representation. 

The resolution specifically rejects the 
adoption of ·a "two China" policy, in the 
absence of any prior agreement to ac
cept such a policy by the parties most 
immediately involved-the government 
in Peking and the government in Taipei. 
For many years, as Members of the Sen
ate are aware, both Peking and Taipei 
have emphatica1Jly reJected any resolu
tion of the issue that would be grounded 
in a "two China" policy. The pursuit of 
such two China policy by the United 

· States at this time would be as futile as 
it would be illogical, since neither claim
ant to the seat of China woujld accept the 
solution. 

In recent weeks and months, as every 
Senator is aware, we have seen sub
stantial changes involving our policy to
ward China. The relaxation of the re
striotions on travel and trade, and es
pecially the ,visit of the American ping 
pong teams to China, have been signif
icant steps toward ending our decades 
old policy of diplomatic and economic 
isolation of the People's Republic of 
China. In a sense, however, these changes 
have been important not so much for 
their significance in themselves, but for 
their symbolic value as haribingers of 
changes to come with respect to the 
three overriding aspects of our China 
policy-the question of representation in 
the United Nations for Peking, the ques
tion of the future of Taiwan, the ques
tion of American diplomatic relations 
with Peking. . 

As the resolution I have introduced 
makes clear, the latter two issue~the 
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future of Taiwan and of relations be
tween Washington and Peking-are com
plex issues that will require time, negoti
ation, and accommodation to resolve. 
The detailed considerations involved in 
these issues will be discussed at length 
in hearings scheduled to begin next week 
in the Committee on Foreign Rel1ations, 
and I commend Senator Fulbright for 
the welcome initiative he has taken in 
this area. 

Pending a peaceful solution of these 
other issues, however, nothing in the res
olution, and no other action we take to
ward China, should in any way be per
mitted to jeopardize the unequivocal 
commitment of the United States to the 
defense of Taiwan. 

The issue of United Nations repre
sentation for Peking is coming to a head 
this fall, and can be easily resolved. For 
a generation, the United States has rigid
ly opposed such representation. Now, 
at last, the pendulum has begun to 
swing, and there is a very real possibility 
that we have reached the end of the offi
cial international fiction, maintained so 
long 'by the United Nations largely at the 
insistence of the United States, that 
somehow the government of the 14 mil
lion people on Tai wan is also the gov
ernment of the 800 million people of 
mainland China. 

It is long past time for the United 
States to aiccept the representatives of 
the People's Republic of China in the 
United Nations, and I urge the Senate 
to go on record in favor of this goal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent for the text of the resolution to be 
printed in the RECORD, together with the 
text of a press release issued on behalf 
of the scholars to whom I have referred, 
and the text of an address I delivered in 
1969 that sets out my views on this issue 
in greater detail. 

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

S. REs.139 
Resolved, That the Senate declares: 
(1) That the People's Republic of China 

should ·be granted its legitimate seat in all 
principal a.nd subsidiary organs of the United 
Nations as the sole government of China; 

(2) That the United States should make 
no effort to impose a formula !for dual rep
resentation by the People's Republic of China 
and the Republic of China (Taiwan) in the 
United Nations without the prior agreement 
of those two governments to such a formula; 

(3) That the future status of Taiwan and 
the future status of relaitions between the 
United States and the People's Republic of 
China are complex issues requiring time, 
negotiation, and accommodation to resolve; 
and 

(4) That .pending the resolution of these 
issues .. the People's Republic of China should 
be granted its legitimate place in the United 
Nations. 

(From the New York Times, June 14, 19·71 J 
A POLICY STATEMENT BY U.S. CHINA ScHOLARS 

As seholars in Chinese studies, we believe it 
imperative that the People's Republic of 
Ohina. be granted its legitimate seat -in all 
United Nations !bodies as the sole government 
of China. We oppose a;ny effort by 1the United 
States to impose a formula for dua.1 repre
sentation without the .prior agreement of 
both clai·mants to ·Oh1na's .seat. In the ab
sence of such agreement, the question for 

the Unlted Nattons is simply who represents 
China. On this question, the answer 1s clearly 
the government in Peking. As for the future 
of T&wan and of Washington-Peking rela
tions, these are complex issues whose resol u
tion wlll require time, negotiation, Mld ac
commodation. In the meantime, Peking 
should be gran.ted its legitimate place in the 
United Nations. 

Lawrence Battistini, Michigan State Uni-
versity. 

Richard Baum, U.C.L.A. 
Peter M. Bear, University of Michigan. 
George M. Beckman, University of Wash-

ington .. 
Louise Bennett, Los Angeles. 
Thomas P. Bernstein, Yale. 
Dwight Biggerstaff, Oornell. 
Eugene Boardman, University of Wis-

consin. 
Davis B. Bobrow, University of Minnesota. 
Derk Bodde, University of Pennsylvania. 
Howard L. Boorman, VMl.de·rbllt. 
Robert A. Burton, Univeristy of Kansas. 
Claude A. Buss, San Jose State College. 
Helmut G. Callis, University of Utah. 
Maud E. Callis, University of Utah. 
Madeleine Ohi, Manhattan COUege. 
S. M. Ohu, Temple Universt.ty. 
0. Edmund Clubb, New York. 
Jerome A. Cohen, Harvard. 
Paul A. Cohen, Wellesley. 
Warren I. Cohen, Michigan State Univer-

sity. · 
Robert Compton, University of Rochester. 
Hilary Conroy, University of Pennsylvania. 
Ralph C. Croizer, University of Rochester. 
Robert F. Dernberger, Undversity of Michi-

gan. 
John Despres, Santa Mo.nica_. 
Ronald G. Dimberg, University of Virginia. 
Fred W. Drake, University of Massachu-

setts. 
R. Randle Edwards, Boston University 
Alexander Eckstein, University of Michi-

gan. 
John K. Fail"bank, Harvard. 
John Fincher, Johns Hopklna:. 
Wesley R. Fishel, Michigan State Univer-

sity. 
Hans H. Frankel, Yale. 
Edward Friedman, University of Wisconsin. 
Charlotte Furk, California State College, 

Long Beach. 
Bernard Gallin, Michigan State University. 
Michael Gassler, Rutgers. 
Merle Goldman, Harvard. 
Leonard H. Gordon, Purdue. 
Walter Gourlay, Michigan State University. 
Melvin Gurtov, Santa Monica. 
James P. Harrison, Hunter College, OUNY. 
Georg·e C. Hatoh, Washington University. 
Paul Hiniker, Michigan State .University. 
J. Stephen Hoadley, Washing.ton Univer

sity. 
Charles Hoffmann, State University of 

N.Y., Stony Brook. 
Franklin w. Houn, University of Massa

chusetts. 
Harold R. Isaacs, Massachusetts Institute 

of Technology. 
John Israel, University of' Virginia. 
Harold L. Kahn, Stanford. 
Ba·rry C. Keenan, Mount Holyoke. 
Donald Klein, Columbia. 
PhilLp A. Kuhn, University of Chicago. 
J ·oseph Lee, Mic'hlgan State University. 
Robert H. G. Lee, Staite University of' N.Y., 

Stony Brook. 
Alexiander Levin, Dartmouth. 
Oharlton M. Lewis, Brooklyn College, 

CUNY. 
Robert Jay Lifton, Yale. 
Daniel Lovelace, Temple Buell College. 
Stanley Lubman, University of Cialifornia, 

Berkeley. 
Marc Manoall, Stanford Universi.ty. 
Robert W. McColl, University of Kansas. 
Maurice Meisner, University of Wisconsin. 
Walter J. Meserve, Indiana University. 

Lucien M. Miller, University of Massa-
chusetts. 

Harriet C. Mills, University of Michigan. 
Jonathan Mtrsky, Dartmouth. 
J. Kent Morrison, University of Utah. 
Donald Munro, University of Michigan. 
Rhoads Murphey, University ot Michigan. 
Andrew J. Nathan, Columbia. 
Dwight H. Perkins, Harvard. 
Willa.rd O. Peterson, Dartmouth. 
David Poston, University of Redlands. 
J.ack M. Potter, University of California, 

Berkeley. 
Alvin Rabushka, University of Rochester. 
Dennis M. Ray, Calif. State College at 

Los Angeles. 
Adele Rickett, University of Pennsylvania. 
W. Allyn Rickett, University of Pennsyl-

vania. 
David T. Roy, Universtity of Chicago. 
Gilbert W. Roy, University of Virginia. 
Wayne Schlepp, University of Wisconsin. 
Lawrence A, Schneider, State University 

of N.Y., Buffalo. 
John Schrecker, Princeton. 
Benjamin I. Schwartz, Harv.ard. 
A. C. Scott, University of WiS(lonsin. 
Mark Selden, Washington University. 
Charles Seymour, Yale. 
James D. Seymour, New York University. 
James Sheridan, Northwesteil"n. 
Sheldon W. Simon, University of Kentucky 
Thomas R. Smith, University of Kansas. 
So Kwan-wal, Michigan Staite Universl.t7. 
Stanley Spector, Washington University. 
s. Bernard Thomas, oakland Universitt. 
James C. Thomson, Jr., Harvard. 
George Totten, University of Southern 

California.. 
James R. Townsend, University of Wash

ington. 
Daniel Tretiak, Committee for a New China 

Policy. 
Tang Tsou, University of Chicago. 
Peter Van Ness, University of Denver. 
Paul Varg, Michigan State University. 
Ezra Vogel, Harvard. 
Frederic E. Wakeman, Jr., University of 

Calif., Berkeley. 
John R. Watt, University of Redlands. 
Allens. Whiting, University of Michigan. 
Martin King Whyte, University of iMichi• 

gian. 
Rioxane Witke, State University of N.Y .. 

Bingha.mton. 
Arthur F. W.right, Ya.le. 
Paid for iby donations, which may be sent 

ito Allen S. Whiting, Department of Political 
Science, ·University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan. Na.mes of colleges and universities 
given for identification purposes only. 

ScHOLARS URGE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA 

IN U.N. 
(Press relea.'Se by: Oiltizens to Ohange U.S. 

China. Policy, 110 Maryland Avenue NE., 
W&Sb.lngtton, D.C. 20002, (202) 544-1763) 

June 14, 197'1: More than 100 sciholairs in 
Oh!l.nese affairs from 50 colleges Mld univeT
silties ·in 19 Staites called today fur sewt!l.ng 
the People's Repulb1ic of Ohina il.n ithe UN. 

In a New York Times advertisement, the 
scholars stiated their oppos1Jtion, moreover, 
to "any effort 'by tthe Un'ited Stta.tes to im
pose a ~ormUJl:a for dUJaJl represeruta.tion with
out the prior ag!I'eemenit of both claimants 
to Oh1na 's seaJt." The st'Sltement a.lsO declared 
that ''lthe future oif Tadwa.n and of WaShing
ton-Pekiing T'elaltions are complex issues 
whose •resoluttion will requ:tre time, negotia
t.ton, <and accommodia.tion." 

Professor Al~·en S. Wih1ting 11r<lllll the Uni
versLty of Midh1gan and chairman of Citizens 
to Change U.S. Oh'ina. Policy ndt·ed, "This is 
the fia:st ltime since the ·scourge of Senaitor 
Joseph McOa.nt>hy swept the Ch1na field in 
the early 1950's tihait American scholars have 
spoken out on a poliltiical matter central to 
theiT concern." He called wttenlt'ion to the 
presence of SIUCh prominent professors as 
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John K. F'aM!bank of Harvaird, George Beck· 
ma.nn of the UniverS'i·tY of Wash'lngton, Tang 
Tso of tihe UniversLty of Chicago, John Israel 
of the UniverS'Lty of Virginia, St.ian1ey Lub
man of tlhe University of Dalifornlia a.t Berke
ley, Dona.Id Klein of Columbia., Aiexam.deir 
F.ckste1n of the Universirt;y of Michigan, Derk 
Bod.de of the Uil'iversilty of Pennsylvania, 
Ar.thur F. Wll'iglht of Ylale, a.nd Gordon Ben
nett of •the Universirty of Texas. He noted, 
too, itftle spread of schol•arly opinion acll'OSS 

the countrry .in alll ·regions. 
Whiting added thialt the advert'isement was 

paiid for by contributions from indiv·iduals 
and did noit represerut any ocga;niza.tion or 
commirt; the sig.natordes ·to any position be
yond tb.a.t cmlltained in rthe statement. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL COMMrI"rEE ON 
UNITED STATES-CHINA RELATIONS, NEW 
YoRK OITY, MARCH 20, 1969 
This conference is one of the most impor

tant public sessions on China policy in recent 
years. That fact alone is extremely significant. 
The time at which this conference is being 
held is also significant. For if we ever hoped 
that the communist regime in China would 
disappear, our hope is in ruins today, as 
thousands of Chinese soldiers engage Rus
sian border troops in the continuing struggle 
by two powerful nations for domination of 
the world communist movement. 

Thousands of American soldiers are dying 
in Vietnam in a land war in Asia whose pur
pose, we are told, is the containment of 
Peking. Demonstrations against American 
bases in Japan and Okinawa-bases built in 
part to contain China-shake the foundation 
of Japan. The shadow of Peking hangs dark 
over the discussions in Paris and over virtu
·ally every conference we attend on arms con
trol. The success of the Nuclear Nonprolifera
tion Treaty, on which the ink is hardly dry, 
depends in large part on the participation of 
China. 

If we ever hoped that somehow our rela
tions with China could be stabilized at a 
point of rigid hostility without domestic 
sacrifice our hope was dashed when we were 
told last week by our government that we 
must now spend $7 billion as a downpayment 
to protect our missiles and our nation from 
nuclear attack by China. 

It is for these reasons that I consider this 
conference, and what can come from it, so 
important to the foreign policy of our nation. 
It is imperative that the issues you have dis
cussed for so long become part of the national 
agenda of the United States. For almost 
twenty years, the United States has pursued 
the same unyielding policy of military con
tainment and diplomatic isolation toward 
Communist China. However valid that policy 
may have seemed for the Cold War of the 
Fifties, it is demonstrably false in the Six
ties, and must not be carried into the 
Seventies. 

Every new Administration has a new op
portunity to rectify the errors of the past. 
Each such opportunity consists in large part 
of the precious gift of time-time in which 
the good intentions of the government are 
presumed; time in which the normal conflicts 
of politics are suspended; time in which the 
new government has a chance to show it is 
not tied to the policies of its predecessor. 

If the new Administration allows this time 
to pass Without new initiatives; if it allows 
inherited policies to rush unimpeded along 
their course, it wm have wasted this oppor
tunity. It will have compromised the prom
ises it made to the American people, and 
worst of all, it will have disappointed the 
hopes and expectations of the world. 

This is especialily true in Vietnam. There ls 
growing impatience with the continuing loss 
of American lives and the seeming frustra
tion of our hopes for the reduction of violence 
and for the reduction of the American com-

mltment. The advent of a new Administra
tion affords a moment of hope for millions 
of Americans and Vietnamese. It is a moment 
that will not long be with us. 

The same opportunity exists for our poli
cies throughout Asia. That is why it is all the 
more important that you who have been 
involved in the formulation and evaluation 
of those policies, both in private life and 
public service,· meet here at this time to 
chart your recommendations. 

For twenty years, our China policy has 
been a war policy. For far too long, we have 
carried out hostile measures of political, 
diplomatic, and economic antagonism to
ward one of the wold's most important na
tions. 

Now we must turn away from our policy of 
war and pursue a policy of peace. We must 
seek a new policy, not because of any sup
posed weakness in our present position or 
because we a.re soft on China, but because 
it ls in our own national interest and the 
interest of all nations. By its sheer size and 
population, China deserves a major place in 
the world. As a nuclear power and a nation 
of 750 million citizens-likely to exceed one 
billion by the 1980's-China demands a 
voice in world efforts to deal with arms con
trol and population control, with Asian 
security and international economic develop
ment, with all the great issues of our time. 

Yet sixteen years after the end of the 
Korean War, we do not trade with China. We 
have no scientific or cultural exchanges. We 
oppose the representation of China in the 
United Nations. We refuse to give ·any sort 
of diplomatic recognition to the Communist 
regime on the mainland, and continue to rec
ognize the Nationalist regime of Chiang Kai
Shek on Taiwan as the government of all 
China. Instead of developing ways to co
exist with China in peace, we assume China 
will attack us as soon as she can, and we 
prepare to spend blllions to meet that threat. 

By some cruel paradox, an entire genera
tion of young Americans and young Chinese 
have grown to maturity with their countries 
in a state of suspended war toward one an
other. Tragically, the world's oldest civiliza
tion, the world's most populous nation and 
the world's richest and most powerful na
tion, glare at each other across the abyss of 
nuclear war. 

The division between us goes back to 
American support of the Chinese Nationalist 
regime during World War II, and to the 
immediate post-war struggle between the 
Communists and the Nationalists. In the 
beginning, our policy was uncertain. The 
Communists gained power over the main
land in 1949. Between then and the outbreak 
of the Korean War in 1950, the United States 
seemed to be preparing to accept the fact of 
the Chinese Revolution. After the retreat of 
the Nationalists to Taiwan, our government 
refused to go to their aid and refused to 
place the American Seventh Fleet in the 
Taiwan Straits to prevent a Communist 
takeover of the island. To do so, we said, 
would be to intervene in the domestic civil 
war between the Communists and the Na
tionalists. 

This policy was fully debated by the Con
gress and the public. Although we deplored 
the Communist rise to power, we recognized 
we could do nothing to change it. We antici
pated that we would soon adjust to the new 
Asian reality by establishing relations with 
the Communist regime. 

This situation changed overnight on June 
25, 1950, when North Korea attacked South 
Korea. Fearing that the attack foreshadowed 
a Communist offensive throughout Asia, the 
United States ordered the Seventh Fleet into 
the Taiwan Strait and sent large amounts of 
m111tary aid to the weak Nationalist Govern
ment on the island. To the Communists, the 
meaning was clear. We would use force to 
deny Taiwan to the new mainland govern-

ment, even though both the Communists 
and the Nationalists agreed the island was 
Chinese. 

Shortly thereafter, in response to the at
tempt of our forces to bring down the North 
Korean Government by driving toward the 
Chinese border, China entered the Korean 
War. With hindsight, most experts agree that 
China's action in Korea was an essentially 
defensive response, launched to prevent the 
establishment of a hostile government on her 
border. At the time, however, the issue was 
far less clear. At the request of the United 
States, the United Nations formally branded 
China as an aggressor, a stigma that rankles 
Peking's leaders even today. 

While we fought the Chinese in Korea, we 
carried out a series of political and economic 
actions against their country. We imposed a 
total embargo on all American trade with 
the mainland. We froze Peking's assets in the 
United States. We demanded that our allies 
limit their trade with China. We conducted 
espionage and sabotage operations against 
the mainland, and supported similar efforts 
by the Nationalists. We began to construct a 
chain of bases, encircling China with Ameri
can military power, including nuclear wea
pons. 

It ls not my purpose here to question the 
merits of the actions we took while fighting 
China in Korea. We all remember the climate 
of those times and the great concern of our 
country with Chinese military actions. To
day, however, sixteen years after the Korean 
armistice was signed, we have taken almost 
no significant steps to abandon our posture 
of war toward China and to develop relations 
of peace. 

Let us look at our policy from the view
point of Peking: China's leaders to see the 
United States supporting the Nationalists' 
pretense to be the government of the main
land. They see thousands of American mili
tary personnel on Taiwan. American war
ships guard the waters between the main
land and Taiwan. American nuclear bases 
and submarines ring the periphery of China. 
The United States supports Nationalist U-2 
flights over the mainland, as well as Nation
alist guerrilla raids and espionage. Hundreds 
of thousands of American soldiers are fight
ing in Vietnam to contain China. America 
applies constant diplomatic and political 
pressure to deny Peking a seat in the United 
Nations, to deny it diplomatic recognition by 
the nations of the world, and to deny it 
freedom of trade. We turn our nuclear war
heads toward China. And now we prepare to 
build a vast ABM system to protect ourselves 
against China. In light of all these facts, 
what Chinese leader would dare to propose 
anything but the deepest hostility toward 
the United States? 

With respect to the ABM question, I am 
strongly opposed! for many reasons to the de
ployment of the Pentagon's system. For the 
pur;pose of the present discussion, however, 
one of irts most signUicant draw.back& ls that 
it ls likely to be seen in Peking :as a new 
m111tary provocation by the United States. 
Our overwhelming nuclear arsenal already 
provides adequate deterrence against :any 
temptation by Peking to engage in a. first 
strike against the United States. From the 
Chinese perspective, the only ut111ty of an 
American ABM system is to defend the 
UnLted States against whaitever feeble re
sponse 'Peking could muster a:m;er an Ameri
can first strike against China. Far from de
terring aggression by China, therefore, de
ployment of the ABM system wm simply add 
fuel to our warlike posture toward China. 
It will increase Chinese fears of American at
tack :and will encourage China's leaders to 
embark on new steps in the development of 
their nuclear capability. Apart from the tech
nical and other policy objections that exist 
against tihe ABM sys·tem, I beUeve it makes 
no sense. from the standpoint of a rational 
Asia policy for America. 
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In large rpart, our continuing hostility to

ward China after the Korean War has rested 
on :a hope that 'is now obviously forlorn, a 
hope that under a policy of military con
tainmeDJt and poll:tical ins·olation the Com
munist regime on the mainland would ·be a. 
passing phenomenon and would eventually 
be repudiated by the Chinese people. Few of 
us todlay have any serious doubt that Com
munism is permanent for the foreseeable fu
ture on t'he mainland. There is no believable 
prospect that Chiang Kai-Shek and the Na
tionalists will return to power there, however 
regrettable we may regard that fact. 

Surely, in the entire history of American 
foreign policy, there has been no fiction more 
palpably absurd than our official position 
that Communist China does not exist. For 
tweDJty years, rt'he Nationalists h :ave controlled 
only the two million Chinese and eleven mil
lion Taiwanese on the 'island of Tatwan, one 
hundred miles from the mainland Of China. 
How long will we continue to insist that the 
rulers of 'Daiwan are also :the rulers of the 
hundreds of millions of Chinese on the mil
lions of square miles of the mainland? It is 
:as though the island of Cuba were !to claim 
sovereignty over the entire continent of 
North America. 

The folly of our present policy of isolating 
China is matched by its futility. Almost all 
other nations have adjusted to the reality 
of China. For years, Peking has had exten
sive diplomatic, commercial and cultural 
relations with a number of the nations in 
the world, including many of our closest 
allies. Outside the United Nations, our policy 
of quarantine toward China has failed. To 
the extent that the Communist regime is 
isolated at all, it is isolated largely at 
China's own ohoosing, iand not as a. conse
quence of any effective American policy. 

Our actions toward China have rested on 
the premise that the People's Republic is an 
1llegitimate, evil and expansionist regime 
that must be contained until it collapses or 
at least begins to behave in conformity with 
American interests. Secretary of State Dulles 
was the foremost exponent of this moralistic 
view, carrying it to the extent that he even 
refused ·to shake hands with Ohou En-Lai a.t 
the Geneva Conference in 1954. That slight 
has not been forgotten. 

The Communist regime was said to be il
legitimate because, we claimed, it had been 
imposed on the supposedly unreceptive Chi
nese people by agents of the Soviet Union. 
Communist China, according to this view, 
was a mere Soviet satellite. One Assistant 
Secretary in the State Department called it 
a Soviet Manchukuo, suggesting that China's 
new leaders were no more independent than 
were the Chinese puppets whom Japan in
stalled in Manchuria in the 1930's. This 
evaluation grossly exaggerated the extent to 
which Soviet aid was responsible for the 
Communist takeover of China, and the events 
of the past decade-amply confirmed by the 
intense hostility of the current border 
clashes-have shattered the myth of Soviet 
domination of China. 

The Communist regime was said to be 
evil 1because of the great v>iolence and dep
riv·ation of freedom that 1rti inflicted on mil
lions of people who opposed its rise to power. 
Obviously, we cannot condone the appalling 
cost, in human life and suffering, of the 
Chinese Revolution. Yet, in many other cases, 
we have recognized revolutionary regimes, 
especially when the period of revolutionary 
excess has passed. Even in the case of the 
Soviet Union, the United States waited only 
16 years to normalize relations with the 
revolutionary government. 

Unfortunately, we have tended to focus ex
clusively on the costs of the Chinese revo
lution. We have ignored the historical con
ditions that evoked i•t and the social and 
economic gains it produced. We have ignored 
the fact that the Nationalists also engaged 
in repressive measures and deprivations of 

freedom, not only during their tenure on 
the mainland, but also on Taiwan. We ha,.ve 
created a false image of a struggle between 
"Free China" and "Red China," between 
good and evil. Given our current perspec
tive and the greater understanding of revo
lutionary change that has come with time, 
we can now afford a more dispassionate and 
accurate review of the Chinese Revolution. 

Finally, there is the charge that the Com
munist regime is an expansionist power. At 
the bottom, it is this view that has given rise 
to our containment policy in Asia, with 
the enormous sacrifices it has entailed. The 
charge that the Communist regime is expan
sionist has meant different things at dif
ferent times. On occasion, American spokes
men have conjured up the image of a "Gol
den Horde" or "Yellow Peril" that would 
swoop down over Asia. Today, moSit leaders 
in Washington employ more responsible 
rhetoric, and it is the Russians who per
petuate this image of China. 

Virtually no experts on China expect Pe
king to commit aggression, in the conven
tional sense of forcibly occupying the terri
tory of another country-as the Soviet Union 
recently occupied Czechoslovakia. Such ac
t ion is in accord with neither past Chinese 
actions nor present Chinese capabilities. De
spite their ideological bombast, the Chinese 
Communists have in fact been ' extremely 
cautious about risking military involvement 
since the Korean War. The Quemoy crises of 
the 1950's and the 1962 clash with India 
were carefully limited engageme~ts . The 
struggle over Tibet is widely regarded as a 
reassertion of traditional Chinese jurisdiction 
over that remote area. China has not used 
force to protect the overseas Chinese in the 
disturbances in Burma, Malaysia, or Indo
nesia. Her navy and air force are small. She 
can neither transport her troops nor sup
ply them across the long distances and dif
ficult terrain of a prolonged war of aggres
sion. 

Obviously, our concern todiay is not so 
much the danger of direct Ohinese aggres
sion as the u.anger of indirect aggression, 
based on Chinese efforts to subvert existing 
government s and replace them With gov
ernments friendly to Peking. Yet, until Viet
na.tn led to our massive involvement in 
Southeast Asia, Peking enjoyed only very lim
ited success in its attempts to foster "wars 
of national liberation." Although China of 
course will claim to play a role wherever 
politioaJ. instability occurs in Asia, Africa 
01nd even Latin America, its record of sub
version is unimpressive. On the basis o.f the 
past, it is very likely that nations whose goiv
ernments work for equality and social jus
tice for their people will be able to overcome 
any threat of Chinese subversion. 

Furthermore, we can expect that time will 
moderate Ohina.'·s revolutionary zeal. Experi
ence with the Soviet Union and the Eastern 
Eu.l'lopean Communist nations S1Uggests that 
the more fully China is broug'ht into the 
world community, the greater will be the 
pressure to behave like a nation-state, rather 
than a revolutionary power. 

Ironically, it is CommUiliist C'h.inia's former 
teacher, the Soviet Union, that is now deter
mined! to prevent any moderaition of Ohi.nese
American hostility. We cannot accept at fiace 
v&ue the current Soviet· image of China, 
for the Soviets have far ditierent interests · 
in Asia. than we do. Although we mUSlt persist 
in our efforts to oohieve wider agreement with 
Moscow, we mu.st not allow the Russians to 
make continuing hostility toward Pekin:g the 
price of future Soviet-American cooperation. 
Rlaither than retaird our relations with Mos
cow, a. Washington-Pekil.ng thaw might well 
provide the Soviet Union with a badly needed 
1ncenotive to improve relations with us. 

We mu.st not, however, regard relations 
with Pektng and Moscow as an "either/or" 
pl"oposition. We must strive to improve rela
tions Wil.th both. We must be alert, therefore, 

to any opportunity otiered by the escalating 
hostility between China and the ·Soviet Union 
to ease our own tensions with those nations. 

Both of us--Chinese and Americans alike 
-are prisoners 'Of the passions of the past. 
What we need now, and in the decades ahead 
is liberation from those passions. Given the 
history of oux past relations with China, it 
is unrealistic to expect Peking to take the 
initiative. It is our obligation. We M"e the 
great and powerful niation, and we should 
not condition our aipproach on ,any favOT
able action or change of attitude by Peking. 
For us to begin a policy of peace would be 
a. credit fu our history and our place in the 
world todlay. To oontinue on our present 
path will lead only to further hostility, and 
the real possibility of mutuial destruction. 

Of course, we must not delude ourselves. 
Even if the United States moves toward an 
enlighted China plolicy, the foreseeable pros
pects flor modemting Chinese-American ten
sions are not bright. It is s1aid that there is 
no basis for hope so long as the current gen
eration of Communist Chinese leader's re
mains in power. This may well be true. Yet, 
Peking's invitation lrust November to resume 
the Warsaw talks, although nlow with.drawn, 
suggests the possibility that C'hina's policy 
may change more r rupLdly than outside ob
servers can now anticipate. 

We must remember, too, that the regime in 
Peking is not a monolith. As the upheavals 
of the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural 
Revolution have shown, Chinia's le,aders a.Te 
divided by donfiicting views and pressures 
for change. We m•ust seek to influence such 
ohange in a favorable direction. We can do 
so by insuring that ~easona-ble options for 
improved ~elations with the United States 
are always avaHable to Peking's moderate or 
less extreme leaders. 

The steps that we take should be taken 
sdon. Even now, the deterioration of Chinese
Soviert relations in the wake of the recent 
border dashes may be stimulating at least 
some of the leaders in Peking to re-evaluate 
their posture towaird the United States and 
provide· us with an extl"'aordinary opportunity 
to break the bonds of distrust. 

What can we d!o to hasten the next oppor
tunity? Many of us here tonight are already 
on record as favoring a more ipositive stand. 
We must actively encourage China to adopt 
the change in attitude for which we now 
simply wait. We must act now to make cleiar 
to the Chinese and to the world that the 
resplonsLbil1ty for the present impasse no 
longer lies with us. 

First, and most important, we should pro
claim our willingness to 'adoprt a new poUcy 
toward Chinar-a policy of peace, not war, a 
policy that abiandons the old slogans, em
braces today's reality, and erroourages to
morrow's possibility. We should make clear 
that we regard China as a legitimate :power 
in control of the mainlam.d, entitled to full 
participation 'as an equal member of the 
world community and to a decent regard for 
its own security. The ipolicy I •advlocate will 
in no way impede our ability to respond 
firmly and effectively to any possibility of 
attack by the Chinese. What it will do, how
ever, is emphasize to China that OUll" military 
posture is purely defensive, aind that we 
stand ready at all times to work toward im
provement in oU/l" relation. 

Second, we should attempt ·to reconvene 
the Warsaw talks. At the time the talks were 
cancelled, I wrote the Sec.retary of State, ask
ing the Adm!1nistrat1on to m.ake an UJrgent 
new attempt to estaiblish the contact that we 
so nearly achieved at Warsaw, and to do so 
before the air of expectancy that hung over 
the talks is CIOmplertely dissipated. If the 
talks are resumed, we should attempt to 
transform them into a more confidential and 
perha.ps more significant dialogue. The par
ties might meet on an alternating basis in 
their respective embassies, or even in their 
respective coUIIltrles, r8/t.her than in a pal,ace 
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of the Polish Government. Whether or not 
the talks aire resumed, more inf1orma1 offi
cl!al aind semi-official conversations with 
China's leiaders should be offered. 

Third, we should unilaterally do away with 
restrictions on travel and non-strategic trade. 
We should do all we can to promote ex
changes of people and ideas, through scien
tific and cultural programs and access by 
news media representatives. In trade, we 
should place China on tlie same footing as 
the Soviet Union and the Communist na
tions of Eastern Europe. We. should offer to 
send trade delegations and even a resident 
trade mission to China, and to receive Chi
nese trade delegations and a Chinese trade 
mission in this country. Finally we should 
welcome closer contacts between China and 
the rest of the world, rather than continue 
to exert pressure on our friends to isolate the 
Peking regime. 

Fourth, we should announce our willing
ness 1to re-establish the consular offices we 
maintained in the People's Republic during 
the earliest period of Communist rule, and 
we should welcome Chinese consular officials 
in the United States. Consular relations fa
cilitate trade and other contacts. They fre• 
quently exist in the absence of diplomatic 
relations, and often pave the way for the 
establishment of such relations. 

Fifth, we should strive to involve the Chi
nese in serious arms controls talks. We 
should actively encourage them to begin 1to 
participate in international conferences, and 
we should seek out new opportunities to dis
cuss Asian security and other problems. 

Sixth, we should seek, at the earliest op
portunity, to discuss with China's leaders 
the complex question of the establishment of 
full diplomatic relations. For the present, 
we should continue our diplomatic relaitions 
with the Nationalist regime on Taiwan and 
guarantee the people of that island against 
any forcible takeover by the mainland. To 
Peking at this time, the question of diplo· 
matic recognition seems to be unavoidably 
linked to the question of whether we will 
withdraw recognition from the Nationalists 
and the question of whether Tai wan is part 
of the territory of China. Both the Commu
nists and the Nationalists claim Taiwan as 
part of China, but our own government re
gards the status of the island as undefined, 
even though we maintain diplomatic rela
tions with the Nationalists. 

We have failed to agree on solutions in
volving other divided countries and peoples
as in Germany-and we cannot be confident 
of greater success in the matter of Taiwan. 
There are critical questions that simply can
not be answered: 

Will the minority regime of the Chinese 
Nationalists continue to control the island's 
Taiwanese population? 

Will the Taiwanese majority eventually 
transform the island government through 
the exercise of self-determination? 

Will an accommodation be worked out 
between a future Taiwan Government and 
the Peking regime on the mainland? 

To help elicit Peking's interest in negotia
tions, we should withdraw our token Ameri
can military presence from Taiwan. This de
militarization of Taiwan could take place 
at no cost to our treaty commitments, or to 
the security of the island. Yet, it would help 
to make clear to Peking our desire for the 
Communists, the Nationalists, and the Tai
wanese to reach a negotiated solution on the 
status of the island. 

A dramatic step like unilateral recognition 
of Peking would probably be an empty ges
ture at this time. As the experience of France 
implies, unilateral recognition of Peking is 
not likely to be effective unless it is accom
panied by the withdrawal of our existing 
r .ecognition of the Nationalists. And, as the 
case of Great Britain suggests, Peking may 
insist on our recognition of the mainland's 

claim to Taiwan before allowing us to es
tablish full ambassadorial relations. These 
problems will have to be negotiated, and we 
should move now to start the process. 
' Seventh, without waiting for resolution of 
the complex question of Taiwan, we should 
withdraw our opposition to Peking's entry 
into the United Nations as the representa
tive of China, not only iin the General As
sembly, but also in the Security Council and 
other organs. The Security Council seat was 
granted to China in 1945 in recognition of a 
great people who had borne a major share of 
the burden in World War II, thereby making 
the United Nations possible. It was not a 
reward for the particular political group that 
happened to be running the country at the 
time. 

In addition, we should work, within the 
United Nations to attempt to assure repre
sentation for the people on Taiwan that will 
reflect the isliand's governmental status. It 
may be that the Chinese Nationalists can 
continue to enjoy a seat in the General As
sembly. Or, if an independent republic of 
Taiwan emerges, it might be admitted into 
the United Nations as a new state. Possibly, 
if a political accommodation is reached be
tween the Communist regime on the main
land and the government on Taiwan, the 
people of Taiw1an might be represented in 
the United Nations as an autonomous unit 
of China, by analogy to the present status 
of Byelorussi1a and the Ukraine in the United 
Nations as autonomous provinces of the 
Soviet Union. 

From its inception, the United Nations 
has displayed remarkable flexibility in ad
justing to political realities. There are many 
possible solutions to the China problem in 
the United Nations. Without insisting on 
any one, we should move now to ;free the 
United Nations to undertake the long-de
layed process of adjusting to the reality of 
the People's Republic of China, ·and we 
should clearly indicate to Peking our w1lling
ness to discuss these questions. 

In dealing with the problems of diplomat
ic recognition and United Nations represen
tation, I have placed primary emphasis on 
the need to initiate discussions with Peking 
in these areas. Since it is impossible to 
predict when or how the Chinese ,will re
spond to a change in American policy, we 
cannot maintain a hard and fast position on 
these questions. We cannot afford to close 
any options by endorsing detailed schemes 
at this time. What we can do, however, is act 
now on the broad rang.e of initiatives I have 
mentioned, and make clear to Peking that 
our views are not rigid on even the most dif
ficult issues that have divided us so bit
terly in recent years. 

We will have to be patient. Peking's ini
tial r·eaction to serious initiatives on our 
part will probably be a blunt refusal. But, 
by laying the groundwork now for an im
proved relationship in the Seventies and 
beyond, we will ,be offering the present and 
future leaders in Peking a clear and attrac
tive alternative to the existing impasse in 
our relations. 

Many outstanding authorities on China are 
here tonight. Perhaps I can sum up my cen
tral theme in terms that you may find aip
propriate. According to Chinese tradition, the 
model Confucian gentleman was taught that, 
whenever involved 'in a dispute, he should 
first examine his own 1behavior, ask himself 
whether he hears some responsibility for the 
dispute, and take the initiative to try to 
arrive a a harmonious settlement. 

It may prove futile for us to follow this 
advice when dealing with Chinese who claim 
to reject many of China's great traditions. 
But we will never know unless we try. If 
nothing changes, we Americans will have 
to live with the consequences of arms and 
fear ,and war. We owe ourselves, we owe the 
future, a heavy obligation to try. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
30-REPORT OF AN ORIGINAL 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION AU
THORIZING THE PRINTING OF A 
STUDY ENTITLED "SOVIET SPACE 
PROGRAMS, 1966-70" 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, reported the following concurrent 
resolution, which was ordered to be 
placed on the calendar: 

S. CoN. REs. 30 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring) , 'Ilhiat rthe study en
title'd "Soviet Space Program, 1966-70", pre
pared for the use of the Senate Committee 
on Aeronautical a.nd Space Sciences by the 
Oongressional Research SerVlice with the co
operation of the Law Library, Library of 
Congress, be printed with illu.strations as a 
Senate dooumenrt, and :that there be priruted 
three thousand additional copies of such 
document for :the use of that committee. 

ADDITtIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTIONS 

S. RES. 98 

At the request of Mr. BAIYH, the Sena
tor from Florida <Mr. CHILES) was added 
as a cosponsor of Senate Resolution 98, 
relating to a proposed Asset Deprecia
tion Range System. 

S. RES. 133 

At the request of Mr. TOWER, the 
Sena!tor from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 133, relating to certain rulings of 
the Supreme Court and the busing of 
children to attain 'balancing of children 
in public educational institutions. 

SUGAR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1971-
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 162 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Finance.) 

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <H.R. 8866) an act to amend and 
extend the provisions of the Sugar Act of 
1948, as amended, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT No. 163 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Finance.) 

SOUTH AFRICA SUGAR QUOTA SHOULD BE 

ABOLISHED 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk 1an amendment to H.R. 8866, 
the Sugar Act of 19-71, now pending be
fore the Senate Finance Committee. I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

AMENDMENT No. 163 
On page 7, line 7, strike out line 7 and 

insert the following: 
propoctil.onately. 

"(D) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C), for the calen
dar year 1972 and subsequent years there
after, the proration for South Africa shall 
be zero per centum and the prorations for 
the other countries named iln paragraphs 
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(A), (B), and (C), shall be increased. pro· 
portionately."; and 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, this 
amendment would delete from the bill 
the figure of 60,003 short tons of sugar 
representing the full quota and prora
tions for South Africa iand reallocate the 
same to other foreign countries desig
nated in the bill to receive quotas. 

The question involved is not whether 
we sihould discontinue diplomatic rela
tions with South Africa or cease to trade 
with them. The question is whether or 
not we should express our special favor 
for this country by ·bestowiing UJPOn them 
a special valuaJble subsidization, in effect, 
of their sugar indusrtry and economy. 

South Africa practices racism as con
scious national policy. 

Morality need not stop at the wiaters 
edge. America should operate, both in 
the domestic realm and lin foreign mat
ters, on the basis of the idealism which 
we profess. 

American prestige in the world has 
never been the result of its military 
might, the strength of its arms. Rather, 
it is our moral example, the degree to 
which we will live up to our professed 
belief in the innate worth and value of 
every human being, that will cause us to 
have influence with others. 

Either we do or we do not believe, as 
John Donne did, that each of us is a part 
of mankind and mankind is a part of 
each of us. 

If we are truly to ground our policy in 
some basic sense of right and ·wrong, we 
should not congenially clasp to the bosom 
of our approval and special favor such 
governments as that presently in power 
in South Africa. Adherence to our ideals 
requires that we show positive disap
proval of the law and official Policy of the 
Republic of South Africa which denies 
fundamental equality to black people. 

It may not always be possible to draw 
exact lines of morality in every single in
ternational situation. But morality's tone 
and practice should clearly permeate our 
policy. And, at the very least, a clear-cut 
line can be drawn in respect to a govern
ment which officially forces the subjuga
tion of one race by another. 

That line can and must be drawn, 
therefore, against providing a special 
sugar quota for the Republic of South 
Africa. 

tive duty strengths for fiscal year 1972; 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 165 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. COOK (for himself, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. EAGLETON, and Mr. HARTKE)' sub
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to H.R. 6531, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 166 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. CHILES submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
H.R. 6531, supra. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON IMPACT 
OF NUMERICAL CONTROL 

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, notice 
is hereby given that the Subcommittee 
on Science and Technology of the Sen
ate Small Business Committee will con
duct hearings to explore the subjecrt of 
the new technology of numerical control 
and its importance to the small business 
community at 9: 30 a.m. on June 24, 1971, 
in the Senate caucus room. 

As Members of this body may rbe aware, 
numerical control is a process of guiding 
machines by computer tape rather than 
by hand. By tms technique each item 
produced is exactly identical to every 
other item. Whole industries such as 
automobiles and aircraft are now in the 
process of switching to a numerical con
trol basis. Therefore, if small subcontrac·
tors to businesses in these industries do 
not change very rapidly, they will find 
themselves excluded in these fields. 

Over a year ago, the Select Committee 
on Small Business requested that the 
Small Business Administration prepare 
a presentation allowin.g small firms 
throughout the country to learn of these 
developments, so they could use them ·as 
profit apportunities rather than have 
their major accounts and perha'PS even 
their existence terminated. As far as I 
know, no committee of Con.gress has 
heretofore looked into this subject, and I 
am pleased that my subcommittee will be 
able to open up these matters for the 
information of the Senate and the puiblic, 
as well as make a record which I hope 
will be helpful to smaller firms through
out the country. 

Anyone having an interest in the sub
ject matter of the hearing may contact 
the subcommittee staff, Mr. Herbert L. 
Spira, counsel, Senate Small Business 
Committee, room 424 Old Senate Office 
Building, Wash'ington, D.C. 20510; tele
phone 225-849"0. 

Mr. President, I intend to press my 
amendment to delete this quota, now 
contained in H.R. 8866, during the con
sideration of this bill in the Senate Fi
nance Committee, of which I am a mem
ber. Failing there, I intend to pursue this 
matter on the floor of the Senate, and 
I seek the cosponsorship and support of 
Senators in this important undertaking. ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE MILI':DARY SELECTIVE SERVICE THE WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIR-
ACT-AMENDMENT PORT-THREE DECADES OF SERV-

AMENDMENT NO. 164 ICE TO THE NATION'S CAPITAL 
(Ordered to be printed and to lie on Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, 30 

the table.) years ago today a new era in transporta-
Mr. SAXBE submitted an amendment tion was launched with the opening of 

intended to be proposed by him to H.R. Washington National Airport. This im-
6531, an act to amend the Military Se- portant facility is now one of the busiest 
lective Service Act of 1967; to increase and most important airports in the 
military pay; to authorize military ac- world, providing the National Capital 

with convenient air connections to all 
parts of the United States. 

The concept of Washington National 
Airport was regarded as visionary when 
development began with the intense in
terest and support of President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt. The foresight of those re
sponsible for creating this airport has 
been proved valid time after time over 
the past 30 years. 

Today a ceremony was held at the 
airport marking the 30th birthday of 
Washington National Airport. I was 
honored by being invited to deliver the 
30th anniversary address and shared the 
program with a number of people who 
have made important contributions to 
National Airport and aviation in general. 

The observance was attended by sev
eral hundred people, including former 
administrators of the Federal Aviation 
Administration and managers of Wash
ington National Airport. 

The importance of the airPort to the 
entire metropolitan area was shown by 
the participation of Hon. George P. 
Shafran, Arlington, county delegate to 
the Virginia General Assembly, who in
troduced the distinguished guests, and 
Gov. Linwood Holton, of Virginia, who 
made the opening remarks. 

Dr. Joseph L. Fisher, chairman of the 
Arlington County Board, presented a 
commemorative plaque to Hon. John 
H. Shaff er, administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, which operates 
Washington National Airport. 

Administrator Shaffer then conferred 
the FAA's Award for Extraordinary 
Service on Capt. Edward V. Rickenback
er, one of our Nation's most renowned 
war heroes and a leader in aviation de
velopment for many, many years. The 
citation that accompanied the medal 
said: 

Award for extraordinary service to Capt. 
Ed.ward V. (Eddie) Rickenbacker, whose dis
tinguLshed contributions to every segment 
of Americalll aviation have ha.d a direct bear· 
ing on this Nation's preeminence in aero· 
nautioal •leadership. His service to his Gov· 
ernment, the aviation community, rand the 
American public warrants 1thls Nation's deep· 
est gratitude and admiration. 

Mr. President, Washington National 
Airport is an exceedingly impartant link 
in our national transportation network 
and I so stressed in my speech. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of my 
address be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
ANNIVERSARY ADDRESS 011' SENATOR JENNINGS 

RANDOLPH, WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 
30TH ANNIVERSARY CEREMONIES, WASHING· 
TON NATIONAL AIRPORT, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 
16, 1971, 11 A.M. 

WASHINGTON NATIONAL AmPORT IS 30 YEARS 
YOUNG 

It is a plies.sure to have a pairt in this 30th 

anniversary observance. I recall that when I 
first came to Congress, in the very early nine· 
teen-thirties, the location of an a.1.rport to 
serve 'bhe Nation's OapitM was being vigor
ously debated.. The old Washington-Hoover 
a1r1port, on the site where thle Pentagon 
stands, accommodated whalt few air opera· 
tions .there were, but it was clear thaJt new 
or at least better airport fachlities were n.eed· 
ed. There was a great dea.1 of disagreement, 
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however, on where a new fieild should ·be sit
uated. 

In that sense, times haven'•t changed. I 
don't know of any airport decisions that 
has come quickly, or easily. And yet, once 
a decision is made and an airport ls built, 
there is scarcely an instance when the people 
of that locality have not wondered how they 
get along Without the services the airport 
affords. 

It has been no different with Washington 
Naitional. Debate continued off and on for 
nearly 12 years, and 36 separate bills dealing 
with an ail'pOrt for the National Oapital area 
were introduced dn Oongress, beginilling with 
the first l!and acquisition proposail in Febru
ary 1927. In June of that year, a study by 
the National Capital Parks and Pllanilling 
Oommission concluded that the mud fiats 
along the Potomac at the Gravelly Point airea. 
:represented ian "attractive" site for consid
eration. It is interesting that the location 
was opposed by some on the grounds itlb.at 
ovier-water approaches and departures were 
"too dangerous", while the noise-absorbing 

_ advallltaige of the peninsular site appairently 
did not figure in the decision. The some 680 
acres of aJ.riport land 1.niolude 20 million cubic 
yards of "fill." The adrport •b<mndartes stm 
embrace 170 acres of the Pdtomac River. 

Since the ai~on opened in 1941, some 122 
miillJ.ion people have arrived or depair.ted 
Washington by way Of National Ai~rt. And 
for 25 Of lits 30 yea.rs, air.port revienues have 
exceeded the costs Of its operaition. It also 
has been a moneymaker and a provider of 
jobs for the community at la.rge. Washing
ton Naitional represents a. major "dndustry" 
for Northern Virginia, employing 8,400 peo
ple and suppor:ting an annual payroll of 
$86 million (1970). 

The value of Washington National, how
ever, runs much deeper. For many people 
of our Nation, the airport is a gateway to 
their capital city. The reasons the Gravelly 
Point site prevailed over other alternatives 
in the first place-its convenience and ac
cessibility--still apply, and the close-in lo
cation of this airport is a big travel and time 
advantage for millions of people. I am aware 
that some persons argue that this airport 
has had its day ... that its location makes 
it poorly suited to the jet age. 

Jack Shaffer said it well when he pointed 
out that " ... what is reputed to be in the 
'public interest' is often rather narrowly de
fined"-and he was referring in ·this in
stance to "those few offended by an airport, 
when its value should be measured at least 
equally in terms 'of those it benefits." 

National Airport has benefited hosts of 
people, directly and indirectly, during its 
30 years. The 460,000 passengers handled 
there in 1942, National's first year of opera
tion, or the 9.7 million passengers who used 
the airport last year, are only part of the 
story. In a strictly economic sense, National 
Airport employees paid more than $3.3 mil
lion in state and local taxes; the airlines, 
Government, and concession operators spent 
more than $26 m1llion in the local metro
politan area; and the $250 million Crystal 
City corridor owes its development, in part, 
to the stimulus of National Airport as a 
transportation hub. 

We are here to wish National Airport a 
happy 30th birthday. But let me remind you 
that it's not how old an airport is, but rather 
how young it is that really counts. Maybe it 
would be f.ashionable not to trust any airport 
over 30, but in the case of National we have 
an air facility better equipped to serve the 
public, safely and efficiently, than at any 
other time in its history. 

No manager has ever thought National is 
big enough. When the main terminal was 
built, those ·in charge of construction were 
so sure it would be a "white elephant" that 
they cut 300 feet off the north end, claim
ing there would never be enough traffic to fill 

it. Since then, WNA has been more or less 
under constanrt construction. In the last four 
years, terminal space has been increased 60 
percent, with the addition of the improve
ments made by Allegheny, Branift', Delta, Na
tional and Northeast airlines plus the beauti
ful new American, Northwest and TWA fac11-
it1es-whioh together represent an added in
vestment of nearly $14 million. 

Washington National 'has fulfilled the tests 
of a good airport. Dur.Ing Congressional de
liberations in the thirties, Eddie Rickenback
er testified that a well-conceived airport will 
"take care of the transport operations of a 
community for many years to come." 

Charles Lindbergh said a major considera
tion of any airport should be its "accessib111ty 
to the people it serves." 

Convenience, accessibility, capacity for 
growth, adaptability, safety: Washington Na
tional has satisfied an the consumer require
ments for a good airport. It is nonetheless a 
source of irritation to its immediate neiigh
bors and some of those who live beneath the 
flight corridors. We in Government as well 
as the captains of ·the aviation industry are 
not unmindful of our joint responsib111ty to 
soften the sounds of ai·r transportation and 
to clear :the air of jet smoke as rapidly and as 
fully as possible. Real progress is being made 
in these areas, and the results will be evi
dent long before this airport has outlived lits 
usefulness. 

Washington National might have been 
built near Camp Spr.tngs, one of the eight lo
cations under consider.ation. That site was 
overruled, mainly because the nine-mile dis
tance from the capital made it "too far out." 
In deciding in favor of Gravelly Point, how
ever, President Roosevelt commented that 
"because of the importance of air traffic to 
and from the District of Columbia, it is not 
inconceivable that the Government of the 
United States could well afford two air fields." 

Today we have not just two, ·but three 
commercial airports serving the greater 
Washington area. Each has its merits, and 
each has rich potential for the air tl'lansport 
needs of the future. National, however, is an 
old friend to me, as it must ·be to many of 
you. I suggest that it is not a crime for an 
airport to ·be "too close" or "too far," •but it 
seems that few airports today are the right 
distance to satisfy anyone. As we progress 
with our airport and overall transportation 
development programs over the years ahead, 
rapid surface aocess syst·ems coupled with 
compatible land use concepts Will make re
mote ai~arks a virtue, while special pur
poses-such as reliever or S'IX>I;port uses
may be the destiny for many o.f today's 
"downtown" airports. 

Like most air.ports, Washington National 
has lived in a state of dynamic change since 
its inception. While its •face has 'been lifted 
numerous times and its configuration re
peatedly altered to keep apace of the growth 
in civil aV'iation, WNA remains stellidrfast as 
a vital cog in the transportation system link
ing the people of our Nation with their 
Capital. 

For my friends in the press, "30" signifies 
the end of a story. For many people, 30 years 
of service marks retir·ement age. But !or this 
airport, it is neither the end of a. story nor 
time for retirement. A blueprint for the Na
ti-anal Airport of the eighties is already i'n the 
making. In fact, in terms of making this air
port a 1better nei.ghbor, a greater community 
asset, and an ever more responsive servant of 
the flying public, the big story of Washing
ton National may be just beginning. 

LAWRENCE WELK 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, North 

Dakotans have al ways been proud of the 
successes of their sons and daughters in 
all walks of life. 

One of the best known and certainly 
most successful of these is the interna
tionally known mus!cian, Lawrence Welk. 
He is the best known and most beloved 
citizen of North Dakota. 

The amazing career of this man has 
been an inspiration to untold millions. I 
personally feel that the foundation for 
his successes lies in his strong sense of 
moral responsibility and his dedication 
to helping his fellowman. 

In a recent issue of Christian Eco
nomics, an article by Lawrence Welk was 
featured in which he outlines some of 
his personal views on the need for sharing 
our individual talents and skills and the 
potential this holds, not onl:1 for the in
dividual, but society as a whole. 

Lawrence Welk has "discovered" many 
great musicians and singers. I feel, after 
reading this article, that the word dis
cover could better be replaced with "in
spired." Welk's formula, in action, gives 
people confidence in themselves and their 
work. This in turn extends to their asso
ciations in business and social life. 

I feel the thoughts expressed by Mr. 
Welk in this article are of such great 
importance that they would be of in
terest to every Member of the Senate. I 
ask unanimous consent that this article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

as follows: 
SPOTLIGHT ON YOUTH: A FAMILY PLAN 

FOR BUSINESS 

When the newest member of our musical 
organization, young Mary Lou Metzger, 
stepped into t h e spotlight to sing "No, No, 
Nanette" on one of our recent weekly broad
cast s, it was m ore than just a regular pro
duction number .. . and if you had been 
in the studio that evening you would have 
seen why. Every other singer and dancer in 
our company was crowded into the wings, 
watching proudly as she sang, and they burst 
into delighted applause when she finished. 
Our producer, Jim Hobson, our musical di
rector George Cates, and every member of 
the band was beaming broadly too. So was I. 
Each one of us in the organization was as 
pleased as if we had sung the song ourselves, 
and in a sense we had-because Mary Lou's 
performance that night was the culmination 
of the year-long training and encourage
ment she had received from every member 
of our group ... and her triumph was our 
triumph too. It was a dramatic demonstra
tion of the power and effectiveness of our 
training and development program ... a 
system which has worked so remarkably well 
for us that we have not only been able to 
achieve one goal after another over the years, 
but we have also developed. such closeness 
and affection for each other that when our 
show was dropped by the ABC network after 
a sixteen year run, it served only to bring 
us even closer together, and more confi
dently ahead lnto the much wider field of 
syndicated television, determined to make a 
success of this newest venture. I have no 
doubts about the outcome of this at all, 
because I know from experience that the 
men and women in our musical family have 
learned ... through this unique work-pro
gram of ours . . . just how to utilize their 
talents to the fullest. I know also that they 
give every ounce of themselves to every per
formance, and that they back up their talent 
with solid character. Under those conditions 
.. failure is impossible! 

SHARING 

President Kennedy once said, "Ask not 
what your country can do for you. Ask what 
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you can do for your country." And the Bible 
says, "Give, and i-t shall be given unto you." 
Both statements express a basic law of life 
... "What is given out-returns in kind" 
... and it is upon this precept that our 
entire training and development program 
has been built. It is based primarily on the 
concept of sharing . . . sharing not only in 
the accepted economic sense, but also in the 
broader sense of sharing one's self, his 
talents, knowledge, his care and concern. I 
can best describe and explain exactly how 
our system works by using Mary Lou as an 
example, since her experience so closely 
parallels that of all our other performers. 

A year ago this pretty youngster came in 
t.o audition for us. She was very young, just 
seventeen, and her voice had not been de
veloped properly, but I recognized a basic 
quality immediately and I was impressed 
with her freshness and enthusiasm. Also, I 
realized after talking with her, that she came 
from a family which had given her sound 
moral training. We discussed her dreams of 
a musical career, and I finally told her she 
could work with us as an apprentice, appear
ing in group numbers and learning as much 
as she could from practical experience. "But 
I can't promise you any solos," I told her. 
"We'll have to wait and see how things work 
out for you." 

Mary Lou eagerly agreed, and she enrolled 
immediately in our training ~ogram. Our 
choreographer and assistant producer, Jack 
Imel, began to work with her on stage tech
niques, and he reported that she was 
naturally talented as a dancer. Our arrangers 
curt Ramsey, S. K. Grundy, and Joe Rizzo, 
along with musical director, George Oates, 
worked to help her find her range, and the 
type of songs she could do best. The wardrobe 
and makeup people also began experimenting 
with different types of makeup and oostum
ing, helping Mary Lou develop her own eye 
as to what looked best on her. I had her 
sing for our audience at the Palladium where 
I could watch her performance closely, and 
then I advised her as to her technique and 
phrasing, and the best way to present her 
songs. All of us evaluated her progress from 
time to time, and I remember with amuse
ment when producer Jim Hobson said 
thoughtfully, "Lawrence, I agree with you, 
she has potential. She's enthusiastic, she 
has good ideas ... and she oon walk!" (He 
was referring of course, to the fact that she 
moved grace-fully on stage, which may not 
seem like much of a talent! ... but is a 
prime requirement for any performer to 
possess.) After a few more weeks of concen
trated study, Mary Lou heirself realized that 
she needed to refine certain aspects of her 
talents, and she began to take vocal lessons 
on the side. She studied and rehearsed con
stantly. 

But the heart of our training program 
made itself felt most importantly in her rela
tionship with the other girls on the show. 
Far from resenting her or feeling any profes
sional jealousy, they undertook to show her 
all the tricks of the trade. Her immediate 
predecessor on the show, Gail Farrell, helped 
her in everry way possible, showing her around 
the studio, introducing her to all the wonder
ful techincal people backstage, chatting with 
her during lunch breaks, drawing her eve1r 
closer into the "family", just as Ralna 
English had done for Gail herself a few 
months earlier, and as Tanya Falan, Cissy 
King, Sandi and Salli and Norma Zimmer 
ha-1 done, in turn, as each one of them had 
come on the show. 

THE FAMILY PLAN 

We have deliberately cultivated this "fam
ily" concept in our organization. All of us 
unders.tand tha-t the better we work together, 
the better the show . . . and the better it 
is for each one of us. The goal is always of 
paramount importance, and although shar-

ing for that reason is simply a practical 
necessity, it tends to develop our spiritual 
sense of sharing also, so that the two facili
ties eventually intermingle and become one. 
The result is that the character traits of un
selfishness and consideration for the otheT 
person are nurtured and refined to a high 
degree. Within this framework of mutual 
consideration and friendliness, each of our 
members feels free to offer suggestions and 
criticisms, and each is recognized for what 
he is ... a human being whose own essen
tial dignity is beyond value. 

As Mary Lou continued her training, we 
began to put her in group n umbeirs. As she 
gained poise and assurance we assigned her 
one or two solo lines. She and Gail sang a 
duet on the Christmas show. By then, we 
had detected an unusual ":flirty" ft.air in her 
voice, somewhat reminiscent in fee.Ung and 
style of the kind of thing Helen Kane and 
Wee Bonnie Baker used to do during the 
twenties and the forties. 

Everything came into focus a few months 
later when I was playing in a golf tourna
ment in Phoenix, and I received a phone call 
from Irving Berlin in New York. "Lawrence," 
he said "there's a reviv·al of 'No No Nanette' 
on Broadway right now and it's a tremen
dous hit. The music would be perfect for 
you. Make an album right away." 

When I got back to Los Angeles I called 
my record producer Randy Wood only to find 
he also had the score already and was most 
anxious for me to make the album too! We 
went right to work. 

I decided then to see if Mary Lou could 
handle the lead song of Nanette. It seemed 
to me the range was right and the mood was 
right. 

She took the song and worked very hard at 
home and then ... with the confidence and 
professional skill born of her months of 
training and encouragement . . . she came 
into the recording studio and sang the song 
exactly right! In fact, her rendition in the 
album was such a hit that we were forced to 
release a single record. That year of concen
.trated training, development and self-disci
pline has paid off . . . and Mary Lou was 
finally able to appear in a full-ft.edged pro
duction number on national television, sing
ing with the sparkle and assurance necessary 
to perform for a nationwide audience. She 
had made the grade . . . and it was a source 
of deep satisfaction to us all. 

HOW IT WORKS 

As you can see by this sketchy outline, the 
basis of our development program for the 
young is an apprentice-training system, 
which is not a new idea in itself . . . but one 
which we have embellished and expanded in 
two very significant ways. First, we have de
liberately fostered a spirit of affection and 
mutual concern, as we work together to 
achieve a goal beneficial to us all. And sec
ond, we all share proportionately in the suc
cess of our efforts. 

Years ago we established a profit-sharing 
plan for everyone who works in Teleklew. 
(Teleklew is the corporate name for all our 
enterprises-TELE being an abbreviation for 
television and KLEW being Welk spelled 
backwards.) We considered several different 
plans but finally adopted the one we felt 
offered the most to our employees. At the 
end of every fiscal year, Ted Lennon, uncle of 
the Lennon Sisters and one of my chief busi
ness advisors, oversees the investment of up 
to fifteen percent of our total yearly payroll. 
This money, all of which is provided by man
agement, is turned over to financial experts 
who see that it is invested to the best pos
sible advantage. The employees contribute 
no money at all, but they share in the dis
triibution of the returns, according to their 
length of employment and job status. In ef
fect, they become part-owners of the com
pany without any investment. Naturally, this 
is a powerful incentive ... because the 

more successful the company . . . the more 
successful they are. 

THE KEY 

It is the combination of these various fac
tors which is the key to the success of this 
plan. First . . . the training, which develops 
the talents and character of both trainee 
and teacher. Second ... the team spirit, 
which grows as employer and employees 
strive to reach a mutually rewarding goal. 
And third ... ·~he sharing of profits as we 
successfully achieve each of our goals. This 
is a system which stresses the positive rather 
than the negative, and encourages and re
wards excellence of achievement, and it has 
filled all of us with such dedication and 
spirit that it has literally changed our lives! 

WHAT THIS PLAN CAN DO FOR YOU 

If you are an employer I cannot urge you 
strongly enough to give our system a fair 
chance. You'll find your employees will work 
with and for you at their top potential, with 
tremendous enthusiasm. If you hesitate, be
cause you wonder about sharing profits, I 
can only tell you that your profits will in
crease, becaus,e you will make far more from 
the efforts of a group of dedicated employees 
who really care, than you will from those 
who are working only for a pay check. You 
will find that not only will your profits 
rise . . . but your own spirits and those of 
everyone else in your organization too. 

If you are a prospective employee I would 
urge the same thing. You'll get a share in the 
profits, and a voice in the direotion your 
company is taking. You'll be recognized as 
an important individual, and I have noticed 
that the self-confidence and quiet inner as
surance which this plan develops in our 
people radiates out and touches the lives of 
every other person with whom they come in 
contact. It's like dropping a pebble in a. 
stream, with waves of trust and good will 
spreading out in ever-widening circles. For 
both empl!oyer and employee there is a won
derful feeling of cooperation and friendship 
replacing the traditional gaps of antagonism 
and suspicion. 

The consumer benefits too, since the qual
ity of any product or service produced by this 
method is always higher ... and so the 
consumer gets more for his money, 

The government will benefit tremendously 
because the widespread establishment of this 
kind of organization will help get people off 
welfare rolls and into productive lives of 
their own-giving instead of taking-becom
ing producers instead of parasites. This will 
reduce taxes for all of us, combat infiation 
and improve the general economy. Unions 
will benefit too, because an apprentice-train
ing program, used in fields where it does not 
now exist . . . such as in the arts and pro
fessions . . . will train thousands of highly 
skilled new professionals. In my own field 
of music, I believe there will be an added 
bonus. America is a nation that truly loves 
music, and a revival of the dance bands, 
staffed by musicians who really care about 
pleasing their audiences ... (something 
they would certainly learn under our train
ing program!) . . . could bring back the 
kind of great bands we had during the 
thirties and forties. This in turn would bring 
back ballrooms and allied businesses . . . 
and all of this would be of great help to 
the unions too. 

Most important of all, the entire nation 
would benefit because our program tends to 
develop the highest potential and character 
and sense of responsibility of every partici
pant. The stronger each one of us ... 
the stronger and better our nation. It can
not help but help us all. 

OUR GREATEST NATURAL RESOURCE 

I am thinking in particular of ·our young 
people. Our young Americans ... our great
est natural resource ... have in many cases 
been left floundering, looking hopelessly for 
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some kind of meaning and purpose to their 
lives. They have been rioting on college 
campuses, engaging in senseless violence, re
sorting to drugs or sexual permissiveness. In 
the past two years alone, the venereal dis
ease rate in this country has reached epi
demic proportions. Half of all victims are 
under the age of twenty-four. These statistics 
are shocking and depressing, and we hear 
them over and over. What we need is a pro
gram aimed at preventing this kind of thing 
from happening in the first place, instead 
of spending millions of dollars trying to re
pair damages after they have occurred. OUr 
training and development plan can answer 
this need. 

I personally have great faith in our young 
people. Most of them want to live happy and 
worthwhile lives ... they just don't know 
where to begin. Part of the blame falls on 
us elders. Many family units have broken 
down. Divorces tear families wide open. In 
many disadvantaged segments of our society 
there has too often been no marriage to start 
with, and youngsters are left to roam the 
street~ with no supervision at all. It is sad 
and somehow ironic that the children and 
young people who suffer most are those at 
opposite ends of the economic spectrum . . . 
those who have too little, and those who 
have too much. In one case there's not 
enough money to insure that a child will have 
someone at home to love and guide him, give 
him ideals to nurture his spirit, see that he 
has clothes to wear and enough to eat. At the 
other end is the child who is given so much 
of everything ... without being asked for 
anything in return ... that he loses all 
sense of personal responsibility. Eventually, 
nothing means anything to him. Affluence 
can be as much of a problem as poverty. 
Bishop Fulton Sheen has remarked that one 
of the principal difficulties in this country is 
the manner in which we raise our young. 
Communist countries raise their children 
with discipline but not love. We raise our 
children with love, but no discipline. The 
answer lies in a combination of the two. 
Real love produces freedom through self-dis
cipline ... and self-discipline is the high
est freedom of an. 

THE NEED TO CHANGE SOME LAWS 

Our plan recognizes this principle, and it 
is the basis on which we operate. I know from 
first-hand expeil'ience how magnificently it 
works, but I know it could work even better 
with some changes in the existing union and 
government regulations. For example, as 
anyone in the performing arts will tell you, 
trying to hire a talented youngster is so com
plicated, so tied up with red-tape that it be
comes almost an impossibility. At just the 
time in a young person's life when he is most 
eager and most teachable, we are unable to 
help him, because of the rigidity of the child 
labor laws. This is a shame, because child
hood is by far the best time to begin building 
the skills and character traits that last a 
lifetime. It is almost impossible for anyone 
to undertake a successful sports career after 
the age of twenty-one, because muscle and 
habit patterns are too firmly entrenched to 
change very much by then and, in fact, it is 
extremely difficult to undertake a successful 
career in any field after that. So it seems 
evident that if we make it complicated or 
troublesome for our young people to learn 
more about their chosen profession, then we 
run the risk of killing off their natural am
bitions and zest for life. In a sense we are 
actually educating them into a passive ac
ceptance of things the way they are, a grow
ing willingness to let somebody else do the 
job. This is a frightening prospect, and for 
this reason I urge that we amend our child 
labor laws so that any young person who 
wants to work will be given a chance to do so. 

Unions could help by establishing a grad
uated pay scale in those areas where it is 
not now available, so that more businessmen 

and the small businessman in particular 
. . . could afford to train and hire more 
young people. They could also help by 
insisting that their members perform a 
satisfactory job in return for their wages. 
Nobody ever enjoyed doing a half-hearted 
job anyway, and I think it's time we began 
awarding A's for effort. 

Samuel Gompers, the father of the labor 
unions has said: "Doing for people what they 
can and ought to do for themselves is a dan
gerous experiment. In the last analysis, the 
welfare Of the workers depends upon their 
own initiative. Whatever is done under the 
guise of philanthropy or social morality which 
in any way lessens initiative is the greatest 
crime that can be oommitted against the 
toilers. Let social busybodies and professional 
"public morals experts" in their fads reflect 
upon the perils they rashly invite under 
this pretense of social welfare." I agree. Do
ing anything to diminish a man's confidence 
in his own abilities hurts him gravely. It 
hurts us all. 

Obviously, in order to permit our training 
and development program to work to its 
greatest capacity, we need some effective new 
legislation. Lifting some of the excessive re
strictions and regulations which now ham
string employers would not only permit them 
to train and hire more young people, it would 
free us all to act more independently, and 
with greater dedication. 

That is one of the beauties of our train
ing system. It helps people explore their full 
potential and experience the thrill of accom
plishments, as Mary Lou discovered the night 
she stepped into the spotlight. Nobody will 
ever have to hold any benefits for her! She 
has learned her craft and developed the 
character traits necessary for lasting suc
cess in any field. She has learned that the 
more willingly you give . . . the more you 
grow. 

Americans always do things best on a 
voluntary basis and that is really the heart 
of our program. It must be undertaken 
freely and with the utmost good will for it to 
succeed. And it is not for everyone. It is not 
for the person who puts money first and 
human needs seoond. It requires an em
ployer who cares . . . cares enough about 
his nation and our young people to want the 
very best for them. It means he must be 
willing to share not only his profits but also 
his time . . . invest not only his money, 
but also his concern. If he is willing to do 
this, however, he will find a joy and satis
faction in life he never dreamed possible. 

THE QUALITY OF LIFE 

I believe in this plan with all my heart, 
not only because I know from experience 
what it can do, but because it is rooted in 
God's laws, and after forty-seven years in 
the world of entertainment, I know that 
these moral truths, as revealed to us in the 
Mosaic laws and the teaching of Christ, are 
as true and valid today as they were cen
turies ago. They work just as well in busi
ness as they do in our personal life. 

That is the real value of our teaching 
and sharing system. It springs from a spirit
ual source, and thus adds to the total quality 
of our lives. It brings a full measure Of com
passion and hope, feelings of usefulness and 
faith in the future ... and the joy and 
serenity that come from building a solid 
chara.cter. It helps to build life. And I know 
by now that earning a living is never enough. 
But earning a life is. 

DR. DALE PARKER'S ESSAY, "WHAT 
OUR FLAG MEANS TO ME" 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, our lives 
seem filled with the events of the day, 
every day-the Vietnam war, pollution, 

education and urban problems and many 
other areas of concern for which we are 
constantly seeking improvements. Some
times it gets easy to become fearful that 
the fabric of our land, that which sym
bolizes the greatness of our country, is 
being forgotten-or at least overlooked. 

But I am convinced that an under
standing of the real meaning and value 
of our country rests in the vast majority 
of us, because I am often exposed to some 
evidence of that fact. For instance, I have 
just had an opportunity to read an essay 
by Dr. W. Dale Parker of Titusville, Fla., 
which won the "What Our Flag Means to 
Me" competition sponsored by the Gan
nett Publishing Company of Florida. The 
essay is brief, but the message is ciear 
and sound and heartwarming. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Parker's essay be printed in the RECORD. 

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

WHAT OUR FLAG MEANS TO ME 
(NoTE.-This article, by Dr. Dale Parker 

of Titusville, Florida, was announced as the 
winner of the "What Our Flag Means to 
Me" contest sponsored by the Gannett Pub
lishing Company of Florida. The announce
ment was made May 28, 1971.) 

Our flag is a symbol of my country. It 
represents the actions and reactions of all 
Americans everywhere. I was born in his
torical Virginia and educated in Williams
burg, where tradition began. When gazing 
upon the stars and stripes I am reminded 
of Lexington, Concord, Thomas Jefferson, the 
Declaration of Independence, L·incoln's Get
tysburg Address, the Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights. 

Our flag is a symbol of my debt to my 
country. It is an inspiration to me and to 
my family. It represents the honor of citi
zenship in a great country of great people 
whose adventure and sacrifice brought us 
from a rough stone to a polished gem. 

Our flag is a symbol of the American peo
ple. It represents sacrifice, struggle, courage, 
freedom, loyalty, faith, equality, achieve
ment, peace and opportunity as well as such 
problems as pollution, drugs, poverty, lone
liness, discriinination, riots and war. It rep
resents adventure and the exploration of 
earth resources and space; of men landing 
on the moon. 

Our flag is a symbol of my home and 
family; the way we live and the help we 
give to others to make life a little easier 
and happier. It 1s a symbol of me as a hu
man individual living in a great land. I 
dream that someday I may contribute some
thing, in a small way, for the privilege 
of calling America my home. The American 
flag is our flag and my flag; the only flag in 
the world which has brought, and is still 
inspiring, faith and hope to so many Inillions 
of people all over the world. 

THE IDEOLOGICAL CRIMINAL 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the April, 

1971, edition of Court, which is published 
bimonthly by the North American 
Judges Associaition, included an article 
by Prof. William Stanmeyer of the 
Georgetown University Law Center en
titled "The Ideological Criminal." I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

(By Prof. WillLam Stanmeyer, Georgetown 
University Law Center) 

For the last eight years I have been di
rectly involved in the adademic world, and 
duri.ng that time I have seen that fMnous 
statement of Voltailre's about the rights of 
his opponents to speak pa.I"aphrased to read. 

'I disagree wi·th what you say, so I will 
defend to your death my right to sMence 
you!" 

I come here as an emissary, unfo:ritunwtely, 
from occupied territory in America's Second 
CivtJ. w~. 

And although I say ·this to enliven the dis
cussion, I feel it is accumte. The w~ is not 
between Black and White, not between . 
North and South, not between Business and 
the University, nor even between those ~bove 
30 and those below 30. It is, as I hope you 
w1ill see from the four points that follow, 
between those who ·are willing to work within 
the system of law and those who want to de
stroy the system of law; who I call "ideologi
caJ. crimin81ls." 

A NEW KIND OF CRIMINAL 

My first point is the "ideological criminal" 
or, more accurately, the ideolog1Cially-moti
vated criminal. A year and a half ago, in the 
April, 1969, issue of the American BM" As
socia.'bion Journ:al, I wrote an article entttled 
"The New Left 1and the Old Law." There I 
tried to describe the mentality of the per
son who commits a cr!J.me for a political pur
pose ·and to show how different ihe is from 
the "tradiltiona.J. criminal." For instance, the 
ideologue commits his bombings, disruptions, 
arson, even kidnapping, as part of the self
styled "Movement;" the traditional criminal 
operaJtes as a loner or part of small gangs. 

The ideologue is pold.tdoal:ized to the nth 
degree; he eats, <breathes, sleeps "raoial polii
tics." The traditional criminal, it s.ppears, is 
l1argely a-political. The 1ideologioal crdm:i.na.1. 
d•s not prdmaTily illJterested dn money, al
though ·it is useful for The Qause. He :ts .tn
terested i.n discommodmg the Esta;blish
ment. When a f.ew partisan ddeologJ.es were 
able to work their temporarHy mindless fol
lowers up to the point of 1burning a. branch 
of the Bank of America in California, their 
purpose was neither psychotic arson nor fi
nancial self-iaggrandizement: U was to de
stroy a despised symbol, one which J.n their 
own minds they had endowed with a politi
cal stgniftcance tha.t they had been taught 
to hate. 

Usually the J.deol~cai1ly-motiva.ted crimi
nal seeks maxilJ:num publicity for hts actions. 
'I1he older, .traidiit.ional crt.mina.l type p1referred 
to 11 ve unknown to the public at ~arge or 
the law enfmcement apparatus. The ideolo
gic, on the other .hand, often wants ma.xd.
mum exposure. He wants the pTess and TV 
to pilck up whtat he does---.which they do quite 
readily-;and multiply his image and .tnfiu
ence to others. He views hts aictioru; ias edu
cation811, whatever d!ireot results tlhey achdeve; 
thus we .now have a few highly-poHt1caldzed, 
I might say, self-poHticaliized, lawyers who in 
defending "r·aid:ioal" cl.ients w.Ul call a press 
conference every day of the trLal so they can 
spread their venom attacking tihe system of 
cr.iminal justice ·in everyone's Uv.ing Toom on 
the ten o'clock news. 

Inf.act, there have been cases where Lndi
vJ.dua.ls deUbemtely violated a criminal la.w
say, burglary, or defacement of .property such 
·as dl'la£t records or corpOT1ate files-just to 
tr.igger off a trlru where they would hiave a 
foruln-in the courtroom, later in the papers 
and on television~ .argue their views of the 
Vietnam war. They are usually highly in
ceillSed when "the judge wiill not permit their 
poli1tical harangues to change the tr.la.I from 
a. question of brea~ng and entering to one 
of .international war crtmes. What oort of 
graJSp of the judiciail process does the citizen 
have who thJ.nks he has a "!right" to argue 
poHtios in iany forum, even a courtroom? 

The ·ideologue wants to have confronta
tions because ·this ·is an education process by 
whiich he can draw in and recruit the un
committed. The .idea is to good police or 
school administrators OT both into some sort 
of overt physJ.cal action which ·wlll possibly 
hurt somebody-someone h:it over the head 
or caught dn a cloud of tear g~nd then 
the student on the sidel·Lnes sees the blood or 
feels the pain, :talks about it iln the dorms 
and coffee shops, and comes to realize how 
"repressive" the Estabi.tshment is. 

The ideologically-motivated a.re not really 
as interested ias you might expect, in the 
overall goals of these escapades. At Colum
bia, for example, Mark Rudd said he didn't 
care a.bout Morningside Heights, that he 
didn't even know where rthe gym was. As 
for rthe Insti·tute for Defense Analysis, a 
government-contra.ct research operation with 
perhaps half a dozen professors involved, 
Rudd said he didn't give a hoot about it
but that he used it as a pretext to get the 
students a.voused, a building seized, the cops 
called, and vio}ence to follow. 

Now when someone like me tries to point 
out the excesses of the violent radicals and 
explain their motiva.·tton-which is nothing 
less than an arrogiant .attempt to destroy this 
society--some apologist usually stands up an 
says, "You are stifling dissent"-or being 
repressive, or fascist, or whatever. The ob
jeotion, if sincere, is silly, because the 1960's 
were the Decade of Dissent, when freedom 
in many places turned to anarchy, when 
Free Speech on the steps of the B~keley 
librirury turned into Filthy Speech, when the 
violent riadicals started living their cherished 
"thoughts of Mao" by using, as Mao urges, 
the barrel of a gun to inflict their revolution 
on the rest Of us. 

But because the objection is made, though 
it is naive, it deserves a response. Simply, I 
am criticizing what the ·radicals call "re
sistance," not dissent; the violence of ia few 
in the Movement, not ithe many who want 
legitiml8.te social reform. The existence of 
particular social evils, even serious ones, 
does not make a society universally bad, any 
mOTe than a man who has ia head cold or 
even an ulcer should be executed. Nor is any 
evil in this society so great that it justifies 
murder-for rthe bombing des.th of that gra.d 
student at Wisconsin in the math building 
last summer was mw.-der~ express one's 
"protest." I am not criticizing dissent as 
such, but the perversion of it; I support 
Voltaire's origillla.l pol.nrt, not the paraphrase 
of it which I gave at the beginning. 

A QUESTION OF FAITH 

My second point is to call your attention 
to the peculi·a.r religious dimension of the 
radicial movement. The radicals have a politi
cal faith and a.ire on a grea.t religious crusade. 
Faith is something we pragmatic Amerioans 
play down. Yet it moves mountains-and 
blows up buildings. 

The Mohammedans killed the infidels not 
because Allah or God wanted the infidels 
killed but because the Mohammedans, for a 
thousand years or more, believed Allah 
wanted them killed. The Nazis in the Second 
World War killed six million Jews, not be
cause those Jews really were evil but because 
the Nazi faith made them believe the Jews 
were evil. Again, the Communists have kil'led 
countless millions, from the Berlin Wall to 
the Siberian oa.mps---some have estLmated 83 
million in 54 years-all the price of attain
ing the "classless society" which--clespite 
the total absence of any proof such a thing 
can be achieved-they believe they can a.c
compUsh. The radical movement is a kind 
of faith. It has its saints-Che Guevara, 
Mao, Lenin; its martyrs-Tom Hayden, Ber
nadine Dohrn, other student radical leaders 
pursued by the law. It has its sacred rituals, 
such as baptism-by-immersion-in-a-mob
storming-a.-building. It has its redemptive 
acts: bombing a building. It has its theolo-

glans, such as Herbert Marcuse, whose books 
I will discuss in a moment. It has its schisms 
in the ranks--cluring the last year two or 
three factions claimed to be the "real" S.D.S. 
and anathematized all rivals, even whiile try
ing to outdo them in converting-or destroy
ing-the infidels. 

I might remark to judges that in my opin
ion an ideologue who is nearly fanatical 
about his political religion wiH hardly be 
converted by 30 days in jail, if convicted of 
disorderly conduct or fomenting mob action; 
nor will five years behind bars teach him the 
error of his ways, if convicted, say, of trying 
to bomb the Dean's office or attempted arson 
at the university computer. For Inisde
meants, at least, I would recommend-and 
this is not entirely facetious-the judge sen
tence them to reading Shirer's Rise And Fall 
Of The Third Reich and Robert Conquest's 
The Great Terror (which describes the break
down of law in Stalinist Russia) and writing 
books reports thereon, meeting weekly with 
members of the Bar and non-radical stu
dents to discuss these books, and other simi
lar intellectual experiences that might teach 
them where their storm-trooper conduct 
leads. However unorthodox such a "punish
ment," the suggestion is meant to point out 
that we are dealing with a different kind of 
criminal and thus, if we would rehabilitate 
him at all, we must deal with his mental set 
or outlook. We also might look to the ca.use 
of his alienation and offer some spiritual 
antidotes. I turn to that next. 

"THE GREAT REFUSAL" 

My third ipoint is: how did they get this 
way? True, today's radicals are pa.T't of' the 
first generation which grew up nourished on 
TV and now think you can rearrange a world 
With the ease of changing ia station on the 
set. True, .also, they have been glutted ·by 
creature-coinforts if'rom the cradle to college, 
that would make ancient kings jealous. But 
these are not central to one's values and 
goals, and in themselves hardly warrant the 
near ·paranoiac conduct of 1the arsonists and 
murderers. Let me suggest, rather, a d eeper 
cause: they have been taught to hate this 
society. 

I call your attention to rthe Gospel Accord
ing .to Herbert Ma.reuse, who still teaches, 
though in his seventies, at San Diego State. 
I have a long article on his jUTispr.udence, 
such as it is, in the OctOlber 1970 i·ssue of the 
St. John's Law Review. and commend it to 
you. Briefly, Marcuse's 1964 book, One Dimen
sional Man, asserts thait American techno
logical society, by its very success in satisfy
ing material needs, is "repressive," even 
"totalttarian." Though ia Marxist, he admits 
.that unionized workers are hardly revolu
tionaries and grants that the two-class 
dichotomy that Marx ibelieved would erupt 
in revolution does not exist in the U. S. 
Rather, the entire society is absorbed, he says, 
by iaffiuence, so much so that we all-not just 
the bourgeoise--refuse to consider ·the "radi
cal alternative," we all have a vested interest 
in the status quo, we ia.11 attempt to co-opt 
dtssent •by yielding to the dissenters in trivia 
but keeping the essence of' the system the 
same. The cl·ever system i·s so repressive, he 
says, that we are controlled .by it without 
even realizing our bondage I 

What to do a·bout it? For those who have 
"learned how :to think radically," he preaches 
what he calls "The Great Refusal" or-also 
his phrase-"cul,tura.l subversion." In his 
more ·recent book, An Essay On Lilberation, 
he urges his student fullowers rto "cop out" 
of this society in every way possible: by 
promiscuous sex, to undercut and eradicate 
Puritanical moral standards; by linguistic 
perversions, using words in a different con
.text from their usual referent----suCih e.s 
repeating in !bull sessions, on the str.eeits, in 
the underground ,press, tha,t the police are 
"pigs;" in life-style, in dress, in habits, in 
social contacts, in reading, in reststing the 
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"Rules o! the Game"-the laws-which he 
says are rigged in every way possible the stu
dents must, he says, •build a 1Mological &ub
stmtum :that will make it easy to extract 
their souls f'rom society spiritually. He wants 
them to be here physically, but spiriituaUy 
be-no place. They become psy.ohologically 
rootless. I call :this a reverse-rehabilitation 
process, a ,process of selfl-allen.ation. A .person 
can "talk himself out of love" with his spouse 
by dwelling on her 1bad points, overlooking 
her good features, and concocting in his mind 
some glamorous a;lterna.t·ive-until finally 
getting a divorce 1s a foregone conclusion. 
Likewise, a student can "fall out of love" 
wirtlh his country and the values it stands !Or, 
by constantly thinking only aibou:t its bad 
.points, for.getting or never noticing its good 
rpoints, and, wi·th the he1p of a. Ma.reuse, who 
mixes up a head .potion o! one-half Marx, 
one-half Freud, stirred with revolutiollM'y 
rhetoric, swallowing untested .the idea "the 
Alternattive,'' which to achieve he must 
divorce 'himself' from society's values. 

Marcuse's .final book is more like an epistle 
than a gospel. It is called "Repressive Toler
ance,'' one of three essays in a book called, 
A Critique of Pure Tolerance. ImpaJtient with 
the slow pace o! cultural subversion, Marcuse 
constructs a rationale justifying violence: 
democracy is wrong, he says, now that the 
people cannot make reasonable--1.e., rad
ical--choices, being co-opted as they are by 
the hyper-productive technological society. 
Thus one must "withdraiw tolerance" from 
those individuals and groups in this society 
whose ideas impede "Ubera.tion"-as defined 
by Marcuse--and bestow it on only those who 
are progressive. Thus one must prevent peo
ple from speaking, 1f they would speak for 
armaments raJther than disarmament; if they 
would support warfare rather than welfare; 
1f they would oppose such "progressive" pro
posals as centralized governmental control of 
the economy or large subsidies for the poor
er amnesty for rioters. We saw this "with
drawal" of tolerance" in practice last year aJt 
Georgetown, when a score of radicals, some 
not even G.U. students, drove Mayor Alioto 
from the stage as he 'began a :talk, prevent
ing some five hundred guests from hearing 
him. The pretext, apparently, was that he 
runs the city where the civil Mandarin o! 
the West, Hayakawa, stifles dissent--3,000 
miles from Washington, but what matter? 
when you're endowed with in!alliblltty as is 
a Marcusean radical, you have a righrt, to 
silence anyone who is not prog·ressive, like 
you. 

Marcuse is only one of a number of radical 
writers who preach anarchy as a prelude to 
total destruction of this society. But his 
books are in paractically every college book 
store. Though his prose reads like a. bad 
translaJtion from medieval German, he does 
get a few gut images across ito his readers, 
and these filter down to the rank and file 
activists who are just looking for conceptual 
justification for their tantrums. 

Before I turn in ithe las·t point to some brief 
suggestions on what to do a.bout the floating 
sub-cultures ithat the Marcuseans have 
created, it should be noted that in a free so
ciety under the Rule of Law, violence is just 
as wrong when perpetrated 0by the Right as 
by the Left, and :thaJt I would guess the F.B.I. 
is just •as vigilant to try to penetrate rthe 
Minutemen as the Weathermen. So my fail
ure to comment herein on rthe Ku Klux Klan 
or .the Minutemen or any other Rightist 
group that is prone to take the law into its 
own hands is by no means an endorsement 
of anything they have done or stand for. One 
simply cannot say everything M once. 

But there is a larger reason: the violent 
radicals on the Left are now in action-kid
napping Deans, bombing buildings. Moreover, 
their type of mindlessness is fostered in the 
citadels of the mind, of all places, by elab-

orate scholarly tomes, by breezy essays in the 
intellectual journals, by an "underground 
press" that boasts 300 separate papers and a 
readership over a million-and most of all, 
by aotivist young professors in the social sci
ence departments of most of our larger uni
versities. I know of no time in history when 
anarchy was taught with gusto by people 
whose job it is to purvey wtsdom. If you 
want a parallel, imagine what you'd. think if 
judges urged lawbreaking, or doctors• medical 
journals extolled rthe virtues of cancer. 

WHAT TO DO 

In the New Left Article in the A.B.A. 
Journal I urged some steps that 'Bar as
sociations and businessmen could take to 
blunt the violent radicals' attack on society . 
The goal 1s to vaccinate the susceptible stu
dents, who a.re uncomfortable with the idea 
of violence but whose resistance is low, 
against the ideas of the Marcuses, who 
preach revolution. The weapons in Am.erica's 
Second Ci vii War so lfar are largely ideas. 
The bombs, bullets, burnings of banks and 
such come after ideas have sunk into minds 
which ·are ready for them, because they a.re 
empty minds in terms of having alternate 
ideas or values they can hold onto. 

I believe we have to deal with an alien sub
culture in this country, developing like a 
cancer in the body, which is a seed of ceHs 
uncontrolled by the overall structure, moving 
along through the system and eating a.nd 
disrupting and growing despite the overall 
structure of the •body, and finally reaching 
such proportions that the body cannot func
tion as a whole. 

Thi.s ls what happens with the kind o! 
spiritual cancer that is developing in our 
culture. And what do you do with cancer? 
If you cannot root it out, at least isolate it 
or neutralize it so that it does not spread to 
the healthy cells. And the first step in pre
scribing a. cure is to diagnose what it is that 
the renegade cells teed on. · 

Marcuse's ideas feed on ignorance, ignor
ance of the legal system he attacks as re
pressive, ignorance of the business enterprise 
system he attacks for (of all things!) i.ts 
abundance. His student followers a.re ro• 
mantics, not realists; they live on the moun
taintop of theory, not in the marketplace of 
practice. They simply have not had any Uvect 
experience with thiB society's creative and 
productive institutions. Their idea. of "law" 
is Perry Mason or the cop throwing tear gas: 
they are utterly ignorant of the thousands of 
controversies and conflicts· that civil 18/W 
resolves, of the wealth-mechanism .that cor
poration Ia.w develops, of the channels for 
creative endeavor that contract law opens, of 
the protection of hum.an dignity of tort law. 
They don't understand that far from being 
"repressive," the legal system libeira.tes us 
from the jungle of resolving conflict through 
violence. And they match their ignorance of 
law with a similar ignorance of business, its 
problems, its workings. 

Yet the fault is .at least parrtially ours. For 
we have not .provided them rthe lived ex
perience of the real workings · of society so 
that they 'have a basis for realism. We have 
not insisted on courses in the legal system 
for our high schools and colleges; we as citi
zens and 'beneficiaries of the most produc
tive sys.tern in iall history have not insisted 
that our schools provide even one course , 
•taught or at least advised by a ·businessman, 
in the methods of producing wealth, a wealth 
which, never having lacked, they do not 
appreciate, and never having worked for, they 
would redistribute according to romantic a 
priori formulas. And we lawyers and judges 
have not demanded thait the schools provide 
courses in "political due process," the method 
of running a free society nonviolently. Nor, 
except for ·faltering attempts on t he yearly 
Law Day, have we ourselves offered the 
schools much counsel a·bout the legal syst em. 

If we would restore respect for that system, 
we must persuade our Bar associations to 
arrange •lectures, short-term courses, dia
logues in public and in private with students 
of all viewpoints, TV .programs, essays in stu
dent paipers-4n a. word, ia professionia.J. ex
posf.tion in every medium--0n the Rule of 
Law, given in a way that will sttmulate ques
tions, given ·by men who oan answer them. I 
recommend each Bar ia.ssociation set up a 
"Committee on Law and Sooial Ohange" to 
undertake these tasks, chair it with a realist 
who understands thaJt this is the most im
pol.1ta.nt "collltinuing legal education" pro
gram of all, because if properly managed, it 
will win America's Second Civil War. 

OUR NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL 
SYSTEM 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the need 
for a revitalization and reform of our 
national educational system is rapidly 
becoming more apparent and more 
urgent. The 20th century has brought, 
among other things, a great proliferation 
of knowledge and revolutionary advances 
in science and technology. It is evident 
that the life style of the latter part of 
this century and the next is adapting and 
will continue to adapt itself to these 
changes. Unfortunately, our educational 
system has neither responded to nor 
taken •advantage of this revolution. 

It is for this reason that I rise today 
to reinforce my commitment to the prin
ciples of the Educational Technology Act 
of 1971 which was introduced in behalf 
of Senator EAGLETON and myself on 
June 4, 1971. The purpose of this legisla
tion is to provide the necessary funds to 
implement an educational technology 
program which will become an integral 
part of our school system. 

To achieve this goal, the authorized 
funds are to be used for the following 
purposes: first, the application of exist
ing technology in preschool, elementary, 
and secondary schools; second, the devel
opment of new educational equipment; 
third, the expansion of existing use of 
technological equipment for educational 
purposes; fourth, triaining for teachers in 
the effective use of educational technol
ogy and; fifth, research in this field. 

As you are aware, the technological ad
vances of the 20th century are phenom
enal. We have recognized, but not as 
yet begun to utilire the full potential of 
the advances. This statement is partic
ularly applicable in the field of educa
tion. As a result of a lack of funds and 
a basic resistance to change which is 
characteristic of our school system, the 
use of instructional technology in our 
schools has been extremely limited. Al
though these factors have severely im
peded progress in this area, we can rec
ognize the great potential of the field 
by looking at the few instances where 
the use of educational technology has 
been effectively implemented. The most 
well-known and acknowledged success in 
this f1,eld is the preschool television series 
"Sesame Street." In addition, the appli
cation of technology in the field of lan
guage instruction through the audio
visual technique has significantly altered 
the approach and the effectiveness of the 
acquisition of a second language. Merely 
recognition of the results of applied tech-
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nology in these two examples is evidence 
of the fac t that instructional technology 
holds great promise for advancement in 
te -. ching methods and learning oppor
tunities. 

At the present time, the only source of 
funding for educat ional technology is 
title III of the National Defense Educa
t ion Act. 7 he Senate Appropriations 
Committee has recently allocated a total 
of $90 mil'lion, a $40 million increase over 
funding in fiscal year 1971 , for this pur
pose. These figures are a clear indication 
of a new awareness and acknowledg
ment of the potential and importance of 
the f.eld of educational technology. 

The field of educational technology is 
new. We cannot estimate the pbssible 
impact that an extensive use of these 
materials could have on our educational 
system; however , we do know that the 
use of instructional' technology has 
tremendous potential and could signifi
cantly improve the quality of the educa
tion our children receive. 

I believe that the quality and relevancy 
of our educational system will have a 
tremendous influence on the fu ture of 
America as a people and a Nation. We 
must make every effort to allow our edu
cational' system to catch up with the 
times. The Educational Technology Act 
gives us an opportunity to do this ; we 
cannot afford to pass up such an op
portunity. 

DEWEY A.ND ISRAEL 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I would like 

to direct the attention of my colleagues 
to a letter to the editor of the Evening 
Star from Mr . Bernard Katzen, former 
special consultant to the State Depart
ment. The letter .describes the role the 
late Governor Dewey played during 1948 
in the disapproval of the "Bernadotte 
Plan" for the Middle East. 

As my party's na.tional chairman at 
that time, I had arranged for a delegation 
to meet with Governor Dewey, whose 
presentation undoubtedly contributed to 
his decision to advocate rejection of the 
"Bernadotte Plan." Governor Dewey's 
decision clearly had strong impact on 
President Truman, who reversed his 
position and pledged support for Israel. 

I ask unanimous consent that this let
ter be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

D EWE Y AND I S RAEL 

SIR: The obituaries of the late Thomas E. 
Dewey touched upon m an y facet s of his dis
tinguished career. Omitted was a dramatic 
episode which shaped the destiny of the 
State of Israel. It is of particular relevance 
in light of the current Middle East crisis. 

Following the creation of the State of 
Israel in May, 1948, the US appointed a 
commission headed by Count Folke Berna
dotte of Sweden to recommend a peace settle
ment. Nearing the completion of the com
mission's labors, Count Bernadotte was 
assassinated. The commission's report, how
ever, was published posthumously and be
came known as the "Bernadotte Plan." 

Some of the highlights of this plan in
cluded the following: Truncation of Israel by 
severance of portions of the G alilee, including 
rthe city of Safed-severance from the Negev 
(constituting about 55 percenit of its tterri-

tory) with the concomitant deprivation of its 
only outlet to the Red Sea, constituting 
Haifa a free port and establishing an open 
corridor from that port to the borders of it s 
hostile Arab neighbors and taking away the 
Israeli part of Jerusalem and international
izing the city. 

Objective Middle East experts were prac
tically unanimous in agreeing that the im
plemen t a t ion of the Bernadotte Plan would 
have rendered the State of Israel economi
cally, politically and geographically unviable. 
When t h e plan was publicized, a wave of 
shock and dismay swept the international 
community friendly to the new state . This 
reaction was intensified when the then Sec
retary of State, George Marshall, announced 
his support of the plan. President Truman 
backed Marshall's decision. This evoked a 
storm of protest which made headline news 
throughout the country. Delegations of cUi
zens from the public a n d private sectors 
went to Washington to plead with President 
Truman to reverse Marshall's decision and 
to 1·eject the Bernadotte Plan-to n o avail. 

However, one intervening factor had to be 
reckoned with-the impending presidential 
election which pitted Truman against 
Dewey by overwhelming odds. There was 
common agreement that if Dewey were 
elected, John Foster Dulles would be named 
Secreta ry of State. Against this background, 
Marshall had gone to Pa ris in advance of 
the September, 1948 meeting of the UN as
sembly. As related personally to me, Dulles, 
who was p reparing to go to Paris as a mem
ber of the U.S. delegation, had received a 
cable from Marshall tha t he was most anxi~ 
ous to confer with him on the Middle East 
and the Bernadotte Plan upon his arrival. 
So eager was Marshall to contact Dulles that 
he met him at the airport. The impact of 
Dewey-Dulles support for the BernadOJtte 
Plan would insure the passage of a UN resolu
tion favoring the plan. Dulles, who had been 
in communication with Dewey, rejected Mar
shall's plea. The contemplated approval by 
the UN Assembly of the Bernadotte Plan had 
been aborted. 

On October 21 , 1948, a teletype message 
was sent by Dewey, from Albuquerque, N.M., 
to . the American Christian Palestine Com
mittee and released to the p ress , in which 
J:?ewey pledged to Israel wholehearted po
lltical , econ omic and territoria l support, re
jecting the provisions of the Bernadotte 
Plan. Two days later, Presiden t Truman, in 
an equivocal response to the Dewey state
ment, reversed himself, repudiated Marshall's 
position on the Bern adotte Plan and pledged 
support for Israel. 

It is not inappropriate to quote Carlyle: 
"The history of the world is to be found in 
the biographies of great men." 

B ERNARD KATZEN, 
F crmer Special Consultant to the State 

Department, Assistant Campaign Man
ager, Presidential Campaign, 1948. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY IS 
UNCHALLENGEABLE 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, we 
have heard in recent days some amazing 
statements about the U.S. Constitution. 

It has been suggested in the Senate 
that the amendment we propose-to end 
the deployment of American forces in 
Indochina by the end of this year-would 
be in violation of the Constitution. 

That assertion has been made by Sen
ators who have supported prohibitions 
on U.S. involvement in military opera
tions in Laos and Thailand. It has been 
made by Senators who have voted in 
favor of restrictions on U.S. assistance 
to certain countries. Such proposals do 

not, of course, differ at all in principle 
from our proposal. 

For some the Constitution seems to be 
an extremely flexible instrument. Limi
tations on Executive authority in mili
tary and foreign affairs that they support 
are directly in line with the Constitution. 
Limitations they oppose violate it. 

Mr. President, if the Constitution is in
volved with this amendment, it is be
cause this amendment is the one means 
through which we can directly confront 
the responsibilities the Constitution gives 
us to exercise our independent judgments 
on questions of war and peace. 

In fact there is good reason for believ
ing that the President, by continuing to 
prosecute the war in Vietnam even 
though the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
has been repealed, by continuing to seek 
more than the return of our prisoners 
of war and the protection of our troops 
during their systematic withdrawal, has 
overstepped his authority as Commander 
in Chief. 

But, we do not raise that issue. No 
Senator need make that determination 
in voting on this amendment. We do not 
seek to declare the war unconstitutional. 

We simply seek to end it, through the 
exercise of the same powers the Congress 
exercises virtually every time it adopts 
an authorization or an appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. President, in this connection the 
l1awyers committee on American policy 
toward Vietnam has done a very help
ful paper on the constitutional issues 
raised by our amendment. 

It discusses in some detail the his
torical rela tionship between the Presi
dent and the Congress on war powers 
issues. 

It concludes-
This analysis demon strates that Congress 

has untrammelled authority t o determine 
that its appropriations are not to be used for 
military operations in a particular theater 
beyond a designated date. And that is pre
cisely what the McGovern-Hatfield Amend
ment does-and its constitutionality is un-
challengeable. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the study to which I have re
ferred be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the study 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF MCGOVERN-HATFIELD 

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 6531 (VIETNAM DIS

ENGAGEMENT AMENDMENT) 

The McGovern-Hatfield Amendment pro
vides !basically that no funds authorized or 
appropriated under the Selective Service Act 
or any other law may be expended after 
December 31, 1971 to support the deployment 
of United States 1armed forces in or the 
conduct of United States military operations 
in or over Indochina. The Amendment ex
pressly reaffirms the President's authority 
(as Commander in Chief) to fully protect 
American forces, to arrange asylum and 
other means of protection for 'the civilian 
populations of Indochina, 1and to continue 
supplying assistance to those countries in 
amounts authorized by the Congress. These 
provisions guarantee that the Amendment in 
no way interferes with the President's au
thority during the period prior to December 
31. 

The Amendment also contains explicit 
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provisions assuring that the withdrawal of 
American troops will not be implemented 
without the certain knowledge that all 
American prisoners would be released by .the 
time that withdrawal was completed. 

The Vietnam Disengagement Amendment 
is clearly a proper exercise of Congress ' 
power under the Constitution to control the 
expenditure of funds , and in no way impinges 
on the President's powers as Commander in 
Chief. In principle, it operates no differently 
than would a bill cutting off or restricting 
the expenditure of foreign aid monies in a 
given country. . 

Any challenge to the constitutionality of 
the McGovern-Hatfield Amendment must of 
necessity be predicated on the premise that 
it impinges on the President's authority as 
Commander in Chief. Here it must be noted 
thait any authority which the President may 
have had under the Tonkin Gulf Resolution 
was withdrawn when the Congress repealed 
that Resolution on December 31, 1970, 
which repealer was signed by President Nixon 
himself on January 12, 1971. 

The President's authority as Commander 
in Chief to conduct military activities is 
narrowly circumscribed under the Constitu
tion. 

Article II, Section 2 of the Constitution 
provides that "(t) he President shall be Com
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of 
the United States," but the legislative his
tory of the Commander-in-Chief clause in
dicates that the power so delegated to the 
President was quite limited in scope. The 
Constitution was written with the desire to 
a void many of the evils of the monarchies 
of Europe. The Framers were aware that 
while kings and princes made wars, it was 
the people who paid with their money and 
lives. Thus, by voice vote the Constitutional 
Convention refused a proposal to give the 
President the power to declare war and lim
ited his powers instead to those of Com
mander-in-Chief.1 These Presidential powers 
were intended to be substantially less than 
those traditionally exercised by the English 
monarch. Though the king could declare war 
and raise and regulate armed forces, the Con
stitution reserved these powers in the new 
republic to Congress alone. 

The Constitutional concept of a "Com
.mander in Chief" was derived from the ex
perience of the Revolutionary War. It was 
the relationship of the Continental Congress 
with General Washington which was the 
model for the military powers assigned to the 
President. That relationship was expressed 
in the Commission as Commander in Chief 
granted to Washington on June 19, 1775: 

"And you are to regulate your conduct in 
every respect by the rules and discipline of 
war (as herewith given you) and punctually 
to observe and follow such orders and direc
tions from time to time as you shall receive 
from this or a future Congress of the said 
United Colonies or a committee of Congress 
for tnat purpose appointed." "The Writings 
of George Washington," p. 482 (Worthington 
Chauncey Ford, ed. 1889) 

The essentially "command" nature of the 
office of Comman der in Chief was emphasized 
by Alexander Hamilton who said that it 
"would amount to nothing more than the 
supreme command and direction of the mili
tary and naval forces as first General and 
Admiral of the Confederacy." Henry Cabot 
Lodge, ed., The Federalist (C. P. Putnam's 
Sons, 1908). pp. 430-431. Hence it is clear 
that the framers intended that the conduct 
of military hostilities by the President be 
subject at all times to the directives of Con
gress. 

The Framers of the Constitution would be 
horrified at the suggestion that the docu
ment they fashioned would give the .Presi
dent the authority to conduct a sustained 

Footnotes at end of article. 

military operation in a distant 1and, using 
what is essentially a conscript army, and 
that Congress lacked the authority rto limit 
the scope or duration of the military opera
tions. 

Debate in the Constitutional Convention 
on this subject confirms the intent of the 
Framers to give to Congress ultimate control 
over the power to wage war as well as the 
formal power to declare war.2 The instru
mentalities for the effective exercise of this 
power were as varied as the needs that might 
arise. At the minimum the Framers would 
have viewed an appropriation limited to the 
provision of funds necessary for the with
drawal of troops as a proper exercise of that 
power. Parliament haid exercised such a power 
in 1678,a and. it was the conscious design 
of the drafters of the Constitution to 
give Congress more power over foreign affairs 
and over warmaking than the !Parliament 
haid possessed. 

Justice Jackson, concurring in the Young
stown Steel case,4 made the point in these 
words: "(The President) has no monopoly of 
'war power:s,' whatever they ar.e. While Con
gress cannot deprive the President of the 
command of the army and navy, only Con
gress can provide him an army and navy to 
command." 5 

The constitutional language is quite em
phatic in stating that there is a distribu
tion of power .between the executive and 
the legislature with regard to m111tary mat
ters. The "executive power" (Article II, Sec
tion 1) and "commander in chief" (Article 
II, Section 2) provisions •a,re more than bal
anced by impress'ive catalogue of congression
al powers set out in Article I .. Section 8, which 
give Congress basic and substantial authority 
over military matters.5• Of prime importance, 
of course, is the express power to declare 
war. The power "to raise and support armies" 
is qualified by the injunction that "no ap
propriation of money to that use shall be 
for 1a longer term than two ,years." No other 
power of Congress is restrioted in this man
ner. The restriction, interestingly, does not 
apply to the provision gi V'ing Congress power 
"to provide and maintain a navy." The two
year restriction necessarily means that Con
gress was expected to exercise surveillance 
over the •Army in operation and, inevitably, 
over the President's stewardship in his ca
pacity of commander in chief. Congress 
would not .be aible, at the commencement of 
a President's term, to appropriate funds for 
Army purposes for the duration of that term. 
Nor could one Congress bind a future Con
gress to a program of appropriation for main
tenance and support of armies. 

The essential purpose of specifying tha.t the 
President ;is to be commander in ohief of the 
Army and Navy is .to miai.ntain civilian oontrol 
over the :mill tary. The clause also prevents 
Con~ess from ;investing ·a riv1al to the Presi
denrt 1by designating some person other ,than 
the President ais commander of the :military 
forces. Nothing in this particular olause, how
ever, miay .be construed as a 1'imi:tlation on 
Congress in the exercise of its express powers, 
nor does the l•anguage of the cl•ause give the 
President the ·aUithority ito determine the 
scope and extent of milittary operations free 
from Congressional limitation or control. The 
Constitution says, in effect, that Congress 
may determine the ends of military opera
tion, and that the President has control of the 
means. Available contemporary authority 
seems to support this conclusion.a 

The Supreme Court has upheld the liimita
tions on the President's wa.r power intended 
by the Framers of the Constitution 1n those 
few cases that have dealt with the President's 
power as Commander-in-Chief. In Llttle v. 
Barreme,7 ·the Court held that the Pres·idenrt 
had exceeded hi1s powers ii.n ordering ·the Navy 
to seize ships ·coming from French ports, 
since Congiress' consent ·to hositilities was lim
ited to ships going to French ports. In Flem-

ing v. Page,s the Court, while not expressly 
deciding the point, nevertheless ·addressed it
self to the scope of the President's war-mak
ing power. "His duty," wrote the Court, "and 
his power are purely mHitary. As commander
in-chief, he is authorized to direct !the move
ments of the naval and military forces placed 
by law at his command .... " 0 In Ex Parte 
Milligan,1° the Court held tha.t the Presi
dent's miUtary power 1to establli1sh mil'irtary 
courts of general juriiSdiction could not be 
exercised in areas where consti·tutionailly es
tablished courts were in operation. In 1a con
curing opinion Mrr. Chief Justiice Ohase made 
the following observation pertaining rto the 
division of mll:Ltary powers 1between the ex
ecutive ·and legislative branches: 

"Congress has the power not only to raise 
and support and govern armies but to declare 
war. It has, therefore, the power to provide by 
law for oarrying on war. This power neces
sarily extends to all 1legislaition essential to 
the prosecution of war Wlith vigor and suc
cess, except such .as ;interferes wii..th 1the com
mand of the forces and conduct of com
paigns. That power and duty belong ito the 
President ias commander-in-ohief." 

From the startement of rthe Chief Justice 
one can clearly infer that· neither branch 
may interfere with powers expressly granted 
to the other. ~hus, the Pres1dent, :as Com
mander-in-Chief, may not linterfere with 
either :the powers of Congress to raise, sup
porit am.d govern ithe armed forces or to de
clare war. 

Irt is clear that the President does not ac
quire power simply beoause he believes that 
a particular oourse of aiction is necessary or 
desirable in rthe efficient oonduot of ourrent 
hostile miliitary operations. The Steel Seiz
ure Cases a.rose in rthe setting of the Korean 
War. Steel pvoduct1on was interl'upted by 
a laJbor dispute, and the President directed 
the Secreitary of Commerce rto take posses
sion of the steel mills involved so that pro
duction •would not be inrterrupted while Con
gress was considering poss'Lble legisl1aitive 
solutions to the problem. The majority of 
the supreme Court (six to three) held thait 
the Pvesidenrt ·had aioted in excess of his au
thority, sinoe there was no legisleJtive aiu

thor:ization 1"or the seizure.12 

There is neither legal nor historical sup
port for the proposition thait Congress would 
be trespassing on the Presidential preroga
tive if irt should assume to forbid sustiaaned 
mitirtary operations in particular a.reas or ito 
direct that a specific military venture be 
broughrt to an end. 

The Nixon Administration opposed the 
Cooper-·Ohurch amendments barring the use 
of funds :to finance the irutroduotion of 
American ground comba.t troops into Cam
bodi·a Qll" I.iaos on rthe claim rthat it interfered 
with the Presidential prerogative. It has 
sought, however, to comply wlth ,the 11tera.l 
terms of ithe inhibition a,giainst use of ground 
f·orces iand advisers in Cambodia or Laos.13 
If this resolution were in violation of the 
Oonstitutiion, there would ibe no need to ob
serve it. The attempts at compliance indi
cate the legitimacy of the exercise of Con
gressional ia,uthority. 

Congress has the authori.ty to direct the 
Pvesident rto bring hostilities in a pariticular 
theater to an end, either immediately or 
within the confines of a specified schedule. 
The power to dec1are or ito recognize war 
manifestly connotes the power to call for 
the end of a conflict. The President has .no 
inherent power to dil'ect that a conflict be 
continued until lot fulfills the President's 
objeotives. 

No war, whether declared or undeclared, 
may be maintained without CongressionaJ. 
support. Congress alone has constitutional 
authorlrty to make provision for men and 
materiel. Congress is free rto exercise its ap
propria.tion p1ower in t he cont rol of military 
involvements and commitments as it sees fit. 
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It may determlne that certain funds are to 
be used for housing or education rather than 
for military hardware, a..nd the President 
must comply with its directives. It may pro
hibit the use of an appropriation for a par
ticular item of materiel, and the President 
is not authorized to violate the directive 
even though he thought it unwise. This 
analySl!s demonstrates that Congress has un
trammelled authority to determine that its 
appropriations are not to be used tor mili
tary operatiOtn.S in a particUlar theater be
yond a designated date. And that is precisely 
what the McGovern-Hatfield Amendment 
does-and its constitutionality is unchal
lengable. 

Submitted by: Lawyers Committee on 
American Policy Towards Vietnam 

By: JOSEPH H. CROWN. 
Cochairman, Hoch Reid, Director of 

Research. 
FOOTNOTES 

1 J. Madison, Debates in the Federal Con
vention of 1787, at 418-19 (G. Hunt & J. 
Scott eds. 1920). 

JI See 2 M. Farrand, Records of the Federal 
Convention 313-19 (1911). 

3 E. Wade & G. Phillips, Constitutional Law 
152 (2d. ed. 1935). 

'Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 
343 U.S. 579, 634 (1952). 

is Ibid at 644. 
6• The catalogue of congressional powers 

in section 8 of article I is impressive. Con
gress is given the power to "lay anld collect 
Taxes . . . to provide lfor the common De
fense and general Welfare of the United 
States"; "to declare war"; "to raise and sup
port armies," with the important qua.Iifica
tion that "no Appropriation of Money to 
that use shall be for a longer Term than 
two Years"; "To provide and maintain a 
Navy"; "to make Rules for the Government 
and Regulation of the land and naval 
Forces"; "to control and regulate the mili
tia"; and "to make all Laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into Execu
tion the foregoing Powers and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or any 
Department or Officer thereof." 

8 The Federalist No. 69 (Hamilton) ob
serves tha..t the Presidential power is less 
subSltantial than the power possessed by the 
British Crown, noting it does not embrace 
the power to "declare war" or to "raise 
armies." The Federalist No. 74 (Hamilton) 
stresses the need for unitary command of 
operations as the justificart;ion for the power. 

7 6 U.S. (2 Cranch) 170 (1804). 
8 50 U.S. (9 How.) 602 (1850). 
9 Id. at 614. 
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galism and subterfuge in assisting the Cam
bodian regime while contending tit was not 
violaMng Congressional restrictions. See 
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MAO TSE-TUNG'S CHINA 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on 

Friday, June 11, the distinguished Sen
ator from Al:aska <Mr. GRAVEL) expressed 
some confusion a.bout my rem.arks of the 
previous day before this body concerning 
the admission of mainland China to the 
United Nations and the record of that 
Government in recent years. I say con
fusion, because I do not believe he gave 
my remarks the attention they required. 
The Senator from Alaska alluded to a 
statement a;bout bodies floating in the 

Tonkin Gulf. What I had referred to was 
the hundreds of dead bodies found float
ing in the bay of Hong Kong-bodies 
of those who failed in attempts to escape 
Mao's tyranny, or who othe,rwise fell vic
tim to the cruel repression of the Com
munist government. There is little rea
son for confusion on this important sub
ject. One need only travel through Asia 
and speak to the leaders of nations in 
that ·area to learn about the real Com
munist China. The distinguished Marine 
Corps lieutenant general, V. H. Krulak-

. now retired-recently completed such a 
triJP and reported his findings in :a speech 
before the World Affairs Council in San 
Diego on March 4. I would invite the 
attention of my colleague, the Senator 
from Alaska, and all my colleagues in 
this body to those remarks. I ask unani
mous consent that the speeclh be printed 
at this Point in the RECORD. 

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

ADDRESS BY LT. GENERAL V. H. KltULAK 

Chinar-the oldest state in the world. One 
quarter of all mankind, embodying. a cUl
ture of depth and continuity unmatched. 
elsewhere on the globe. 

One quarter of all ma.nkind; a people who 
hiave evolved, in six fateful decades from an 
Oriental Empire to a communist society. 

One quarter of all mankind, most of whom 
now have memory of no other sort of life 
than one characterized by depri vatlion, mass 
coercion and terror. 

In 1809 Napoleon sa..id, "Let China sleep. 
When lit awakes, the world will be sorry." 

China is indeed awa..ke and, unless the 
world faces realistically the nature of that 
awakening, it is indeed likely to be sorry. 

In one brief discmsSion, it is not possible 
to treat adequately all the aspects of Red 
China's interface with her neighbol-8 and 
Wlith the world at large. 

A real understand.1ng of this interface in
volves consideration of the burden on the 
little nations of Southeast Asia who must 
live with a hungry and acquisiltive China; of 
their problems of survival. 

It involves an understanding of the race 
between China and India for modernization 
and power. 

Of the hunger of Jaipan for Chinese raw 
materials; 

Of the impact of fertmzer, antibiotiCIS and 
the pill on China's future. 

Of the dispute between China and the 
U.S.S.R. over milldons of square miles of bor
der area. 

Of the tragic turmoil that has beset China 
for 25 yea.rs; 

Of the true state of .affairs in Peking to
d.aiy. 

But in the interest of time and simplicity, 
I will speak today on one matter only-what 
is happening to Mao Tset-Tung's govern
ment; where it ls headed today, and what it 
means to us. 

We a.re faced with a crisis-nothing less
where the matter of recogni·tion and U.N. 
membership of Red China are concerned. 
What should we do, in our own self-inter
est? 

This, of course, has to be a product of 
what Ohlna. is; what she means and, more 
important, who is speaking for tihe 7'50 mil
lion people. In short, just what is going on 
in Peking? oan we deal with Ma.o Tse-tung? 
Should we deal with him? 

And that was the purpose of a trip which 
I recently made to the Far East-to learn the 
answers to those questions. 

I visited J.apan, Ta.i·wan, Thailand and 
Hong Kong. 

I spdke to government leaders, U.S. a.nd for
eign diploma1ts, businessmen, journra.lls·ts, 
military peop•le, and personal friends in these 
areas and hammered continua.Uy on the 'basic 
question~How strong is Mao's government? 
What is it doing? Where are its aims? Where 
is it .going? What does it ·all mean to us? 

I believe I found some of the answers. 
Just as skilled doctors 1are likely to dis

agree on either the diagnosis or treatment 
of a disease, so the many people to whom I 
spoke were not unanimous on eit•her the situ
ation in Red Ohlna or :what needs to be done 
about it. Mostly, they spoke confidentially 
a.nd with great candor. 

I was impressed, in the end, .that their 
viewpoints did not diverge greatly, rand from 
it all, I believe I was able to distil'l ra clear 
picture of how a group of real experts sees 
the situation. 

First, let us talk briefly of background. Re
call that tihe Chinese society h ·as lasted for 
over 2 millenia, based always on the fa.mily 
as the embodiment of the Confucian ideology 
and as the fa..bric which held the people to
gether. 

The Manchus understood this, and tried to 
exploit the Confucian system. So did the 
Mongols before them. 

But not the communists. After 2,000 years 
of fami'ly existence, when the communists 
came into power in 1949, ithe first thing they 
sought to destroy was the !family. 

In a society which had been largely inde
pendent of oppressive central government 
domination in 20 centuries, the Maoists un
dertook almost overnight to break up the 
family as a bourgeois .instrument of in
equality. 

They took the farmer from his wife;-they 
dismembered the family fishing crew. They 
took the children from their pa.rents, set 
up boarding schools and nurseries, said that 
all children belonged to the state and tried 
to tea.ch them to despise their pa.rents. 

As a basically independent people, the 
Ohinese had shown a.n astonishing amount 
of initiative over the centuries. 

The communists undertook to destroy this 
initiative, and to substitute slogans and 
theories. 

Since they were looking for mechanical 
efficiency more than anything else, the com
munists turned their back on the greatest 
reverence of all where the Chinese people 
a.re concerned,-the land. 

They did such outrageous things as des
ecrate sacred burial areas, bulldozing over 
graves and otherwise affronting an ethic that 
went back for 2,000 years. 

They did all of this in order to break witl: 
the pa.st and to change the attitude of the 
people .into one of complete subjection to 
the communist system. 

The years between 1950 and 1965 were a 
constant procession of experiments-expert· 
ments involving millions and millions of 
people, and each aimed at destroying th*" 
old order and replacing it with something 
that would be kindred to Marxist theory. 

Each of the experiments gradually faded 
off in the face of stubborn resistance on the 
part of the Chinese people. They just would 
not change. Sometimes they went through 
the motions. They nodded their heads obedi
ently. But, in the end, they ignored the 
orders. 

Mao Tse-tung and his closest advisers could 
not stand for this and, in 1966, they launched 
the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution 
which was probably the bravest and, at the 
same time, the most foolhardy idea that 
anyone has ever attempted to perpetrate on 
a great mass of people. 

Mao realized tha..t he was growing old; that 
all of his previous experiments had been fail
ures and that he had the opportunity for 
no more than one more big endeavor. He de
termined that the only way to correct his 
previous mistakes was to destroy completely 
his whole system and to recreate a brand new 
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one which followed the most idealistic com
munist design. 

It is not easy for the world to realize that, 
despite his personal brutality, Mao is a ro
mantic, a pure Marxist; probaJbly the great
~st Marxist theoretician alive. 

He sees his destiny clearly-as the man 
who never compromised; the man who was 
charged by fate to bring the real essence of 
Marxism to reality; first, in the lives of 750 
miUion Chinese, and ultimately throughout 
the world. 

Nothing dare stand in the way of his great 
experiment; least of all the lives and welfare 
of the people involved. Mao has been given to 
violence in the face of disagreement since 
his childhood, which was turbulent because 
of his impatience and his violent temper. 

His consummate brutality where his col
leagues and his people are concerned should 
be no sur:prise to anyone who reads his his
tory. The blood of millions is on his hands. 

The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution 
was born of a series of experimental failures, 
each one going to defeat in the face of quiiet 
stubborn resistance by the millions of peas
ants that are China. 

First, there were rural communes, sepa
rating 300 million husbands, wives and chil
dren, aimed at converting the whole land 
into dmpersonal "produation units." Ohlldren 
were to be wards of the state. Men and women 
were ito be •allowed to cohabit, not a.s a parit 
of normal existence, but simply for procre
ation. 

It was a failure.-It resulted in less food, 
lower lower industrial production, more work 
and unfulfilled promises. 

Then there was total change. Mao deter
mined-almost overnight-that there would 
be a general subordination of everything to 
industrialization-"The Great Flying Leap 
Forward."-

This was intended to project China dra
matically into the world's manufacturing 
producers. It included a program of ten mil
lion crude backyard blast furnaces, presum
ably to make industrial steel. 

It was a failure, too. The people were lost 
in a welter of complicated instructions. The 
backyard steel was almost worthless, and 
there was a by-product of famine because of 
reduced emphasis on feed production. 

Then a dramatic re-shift was decreed-a 
return from industrialization to a new em
phasis on agriculture. 

The country was hungry-Five million 
dead of famine in a single year. 

This, too, was a failure, simply because the 
bulk of the increased food production went 
to the cities, and not to the farmer who 
raised it. 

He quickly lost interest. 
The next experiment was a. period of self

criticism; a program where Mao encc:mra.ged 
critics of Maoism to speak out freely. He 
called it his "Thousand Flowers" program, 
aimed at getting to the heart of their lack 
of progress by encouraging critics of the re
gime to speak their minds. 

That failed too. Mao and his cohorts were 
shocked by the volume and violence of the 
criticism. They simply could not take the 
truth. Almost a million so-called activists 
were ultimately executed. for speaking their 
mind. Ten million more were uprooted and 
sent to prison or work camps. The brief 
period of candor came quickly to an end. 

Then the Maoists decreed an attack on 
science and technology, condemning them 
as opponeruts of the classless society. This 
failed too. It took only a. brief year or two 
to make clear that technicians, scientists and 
trained men were needed to make the ma
chinery of government and commerce go. 

They were far from finished. An effol'1t 
was made to convert cities into pure Marxist 
urban communes, with every act of city liv
ing and working completely communized. No 
initiative; no personal freedom. 

Failure. Inefficiency in administration, bu
reaucracy and stupidity resulted in chaos, 
hunger and just plain refusal of millions of 
stubborn Chinese to work. 

Then the Maoists tried a mass birth con
trod program to help fight famine. 

Failure. The Chinese family would not 
cooperate. 

In the face of this incredible paittern of 
experimentaition with ithe lives of his .people 
and the unvarying pattern of failure, there 
was a brief andl significant period in 1965 
and 1966 when ;things grew better. This was 
not because of any improvement in govern
ment or enlightenment in leaderhip burt 
simply .because of exhaustion.-The OOmmu
nist Party relaxed its pressure to experiment, 
probably because they were worn out and 
devoid of ideas. 

For a brief moment, the people were lef·t 
alone ;to live their own simple lives. The re
sullt was almost miraculous--more fOOd, more 
tranquility, more consumer goods;-not only 
because the low level party functionaries 
were tired of putting their effom behind 
Maoist experiments with the lives of the peo
ple. 

Mao himself, in 1966, was sick wiith Parkin
son's disease; 74 years old, a consummate 
failure in his effort to prove that Communism 
is a practise as well as a. theory. Weakened 
physically and mindful that his years were 
numbered, he dletermined to make one last 
major push; one designed to :transcend in 
both soope and results a.11 of those experi
ments that preceded it. 

He decreed what amounted to an aittack 
on his own party mechanism, or the ma
chinery and principles of Mairxism. 

His scheme was to wipe the slate clean, get 
rid of every official who had exhibited any 
doubt whatever of the efficacy of Maoism, 
purge the intellectuals who had raised ques
tions T·egarding the regime, wipe out the re
maining large businessmen, and try ·again to 
creat·e an absolutely classless, :totally com
munized society. The only people to be lefit 
undisturbed were farmers and laborers in in
dustry. 

The Red Guards were Mao's instrument; 
schoolboys in the main; boys who had never 
been off the farm or out of the classroom.
He turned them loose in the Autumn of 19ti6 
with a free hand to eliminaite every vestige 
of a.Illti-Moo thought. Mao and his cohorts 
expected thart the youths would have done 
their purging in a month or so, and they 
certainly expected thrat the youngsters wouldJ 
respond to the direcrtion of the party leaders. 

But it did not work thait way. They went 
wild-killing, stealing, battling among :them
selves, losing sight completely of the Marxist 
idealism rthat was supposed to govern their 
actions. 

':Che rampaging of the several million irre
sponsible youth s·imply crystallized and in
tensified the opposition to Mao-+both in and 
out of the .party. Anti-Mao groups took cour
age and caime out into the open. The country 
was in turmoil. ·Stri'kes and even street fight
ing 'between the •Red Guards and the contest
ing fact ions were common. Wherev.er he could 
get someone to obey, Ma.o's repression was 
brutal. Deaths and imprisonment were the 
order of the day. 

The government in Peking existed in form, 
but not in any substance. The ,fa,ct was, in 
1967 and part of 1968, nobody was in charge 
at the top. It was ·a hollow shell. Low level 
civil rfunietionaries did pretty mU!ch as they 
pleased. Many simply stopped functioning. 
People everywhere felt relief at the look of 
government supervision, and were free to 
criticize Mao and his minions. Under the in
fluence of anti-Maoists, things grew sub
stantially better, particularly in the coun
tryside. 

Mao saw that his regime was tottering
about to be engulfed in civil wa.r, involving 
not just the party, but the cities and farms 

as well. In desperation he finally turned on 
the farmers and la.borers, whom he had 
spared previously. He declared that all dissi
dent farmers and industrial workers had to 
be purged, too. He ordered the people's lib
eration ar:my to enter the battle to restore 
and keep the peace. 

The only problem was, large segments of 
the liberation army were not loyal to Mao. 
The great bulk of the forces insisted on re
maining aloof; refusing to enter the conflict, 
refusing to intervene in Mao's 1behia.lf; willing 
at most, to keep some sem'bla.nce of lww and 
order in the countryside. _ 

In the end, the army was loyal only to it
se1'f. Its leaders realized that it stood as the 
only stabilizing power in all China. They 
were not committed to icieology ·as much as 
to maintaining the focus of power, and ·build
ing up their nuclear strength against :a pos
sible confrontation with the Russi-ans. They 
are tough men, they are patient men. T.hey 
have the strength, and it grew clear, as early 
as 1968, that they would ultimately run the 
country. 

With political opposition visible on all 
sides, with the army insisting on staying in 
the wings, Mao saw his era coming to an 
end and, like the real fighter that he is, 
elected to give it one fin.al try. 

Almost with a wave o'f a wand, in late 1968, 
he went all the way. He declared that hence
forward all of China--urban and rural
would ·become a truly proletarian state, with 
absolutely every a.ct of authority discharged 
by committees of the people. 

Whether it was a store, a farm, a factory, 
a. newspaper or a school, it would be admin
istered by committees of the persons doing 
the work. Everyone would have the same pay 
and the same privileges. Committee mem
bers would be subject to instant recall by 
their fellow workers. 

Of course, the idea collapsed. The Chinese 
people were fed up with arbitrary experi
ments that disrupted their lives. They were 
patient and quiet, but simply ignored Mao 
and his directives. He was defeated by his 
own philosophy. He had always said, "Let 
the masses manage the affairs of the state." 
They did. 

That brought us up to about 1970--a year 
or more ago. Mao since has had to offer a 
procession of lf·ace-saving compromises--just 
to stay in a position of nominal authority
more freedom :for the farmer, amnesty for 
his enemies, concessions to the army. That 
is what is going on now. The Mao regime is 
trying desperately to put on the face of suc
cess; to preserve the fiction that their Marx
ist innocula tion has taken on the Chinese 
people; that he and his cohorts are in fact 
the nation's leaders. 

The fact is, they are not. They are hated 
and ignored today, and another in the long 
train of Chinese dynasties is passing. Al
though among the shortest, and certainly 
the most oppressive, like all of its successors 
over a 3,000 year span, like the Mongols and 
the Manchus, it will simply have to leave 
some mark on the amorphous Chinese peo
ple. 

The Chinese administrative procedures of 
the :future will certainly see the effect of 
Maoist totalitarianism. The viciousness of 
Ma.o's 20 years of attack on his enemies will 
be felt everywhere, and the Maoists mania of 
totally isolated superiority wm make rela
tions with the outside world most difficult for 
his successors to engineer. 

Mao believed he and his China were des
tined to make over the world. His successors 
a.re going to have to make up their minds 
that wars of national liberation are really 
not their bag; that they will be lucky if they 
can manage their own internal affairs while 
maintaining some facade of sovereignty in 
facing the outside world. 

'11hey have grave economic problems, 
broughit on by e. quairter of la. century of 
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experimentation. They have serious agri
cultural problems. Even though this ye·ar's 
grain harvest was good, i·t is still less than 
needed for a bare subsistence dieit. 

Ip the face of these f.acts, a.11 of which 
are available to the Department of State 
and thus to our legislators in Washington, 
it will be well to go directly :to :the subject 
of Red China recognition, and the United 
Nations. 

It is obviously a major issue facing the 
United States this year. In addttion to the 
Oommunis.t countries, several of the larger 
non-Oo:mmuntst nratioiliS have estaibllished 
some form of relationship with Peking; 
Britain, Canada, France, ItJaly, Sweden and 
Norway .are the· principal ones. 

Last year about 40 % of rthe requ[red 
66 % of the United Nations were in favor of 
seating the Maoists. Now the pressure is on 
us. 

There the key ph.rlase is, "Establish a 
meaningful dialog." 

Some of rthe U.S. diplomatic people to 
whom I spoke, some of our business people, 
some of our for·eign friends, speak to the wis
dom of our "talking meaningfully to a peo
ple who constitute a quarter of all mankind." 
And the implication is ithat we should do 
it at once. 

But ·by no meians does everyone fee·l this 
way. 

Others contend that, applied to the con
ditions of today, this is the worst sort of 
sophistry, and I have to agree. 

Even if we could somehow talk to the 
Chinese people at large, they wouldn't know 
what to talk about. They are simple, provin
ci1al folk, whose horizon does nOlt extend far 
beyond .their own village. Eighty-five per
cent of them are existing at the subsistence 
level or below. Their only aim is to survive; 
their only satisfaction, caring pro.pedy for 
their elders; their only pl·easure, sleeping 
with their wives. 

A dozen times I was reminded that the 
'government W'hich purports rto represent 
them does not. Nobody ·really does. As I have 
said, the Maoist leiadership is a failure. The 
greait leap forward failed. The great flying 
leap f.ailed, and ·the great proletarian culitural 
revolution failed in a wave· of unprecedented 
blood letting. 

Moo has largely lost the helm to a group of 
generals to whom powe:r and not dialect:ic is 
the •key and the objective. 

What Senators Fulbright and McGovern 
and our "meaningful dialog" proponents are 
really contend.ing is that there is some bene
fit to be found in illltercourse, not with the 
men in the fields and factories, but with a 
tiny hard core of men,-Mao and his thread
bare satellites. 

And just who are they? 
They are a band of nih111stic Marxist 

brigands who have survived literally by kUl
ing off the opposition wherever they found 
it. Their murders have numbered 15 million 
since 1949. 

They are a group of arrogant and fright
ened men who have failed in every one of 
their social experiments, who :inspire no 
loyalty among their people, who really have 
less popular mandate than Atma the Hun. 

They are a group of perennial losers who, 
in 1967 and 1969 came within an eyelash of 
being destroyed as they attacked the very 
fabric of their own regime. 

They are a group of vicious minds who 
labor under the grotesque idea that they 
must remake the world; who hate us and all 
we stand for with a bitterness that defies de
scription; who have supported, sustained and 
nourished our enemies wherever and when
ever they could. 

Dialog with them? We m ight as well get in 
bed with a nest of rattlesnakes, that is, as
suming they would be w111ing tto get in bed 
with us, which is doubtful. 

There ~s a Chinese proverb that. is applica-

ble here,-"If you wish to know the road 
ahead, inquire of those who have travelled 
it." 

Inquire of our British cousins. 
They were anxious to create a "meaning

ful relationship" with Mao and his bandits 
because of the economic benefits. "Seven 
Hundred and Fifty Million Customers," they 
said. After two years of humil1a•ting haggling, 
they finally got the Maioists to sign a paper 
that was supposed to begin a diplomatic and 
economic give and take. 

What become of it? 
Ask the British businessman, a tiny trickle 

of trade, perhaps sixty million dollars an
nually, and a negative trade balance at that. 

Sev.en hundred and fifty million custom
ers-all broke. 

Ask Sir Donald Hopson, Her Majesty's Am
bassador to Peking, who, at the beginning of 
the Red Guards fiasco in 1966, had to stand 
Wlhile M!i.o's ·bullies beat him physically, 
sacked hi:; Embassy and violated the Em
bassy's women before his eyes. 

Ask the Russians~Mao's idealogical cou
sins, and bandits in their own right. Ask 
them about dialog with the Chinese Marxists. 

Ask the Black African countries that have 
been disillusioned by their presumed Chinese 
benefactors. 

Ask them to tell us why they threw the 
Reds out. 

Ask them all . Ask them all just how much 
"meaningful dialog" they had with a "quar
ter of all mankind". And ask them how they 
would behave if they had it all to do over 
again. 

The fact is, the United States of America 
has an opportunity today that comes to a · 
few gen erations. It has both the chance and 
the challenge to contribute directly to the 
peace of the world by stan ding up and tell
ing it like it is, to say, with the confidence 
of the world's own experience, that there is 
no such thing as "meaningful dialog" with 
cut-thr.oats, that where the Mao group is 
concerned, no written agreement has any 
value. 

"You cannot wrap fire with paper," said a 
Chinese philosopher. 

We can be the rallying point to the whole 
world on this issue if only we cease equivo
cating and raise our national voice with the 
truth. 

Dialog with China? There ls no argument 
there. Certainly, we must have it and, if it 
were definitely in our selfish national interest 
to do so, we would be justified in dealing 
with the cut-throats this very day. 

But it is not in our selfish national in
terest. There is no pressure whatever on us 
to dignify them or help perpetuate them. 
There is no pressure whatever on us to de
moralize the opposition to Mao inside China. 

There is no significant promise of fruitful 
trade with them; not now, or in the early 
future. 

There is certainly no promise of greater 
security for us in talking with Mao and 
his irresponsible chauvinist comrades. 

It will be far better to talk when there is 
someone respectable and responsible to talk 
to. If we will just wait, the Chinese people 
will th:mw them out for us. All we need to 
do is be patient. 

"There is a day to cast your nets, and a 
day to dry your nets," say the Chinese. 

We will do well to dry ours for awhile. 
And that, I submit, should be our national 
policy. 

CONCLUSION 

At the beginning, I offered the generaliza
tion that China is in both torment and in fer
ment, and that her torment is critical to 
the world. 

I hope the picture I have projected 
through the eyes and lips of others, gives 
meaning to those words. 

I hope I have been able to underscore 

truths that we cannot-that we dare not
elude. 

First, the peace of the world-the tran
quility of the United States of America-· 
are at stake in Asia. 

Second, the economic well-being-the 
standard of living-of the United States of 
America-are at stake in Asia. 

If we walk away from our commitments 
there, we can expect results so bitter that a 
generation of Americans will have to pay 
dearly-in terms of encouragement be
yond measure to Red China, with the specter 
u.r a Communist dominated Southeast Asia
to ·include Singapore, Burma, Malaysia and 
maybe Indonesia. 

Whether we like it or not, whether we 
want it or not-the United States of America 
has a role to play in Asia. 

Ming Yun I Ting. 
It is decreed. 
If Americans believe in their country and 

their future, they will heed this ancient 
counsel. 

AMERICA MUST 
THE DANGER 
CRISIS 

WAKE UP TO 
OF PAKISTAN 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Crosby 
S. Noyes, the noted editor and columnist 
for the W 1ashington Evening Star, has 
written a succinct critique of the Paki
stan civil war and the threat it poses to 
world peace. He urges the United States 
to face up to the danger of the Pakistan 
crisis. He writes: 

It is a question of whether the United 
States, as one of the major suppliers of aid 
to Pakistan, is going to join in the effort 
of repression and contribute to the threat. 

Mr. Noyes continues: 
It is the height of self-deception to pre

tend that any part of this aid is going to 
help the wretched millions in the eastern 
province. What it is doing is sustaining the 
government in Islamabad in a campaign of 
repression that ls unparalleled in modern 
history, and creating the conditions for a 
m:ajor catastrophe. 

I agree with this analysis. That is why 
Senator SAXBE and I have offered a re
medial amendment to the Foreign As
sistance bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of amendment No. 159 to S, 1657 be in
serted at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the proposed amendment was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

SEC. . All m:ili tary and economic assist
ance, and ·all sales of military equipment 
and weapons, whether for cash, credit, or 
any other means, to Pakistan, authorized or 
appropriated pursuant to this or any other 
Act, and all licenses for military sales, shall 
be immediately suspended 1and no commit
ments or expenditures, including the provi
sion of debt relief, shall be undertaken or 
made, until distribution of food and other re
lief measures, supervised by international 
agencies, take place on a regulair basis 
throughout East Pakistan and the majority 
of refugees in India are repatriated to East 
Pakistan: Provided, however, That these pro
visions shall not prohibit expenditures of 
previously aippropriated funds pursuant to 
binding written agreements between the 
Government of Pakistan and the Agency for 
International Development in force on or 
prior to June 8, 1971. 

Mr. CHURCH. I think the Congress 
and the Exe cu ti ve should heed Mr. 
Noyes' conclusion: 
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In the long run, it will not be possible 

for West Pakistan to keep the more numer
ous population of the eastern province sub
jected by for,ce. It will not be possi.ble either, 
for India to 'absorb the millions who hiave 
fled the repression. It is time for the United 
states to face up to the desperate urgency 
of the situation that is developing and to 
draw the proper conclusions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article by Crosby S. Noyes be printed 
here in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the W1ashington Evening Star, June 

15, 1971] 
WE MUST WAKE UP TO DANGER OF PAKISTAN 

CRISIS 

(By Crosby S. Noyes) 
The situation that has developed in East 

Pakistan and western India is not only a 
human tragedy of staggering proportions, i·t 
also is a threat to world peace which this 
country can ignore only at its own con
siderable peril. 

The ·apparent indifference of American 
public opinion to what is going on is ominous 
and ugly. It implies either a parochialism 
that borders on lunacy or else a ,belief that 
the problems of Asia ,are so vast .and intrac
table that there is nothing that can be done 
about the a,gony and destruction of millions 
of human beings. 

The facts, at least, are brutally clear. 
Since March 25, when West p,akistan 

launched its campaign of murderous repres
sion against its secessionist-minded eastern 
province, upwards of 6 million East Pakis
tanis have fled :across the Indian border 
into West Bengal. They have brought with 
them an epidemic of cholera which has 
spread like wildfire ,through some 500 make
shift refugee camps set up near the border. 

Despite the frantic efforts of the Indian 
government and sporadic help from the rest 
of the world, the situation is completely out 
of control. No one knows how many thou
sands of exhausted men, women and children 
already have died. At least 100,000 new ref
ugees still are arriving daily. Cholera has 
now spread to Calcutta, whose popula.tion 
has swollen to 12 million and whose sanita
tion is the worst of any city in the world. 

The influx poses 1an intolerable threat to 
the Indian government, whose own popula
tion iiS chronically near the starvation 
point. Millions of dollars 1are being spent to 
feed the refugees by ,a country de:;perately 
short of everything except people. West Ben
gal already is the most unstable of the In
diian states :and the arrival of millions of 
destitute Pakistanis is a prescription for 
disaJSter on a va.st scale. 

India's Prime Minister Indira Gandhi has 
told the Parliament in New Delhi that "oon
ditions must <be created to stop any further 
influx of refugees and to ensure their early 
return." 

"If the world does not take heed," she said, 
"we shall be constrained to take all measures 
as may be necessary to ensure our own secu
rity and the preservation and development 
of the structure of our social and economic 
life." 

But the conditions for the return of the 
refugees have not been created, and the 
world is taking incredibly little heed of the 
dangers involved. Although the government 
of West Pakistan continues to talk reassur
ingly about how quiet and secure conditions 
in the eastern province are today, the people 
keep coming and none shows a disposition 
to return. 

And so the Indians are talking publicly and 
seriously about the possibility of war. Even 
a man like Jaya Prakash Narayan, who has 

devoted his life to the teachings of Gandhi 
and worked for years in the interests of 
India-Pakistan reconciliation, does not rule 
out the possibility as a last resort. 

Narayan has been in this country trying, 
without much apparent success, to alert 
American officials to the gravity of the 
danger. In his view-and that of a good 
many neutral observers as well-the disinte
gration of Pakistan is irreparable. The ques
tion is simply whether West Pakistan, in its 
effort to rule its eastern province as a co
lonial possession, will create a threat to 
India which cannot be tolerated. 

It also is a question of whether the United 
States, as one of the major suppliers of aid 
to Pakistan, is going to join in the effort of 
repression and contribute to the threat. Arms 
aid to the government of West Pakistan has 
been "under review" since March. But eco
nomic aid, in the form of loans and grants, 
is still continuing. 

It is the height of self-deception to pre
tend that any part of this aid is going to help 
the wretched millions in the eastern prov
ince. What it is doing is sustaining the gov
ernment in Islamabad in a campaign of 
repression that is unparalleld in modern 
history, and creating the conditions for a 
major catastrophe. 

In the long run, it will not be possible for 
West Pakistan to keep the more numerou& 
population of the eastern province subjected 
by force. It will not be possible, either, for 
India to absorb the millions who have fled 
the repression. It is time for the United 
States to face up to the desperate urgency 
of the situation that is developing and to 
draw the proper conclusions. 

DATE IS BEST WAY OUT 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in the 
Washington Post on April 11 of this year, 
one of this country's most prominent di
plomats, Mr. Charles W. Yost, wrote one 
of the most compelling pieces I have seen 
on the sources of our involvement in 
Indochina, the errors of our policy, and 
the best means of extrication. 

As Members of the Senate know, the 
President thought so highly of Mr. Yost's 
distinguished record as a career diplomat 
that he appointed him as U.S. Ambas
sador to the United Nations, a capacity 
in which Mr. Yost served for 2 years, 
through February of this year. 

Among the conclusions of his article 
is the recommendation that-

we should promptly and publicly fix a 
date for the total withdrawal of all U.S. mili
tary forces from South Vietnam-subject 
only to North Vietnamese agreement to com
mence releasing U.S. prisoners as soon as the 
date is fixed and to complete the release 
of all prisoners before withdrawal is com
pleted. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article I have described be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

A WAY TO DISENGAGE FROM VIETNAM 

(By Charles W. Yost) 
In 1968 I prepared for the Carnegie En

dowment on Interlll8itional Peaoe and Coun
cil on F'oreign Relations a paper in which 
I urged that the recently commenced nego
tiations in Paris be used to seek a political 
settlement which, I pointed out, would re
quire "suibstantial and painful concessions" 
·bY ,both sides. 

It was perifectly clear that Hanoi would 
not accept a settlement which left the Thieu
Ky government in power i,ndeflnitely or 
which provided for eleations to be carried 
out by that government, even with some 
international supe:rrvision. There is a strong 
tendency among Asian voters, even in rela
tively free elections, to accept "the man
diate of heaven"-that is, ,to vote for the 
pa·r,ty in power. To Hanoi, elect1ons managed 
by ,the present Sai,gon government would 
mean loss of all it had fought for so long 
and so haird. 

My p.aper suggested, therefore, that we 
explore seriously and urgently in Paris 
whether .the North V1ietnamese would accept 
a neutral interim government to carry out 
elections, a government fro.m which both 
the Thieu partisans and ,the National Liibera
tion Front would be excluded or, alterilla
t1vely, one in which both would be included 
but in a minor role. If this were poss·i1ble, 
I thought an ~mmediiate cease-fire could be 
brought .about and the war rapidly wound 
cLown. H Hanoi insisted on a.n. inted,m gov
ernment which the NLF would clearly con
trol, that would be una.cceptaJble to our side 
and the negotiations would ifail. 

This paper w:as just about to 1be circulated 
to the members of the two organizations 
which sponsored it when I was offered by 
the incoming Nixon administrrution the post 
of U.S. ambassador ,to the United Nations. 
The first r·equest ·Which was made ito me 
after I accepted the post was that this paper 
not be circulated. It was clearly inconsistent 
with the policy which the administration 
intended to follow. 

During my two years' service with the ad
ministration, I was not involved in any way 
in the formulation or execution of its policy 
toward Southeast Asia. My advice was never 
asked on any substantive aspect of the prob
lem nor was I involved in any National Secu
rity Council deliberations on it. I therefore 
watched from the sidelines with growing ap
prehension and heartache the prolongation 
of our military effort in Vietnam far beyond 
what seemed to me a rational or justifiable 
point. 

In October, 1969, I was moved to submit 
a memorandum to the administration in 
which I made this argument as strongly as 
I could. I urged that we either "bring about 
a drastic change in the character of the 
Saigon government as a basis for political 
settlement" or, if that was considered to be 
unacceptable, that we "substantially accel
erate troop withdrawals without a political 
settlement." 

I never received any response to this memo
randum. On the contrary, the Paris negotia
tions were allowed to degenerate into a cha
rade and troop withdrawals continued at the 
same deliberate pace which in April, 1971, 
still leaves 300,000 American troops in Viet
nam. Even last Wednesday's announcement 
by the President of slightly accelerated with
drawals would leave about 180,000 Americans 
there at the beginning of 1972, nearly seven 
years after our major involvement in the war 
began. 

It was and still is quite clear that, despite 
the Nixon Doctrine and the commitment to 
"Vietnamization," the President and his na
tional security adviser, Dr. Henry Kissinger, 
continue to believe that "victory," in the 
sense of the maintenance of power of the 
Thieu-Ky government, can still be achieved, 
and that continued substantial U.S. partici
pation in the war for this purpose is not only 
acceptable but necessary. 

They contend lbhat aill theiT military 
actions, 'both defensive and offenSive into 
Cambodia and Laos, .are designed ito reduce 
Amerioan ciasuall1Jies, :to protect AmeI'llcan 
forces ,as tlhey witthdraw and rto secure the 
release of Anlerioan prisoners of war. Actu-
81lly, there seems '1itltle doubt tha.t, it the 
a:dm'l.n1straltiion were prepared e1ither to ac-



20130 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 16, 1971 
cept a pol1it1ca.l setitlement tlnvolving a. c'hange 
in the Saigon gover.nimenrt or !to fix a prox1-
mate da.te for the total withdmwal of U.S. 
forces <tlhe Nm:1tih V:1~n1amese would be only 
too wilfLing su1bstarutia>Hy to reduce hostili
ties ra.s well as to ireleaise all U.S. prisonera 
by the time U.S. withdmwial was completed. 

AN EMOTIONAL BASIS 

It appears more likely th!ait .the rea.l reasons 
Willy tihe Bre·sident and Kissingeir are pre
ocoupied with '91t ilea.st the 01ppear.a.nce of vic
tory in Southeast A:sia are: ( 1) the silmplistic 
conception stamped on rtheiir minds iin their 
poHtically rorma.tive yearis and never relin
quished of ian aipooa.lyptic 1b1polar global 
struggle bebween communi'Sm and the "Free 
World" in whtlch any setback to either side 
anywhere threaitens criticany .the delica;te 
balance of power everywihere; (2) 'their fear 
thq:i.t rthe 'loss of Sou/th V•ietnam a.titer the 
e:xipendirture of so much American blood and 
treasure tin lits delfens·e would produce a do
mestlc pol<litioal upheaval ·in the U.S. which 
would d!i•scrediJt rtlheiir aidmi.nistraition and 
tihrow the Republioan Party ilnto tllhe airrns of 
1lt'S it"i·giht wing, and (3) the pantie which 
seems to oVe«"Come ·a.ny Americwn P.resident 
a.t the itfu.oughit of being the first "to lose a 
Wfar." 

These deeply felt emotions are, I suspect, 
much more decisive w.lltfu rthe Bresident and 
Kissinger tlha.n eire ·the more priudent con
siderations whtich led 1ihem to proclaim the 
Nixon DOCJtrdne. They cannot yet bring them
selves to renounce mU:itEllry "options" involv
ing U .s. forces which they still nope wm 
preserve rtlhe sbaltus quo in Sou.th Vietnam 
and Which the A:merlcan public could still 
be persua.ded to tolerate. The President has, 
paintly by ·the exercilSe of his own rhetoric, 
persua.ded hiimseM, as President Johnson diJ.d 
ewrlier, rthq:i.t itfu.e "1l1oss" of South Vietnam, 
hrowever 1iit OOJllle .aJbout, would be an 1nit'Oler
able "humi>Uation," would cause the U.S. 
to be collSidered by bortlh foes and friends 
"a pitiful, helplesis g•iant" and would faitany 
blot the il"epui'tiation ~n history of t!he Presi· 
den)!; who presided over iit. 

Actually, of course, the more leaders use 
this sort of language in public, the more they 
create the atmosphere which could make it 
self-fulfl.111ng. It is at least as reasonable to 
contend that the U.S. has, after six years of 
massive engagement itself and a vast buildup 
of the ARVN, far more than fully met any ob
ligation it might have had to self-determina
tion in Vietnam. If the government of South 
Vietnam cannot in 1972 maintain itself with
out U.S. military involvement, it is unlikely 
to be able to do so in 1973 or at any time 
thereafter. 

Moreover, it would now seem to be dem
onstrated that no practicable expansion of 
the war is likely to be profitable or even tol
erable. The Cambodian "incursion" last year 
and the Laotian "incursion' 'this year, while 
they produced marginal tactical a.dvantages, 
have had two much more prejudicial stra
tegic consequences: (1) they have seriously 
overextended the South Vietnamese forces 
which we have been trying to prepare to de
fend their own country and, in the Laotian 
case, have badly damaged their morale; (2) 
they have so aggravated U.S. public dissatis
faction with the whole Southeast Asian en
terprise that, as the polls indicate, a ma
jority of Americans now wish to withdraw 
almost immediately. Under these circum
stances no further expansion of the war, con
cerning which the President still seems de
termined to keep his "options" open, lies 
within the realm of political reality. 

In this connection, neither the adminis
tration nor the public has faced up to the 
role, present and future, of U.S. airpower in 
Southeast Asia. The impression is, however, 
emerging that the massive way in which it 

has been used in South Vietnam since 1965, 
and in Laos and Cambodia more recently, is 
not only indecisive and often counterproduc
tive in a war of this character, but is so un
discriminating between combatant and non
combatant, so devastating to the lives and 
livelihood of friends more than of foes, so 
cruel and inhuman in its scale and conse
quences, that it is unjustifiable under either 
the laws of war or the laws of humanity. 

AN ABSOLUTE DEADLINE 

In summary, in light of au this tragic 
history .and these inexorably accumulating 
facts of life, what should the United States 
do now about getting out of Southeast Asia? 
I would propose the following five steps. 

1. We should promptly and pubUcly fix_ a 
date for the total withdrawal of all U.S. 
military forces from South V1ietnam---subject 
only to North Vietnamese agreement to com
merce releasing U.S. pris01I1ers as soon as the 
date is fixed and to complete the release of 
all prisoners before withdrawal !is completed. 
This date shouJd preferably be Dec. 31, 1971, 
but, if this should turn out not to be lo
gistically feasible or if agreement on the re
lease of prisoners could not be obtained 
ooon enough, it might be March 31 or even 
JUJil.e 30, 1972, but certainly no later. 

2. At the same time that we fix a date for 
withdrawal, . we should propose a general 
cease-fire, to take effect at once or at any 
time prior to completion of withdrawal. We 
should not, however, make withdrawasl con
ditional on a •cease-fire. Acceptance of a gen
eral cease-fire would mean that the status 
quo throughout South Vietnam, and perhaps 
Laos and Oambodia as well, would be frooen 
while the Americans were withdrawing. It 
seems unlikely that such a freezing :flor a 
period of many months would be acceptable 
to either the North or South Vietnamese. On 
the other hand, after a date had been fixed 
!or U.S. withtlrawal, local cease-fires to faciM
tate withdrawal might be quite feasible. 

3. Before announcing a fixed. date for U.S. 
withdrawal, we should offer the South Viet
namese government a last opportunity to 
negotl.ate a political settlement on the only 
basis on which !it might conceivably be nego
tiated-that ls, .an interim government ac
ceptable to both sides to carry out elections. 
Obviously, if Saigon were willing to try tone
gotiate such a settlement, !l.t would have a 
better chance of doing so successfully while 
the Americans were s:tm militarily present in 
Vietnam and participating in the Paris ne
gotiations. Since, however, I very much doubt 
that the Thieu-Ky government would agree 
to negotiate a settlement of this kind, even 
faced with the prospect of early U.S. with
drawal, I should not suggest delaying for 
this purpose for more than one month the 
announcement of a terminal date for U.S. 
withdrawaa. 

4. We should, simultaneously with this 
MUlOuncement, propose to all participia.n.ts 
in the Genevia Aocords of 1954 iand 1962 re
turn to the full ap1Plioation of those acciords, 
with such modifications as ohanged circum
stances require or as seem desirable to a.11 
ooncerned, but specifically lncluding with
drawal of all foreign forces (including North 
and South Vietnamese) from Laos 8lild Cam
bodia and reaffirmiat11on of the neutrialization 
of these two oountries. One modification of 
the accords which would be mos:t desirable, 
if it could be obtained, would be the creation 
of more effective supervisory machinery rthan 
the old International Control Commission. If 
a new Geneva Conference were necessary to 
accomplish these ends, as it very likely would 
be, such a oonference, with the same or 
larger participation, should be convened as 
soon as possible. The conference could also 
concern itself with Vietnam, if the govern
ments '<>f both Nor:th and South so desired, 
but it would nort necessarily do so. 

5. We should at the same time :reiterate 
the offer we have made in the past to con
tribute substantially to a program of eco
nomic rehab111tation, reconstruction ·a.nd de
velopment in Nlorth and South Vietnam, Laos 
and Cambodia., to be carried out preferably 
under United Nations auspices. 

Achievement of the objeotives p!roposed 
under these fl ve points seems to me realistic 
and practicable. Achievement of the objec
tives apparently still 1being pursued by the 
administration seems to me ·Elin empty fan
tasy, the continued ;pursuit of which under 
present circumstances w:ould be disastrous 
to the security, welfare and moral character 
of the American people. 

EIGHT ERRORS CAUSED 0VERINVOLVEMENT 

(By Charles W. Yost) 
The direct and massive U.S. military in

volvement in Southeast Asia beginning in 
1965 was grossly disproportionate to any na
tional interest the United States had in the 
area, and soon proved to be prodigiously dam
aging to the welfare of the Vietnamese and 
Laotian people. There are many reasons why 
this highly motivated but disastrous mis
calculation by U.S. leadership occurred. In 
my view, eight major errors of judgment 
caused us to get in so deeply: 

1. The first was the belief that Communist 
China had in the 1950s and 1960s both the 
intention and the capab111ty to extend its 
dominion beyond its borders, especially 
southward either through invasion or, more 
probably, through "wars of national libera
tion" which it would inspire and support. 
In the cooler light of hindsight we can now 
note that, with the exception of the war 
in Korea, which was certainly felt to be de
fensive, and the war in Vietnam, which de
rives almost wholly from Vietnamese rather 
than Chinese inspiration, Communist China 
has shown little intention or capabillty of 
involving itself directly or indirectly in mill
tary adventures ouside its borders. 

2. The second mistake in judgment, the 
"domino theory," was the belief that South
east Asia outside Vietnam was acutely vul
nerable to wars of national liberation or to 
subversion and takeover; that if South Viet
nam fell, others were almost certain to fol
low. This error arose from an undiscriminat
ing extrapolation of the situation in South 
Vietnam, which for 10 years prior to 1954 
had been deeply infested at the grassroots 
with Communist cadres, to the rest of South
east Asia, which had not been penetrated 
to anywhere nearly such a degree. Of course 
the extension and conduct of the war in 
recent years have made Laos and Cambodia 
much more vulnerable to takeover than they 
were in the 1950s. 

3. A third error in judgment was the be
lief that North Vietnam, if partially or wholly 
victorious in the South, would serve there
after as a compliant instrument of Com
munist China. Actually, as the history of 
the past 25 years has amply demonstrated, 
only the Yugoslav Communists have r1vS1led 
the North Vietnamese in stiff-necked recalci
trance and independence. 

4. The fourth error was in imagining that 
NATO could be duplicated in Southeast Asia 
and in setting up there a 1pul'ported military 
ooaliJt'ion whiOh was iln fact only a faioade for 
un1lasteml U.S. support of several weak coun
tries. Nevertheless, SEATO had rthe effect of 
commi·tting the United States to a deeper and 
more formal !involvement in Southeast Asia 
than was wise, w1lrt:ihout in foot signifl.carutly 
d.noreasing 1its •caipabildt1es it'here. 

5. Perhaps the most decisive mistake ma.de 
in Vietnam and, for a time, in Laos was, on 
the one hand, U.S. insistence that regimes it 
supported be 100 per cent anti-communist 
and antineutrallst and, on the other, its 
failure effectively to insist that the support 
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it so unstintingly provided these regimes be 
used to carry out reforms which might have 
given them an expanding popular base. 

6. The sixth mistake arose from the ex
travagant faith in "counterinsurgency" 
which swept Washington in the early 1960s. 
Based on the correct assessment that Com
munist aggression wias henceforth more Ukely 
to take the form of insurgency than of mas
sive attacks across frontiers, it nevertheless 
.enormously overestimated the capability of 
U.S. forces, no matter how thoroughly trained 
for ,this purpose, to conduct this highly so
phisticated and acutely political type of war
fare in environments where language, cus
toms and physical conditions were so wholly 
alien to them. 

7. The seventh error was also a military 
one: U.S. insistence on organizing and train
ing most of the Vietnamese forces, from 1954 
on, to fight a European or Korean-type war 
rather than to counter insurgency. Serious 
efforts have been made in recent years to 
correct this error but even now the ARVN is 
still trained to fight with massive air and 
artillery support, which obviously will be far 
less effectively av1ailaible when the Americans 
depart. 

8. The final error of judgment occurred re
peatedly after our massive involvement, when 
we so often neglected or fatally compromised 
potential opportunities for negotiation, either 
for ephemeral military advantage or for fear 
of causing trouble with and for the Saigon 
government. 

A FEDERAL JUDICIARY COUNCIL 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, an edi
torial in the May issue of Judicature 
speaks with clarity and force on behalf 
of S. 1440, ,a bill to establish a Fedocal 
Judiciary Council. 

So that all Senators can consider this 
editorial I ask unanimous consent for it 
tJo be printed in the RECORD. 

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

IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED FEDERAL 
JUDICIARY COUNCIL 

In a widely-publicized inte1rview last 
December, Chief Justice Wa.rren E. Burger 
called attention to a function of the Lord 
Chancellor of England which presently has 
no counterpart in this country. He said: 

"The Lord Chancellor in England is the 
highest judimal officer, but he devotes only a 
limited time to purely judicial duties. He is 
also SpeakeT of the House of Lords a.nd a 
member of the Prime Minister's cabinet. 
Thus, he has access and constant com
m'.unication with all thTee branches of gov
ernment and can keep the executive and leg
islative branches fully informed on almost 
a day-to-day basis." 

Although our governmental system is based 
upon the principle of separation of powers, 
the three branches, executive, legislative and 
judicial, are closely interrelated and inter
dependent in many ways. In the federal sys
tem, the executive appoints the members of 
the judiciary, and the Oongress appropriates 
the funds for their sa.l:a.ries a.ind operating 
expenses. Ea.ch of the other two branches 
has its own responsibility for the judicial 
branch, yet there never has been and still 
is not, any permanent official channel of 
communication between them. 

The nearest thing to Lt has been the 
addresses of the ohief justices before the 
American Law Institute and the American 
Bar Association, whioh have served in an 
informal way as an annual report 01I1 the 
state of the judiciary. To this should be 
added, of course, the comprehensive annual 
reporits of the Adtninistrative Offi:ce of the 
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United States Courts and the frequent ap
pearances of representatives of the judiciary 
before budget and other committees in con
nection with a.ppropriati'ons and other leg
islation affecting the judiciary. 

Now a bill, S. 1440, introduced by Sena.toil" 
Gordon Allott of Colorado, proposes estab
lishment of a new agency, the Federal 
Judiciary Oouncil, composed of two repre
sentatives each of the executive, the legisla
tive and the judicial departments, 

". . . whose pUl'lpOse shall be 'to a.dvise the 
Congress, the Executive and the Judicial Con
ference of the United States on matters 
aff~ing the a.dministration of the courts of 
the United States." 

The bill proposes that the Council report 
to the Congires.s at least once a year-

". . . with respect to the impa.ct of pro
posed leg.islati:on on the a.dministration of 
justice in the federal courts, the des.ir.abil1ty 
of legislation to ·moder.nize court procedures 
and thereby ease court congestion, the neces
sity !for additional personnel and fa.cilities, 
and ithe appropriate allooation of judioiaJ 
functions to the federal courts." 

In his statement on the Senate floor, Sen
ator Allott noted that the proposed council 
would 1be quirte a different entity from ithe 
Judicial Conference of :the United States, 
which is composed entirely of judges repre
senting all piarts of the federal system, or the 
Federal Judici.aJ. Center, which i1s a research 
and educational arm of ;the judici1aJ. branch. 
The Federal Judiciary Council would un
doubtedly draw heav:ily on these and other 
agencies and resources in formulating and 
substantliating !.ts irecommendations, ·and as 
an organ of all three branches of gover.n.
ment its pronouncements could be· expected 
to cany more 1we1gihit than those from any 
one branch alone. 

Some people have thought that there are 
already too many org,ani2lations and agencies 
in the field of court improvement, and they 
automatically recoil at the ;thought of ·an
other one. We suggest that the great progress 
of the past decade has been precisely because 
so many were on the job. Whenever 1.t ap· 
pears that another one could serve a par· 
ticular purpose, ilt should be welcomed by 
all. The National Center for State Cour·ts en· 
dorsed by ithe President -and ithe Chief Jus
tice in Williamsburg wil.11 render a useful 
servfoe as a means of communication, coordi· 
nation rand •cooperation aimong them. 

In another equally il.mportant dimension, 
the proposed Federal Judiciary Council can 
be a medium of communication, coordtna
ti-on and cooperation between the judicial 
and the other rtwo branches of the govern
ment with 'l'espect to their common interest 
in judicial matters. Its concept oomes vecy 
close to the ministry of justice which we have 
long urged l8iS a .n.eeded oodition to our gov
ernmental str·ucture. Enactment of Ttihds legls-
1.ation wm provide a valuable boost for the 
score or more of state judicial councils, and 
a usef.ul new ally ito those agencies al'l'eady 
at work on 1improv1ing the administration of 
justice il.n the federal courts. 

CAMBODIA REVISITED 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, more 

than a year has passed since American 
ground combat troops, air forces, and 
naval squadrons invaded Cambodia. Mr. 
Henry Bradsher, chief diplomatic corre
spondent of the Washington Evening 
Star, revisited this once peaceful country 
to take another look at the results of 
this U.S. intervention. ms findings bode 
badly for the future. He reports: 

The proudly independent and theoretically 
nonaligned nation of Cambodia has become 
an American dependency. U.S. economic aid, 
U.S. armaments, and U.S. tactical air sup-

por,t are essential to its continued existence 
in its present unified non-Communist form. 

While Mr. Bradsher was sending his 
dispatches out of Phnom Penh on the 
state of Oambodian affairs, South Viet
namese troops were being routed from 
Snoul, a key Cambodian border town. 
The reports and the retreat cast more 
doubt on American claims of success in 
last year's invasion and on the adminis
tration's assurance that the South Viet
namese can hack it. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Bradsher's series on Cambodia be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Sunday Star, 
May 23, 1971] 

INTERPRETIVE REPORT-CAMBODIA; U.S. 
DEPENDENCY 

(By Henry S. Bradsher) 
PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA.-The proudly 

independent and theoretically nonaligned 
nation of Cambodia has become an American 
dependency. U.S. eoonomic aid, U.S. arma
ments, and U.S. tactical aiT support are es
sential to its continued existence in its pres
ent unified, non-Communist form. 

From the lowest level of political aware
ness among the Cambodian people to the top 
of the government, there is an assumption 
that they will continue to need American 
aid-and will get it. There is no sign that 
the dependence on American help will end 
in the foreseeable future. The need might, 
instead, grow. 

The assumption is that the United States 
has a moral obligation to Caimbodia which is 
as strong aa any written treaty, a.nd that 
the United States has helped create and 
has accepted this obligation. 

Neither Washington nor Phnom Penh has 
sought to establish a formal treatly tie. 

A treaty would destroy CambocHa's claim 
to neutrality, so offi.mals here do not wrunt 
one. They feel they have the best of both 
worlds this way: most kinds of U.S. help that 
a treaty would provide, but the continued 
claim of neutrality. 

The claim has been rejected by many non
aligned nations since the dependence begam. 
developing in April 19·70. But it remains E.. 
potentially useful diplomatic tool. 

As for the United States, it has not sought 
to formalize by treaty or even to specify 
clearly the nature of its commitment, beyond 
references to the Nixon Doctrine. The mood 
Of the U.S. Congress is felt here to be the 
main reason for this vagueness, even though 
in no other country has that doctrine been 
used to develop suoh a degree of dependency. 

The America.n help provided to Cambodia 
within an understood rather thrun written 
framework has been limited both i.n. nature 
and 41 ma.Illle:i: Of application. 

This help dOElll not include "ground combat 
troops," the component whioh distinguished 
U.S. help to South Vietnam from a.id to other 
Southeast Asian nations. Cambodia olliCe 
wanted them, but that time has passed. 

The help has so f1ar 1been provided for the 
Cambodians to use themselves. There is no 
evidence of a system of covert control by 
Americans, of the kind that distinguishes 
U.S. help to Laos, being built up here. 

U.S. ROLE STUDmD 
Some observers here see ;the possibility, 

however, ithat a U.S. role in managing Cam
bodia could grow out of the present depend
ence. They think this is implicit in the rela
tionship, despite American assertions that 
it will not be allowed to happen. 

cambodians show a spirited pride in the 
right to run their country. 
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lit is a .pride of having escaped the auto
cratic tutelage of Prince Norodom Sihanouk, 
whom they ousted from power on March 18, 
1970. While his country has moved into de
pendence upon the United States, he has be
come a Chinese client in Peking. 

Parallel with this pride, there is a de
veloping psychology of reliance upon the 
Uni.ted States. Few Cambodians see any in
consistency in this. 

Conversrutions with a number of private 
and official Cambodians reveal an ass ump -
tion that it is only just iand right for th.a 
United States to have the responsi·bility of 
providing this help into the indefinite future, 
since Ca.mbodia is the victim of Vietnamese 
Communist aggression. 

Ca.mbodians emphasize to Americans the 
Communist aspect, although wha.t many of 
them fear the most for historic reasons is 
Vietnamese imperialism. 

The help which Htanoi receives from other 
Communist countries is of.ten cited as mean
ing the United States automaJtically should 
help Cambodia. The point is made by officials 
who would reject the bolder idea of their 
being proxies in a broader East-West con
flict instead of simply defending the Cam
bodian homeland. 

The American attitude has seemed from 
here to have been more obscured than clar
ifred by public statements. 

Aid "involves no commitments," the State 
Department has said. "The U.S. government is 
committed to a neutral government in Cam
bodia.," Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird 
has said. 

AN UNWRITTEN TREATY 

The C9imbodian foreign minister, Koun 
Wick, said in an interview that he feels 
there is an unmitten treaty •between the 
two countries. 

"I am convinced that there really is a 
moral obligation of the United States to 
help,'' he said. "We are confident that the 
United St'8.tes will continue to help us." 

But he expressed apprehension about what 
might happen when U.S. military .power is 
withdrawn from neighboring South Viet
nam. 

The foreign minister suggested that per
haps U.S. tactical air support for the Cam
bodian army could be continued from bases 
in Thailand or ithe Philippines after Amer
ican warplanes are withdrawn from South 
Vietnam. 

The president of the National Assembly, 
Yem 'Sambaur, said in a separate interview 
that "people are afraid of 'being dangerously 
exposed when the United States leaves Viet
nam. The United States must continue to 
help us as long as the war goes on." 

The thought has occurred to a few Cam
bodians that the United States might be 
propping their country up only long enough 
to extricate itself from Vietnrum. But this ls 
looking farther ahead than most people here 
are doing. 

CARE DURING CRISIS 

Despite the .potential power of the United 
States over a dependent country, it is gen
erally agreed by Cambodians and diplomatic 
observers here that there 'has not been sig
nificant U.S. interference in Cam'bodian in
ternal affairs up to now. 

The U.S. Embassy here WM especially 
careful not to appear too interested in the 
recent cabinet crisis. An Asian ambassador 
commented that U.S. Ambassador Emory C. 
Swank "might go down in Cambodian his
tory as 'the invisi•ble ambassador.'" 

But a European ambassador noted that all 
the possible new crubinet combinations ·being 
discussed during the crists involved people 
dedi~ated to 'Continuing the policies which 
Washington approves. ':Dhis amlbassador won
dered whether the United States would 'be 
so forebearing if a "peace party" willing to 

compromise with Hanoi arose as a possible 
gov•ernment here. 

A frequent refrain in conversations with 
Cambodians is the need for American advis
ers in civilian government jobs. 

There is an eagerness to learn new and 
presumably better ways of doing things, to 
be brought up to daJte on world practic·es. 
Some political leaders say advisers would 
benefit Cambodia without acquiring undue 
influence. 

"For 10 or 12 years we got ibad advice and 
did things the wrong way,'' said one senior 
l·eader, referring to Sihanouk's heyday, "and 
now we need to be told the right way to do 
things." 

The U.S. Embassy does not want to hear 
any requests for advisers. The "low profile" 
which it understands that Washington wants 
to try to keep in Cambodia is inconsistent 
with putting Americans into advisory roles. 

Nonetheless, in the process of giving mili
tary and economic aid, embassy officials find 
themselves also giving advice. 

AMERICAN HELPFULNESS 

This ranges all the way from getting army 
recruiting temporarily halted so that records 
can be sorted out, to providing officials into 
ordering fuel far enough ahead to prevent 
temporary shortages, to insisting that truck 
convoys be planned enough in advance to in
sure that air cover can be arranged. 

When asked about such examples of an 
indirect U.S. role in making the government 
run properly, senior Cambodian officials at 
first look blank. 

Then, when asked about specific cases, 
they dismiss them as simply being examples 
of American helpfulness. There is no !resent
ment, no concern about interference. 

The number of Americans in positions 
to offer advice is small. 

The economic aid section of the U.S. Em
bassy has only four officers, which ls hardly 
enough to keep up with Washington's paper
work requirements on foreign aid. This num
ber is kept artificially low, however, by the 
use of temporary duty personnel. 

The military aid office has 16 "military 
equipment delivery team" members. Swank 
has to approve each case of additional Ameri
can military men coming in from South Viet
nam. 

The bulk of the military aid work is done 
in Saigon, with the embassy here housing 
only the forward detachment. This is the 
same pattern that was established for Amer
ican military aid going into Laos through 
Thailand when Swank was the No. 2 man 
in the U.S. Embassy in Laos. 

The Cambodian inclination to take ad
vice is more noticeable on the military side. 

From the American in daily contact with 
the Cambodian general staff to the U.S. offi
cers in South Vietnam who plan river con
voys up the Mekong to Phnom Penh, there 
is a lot of advice given and accepted. 

VISIBLE AID TOTAL 

The total amount of visible U.S. aid to 
Cambodia in the fiscal year ending June 30 
is $262.4 million. It ls J.ikely that such in
visible items as the cost of tactical air sup
port and American contributions towa.rd the 
operations of South Vietnamese troops in 
Cambodia more than double this figure. 

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, the 
U.S. government presently plans visible aid of 
about $310 mi111on. Almost half of this will 
be for ammunition. 

In terms of U.S. support for South Viet
nam or even for Laos, this is fairly cheap. But 
its impact on Cambodia is tremendous. 

Almost all the things which this agricul
tural, unindustrialized country cannot pro
duce itself for its army and for its civilian 
economy are now being provided by the 
United States. U.S. aid covers virtually all 
import needs. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
May 24, 1971] 

WAR IN CAMBODIA KILLING ITS ECONOMY 

(By Henry S. Bradsher) 
PHNOM PENH, Cambodia.-Cambodla will 

earn just about enough money from its ex
ports this year to pay the interest charges on 
foreign loans. There might be a little change 
left over. 

That assumes, however, that the already 
grim economic predictions of offici•als here do 
noit turn out to be too optimistic~as has 
been ]fappening regularly in the first 14 
months of war in Cambodia. 

As fo:r paying for all :the ·things that an 
agricultural country needs to import in oirder 
to be part of the modern world, Cambodia 
cannot. 

It will remain part of the world economy, 
and its 7 million people will enjoy some of 
the benefits of modern:i.za,tion-but only be
oause of American aid. 

U.S. PICKS UP BILL 

Virtually the entire import bill is being 
picked up by the United States. Small 
amounts of economic aid have come from 
Australia and Britain, but Japan has stalled 
off a Cambodian request for $20 million. 

The United States has promised $70 mil
lion in import aid and $8.5 million in PL-480 
commodities in the year ending June 30. The 
Nixon administration has asked Cbngress to 
allocate Cambodia another $110 million for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, and some 
PL-480 items might be added. 

The Indochina War has destroyed Cam
bodia's ability to support itself at much 
better than subsistence level for the time 
being. 

In some ways, Lt is only itempora.ry destruc
tion. Rice would be available for export if 
internal transportation could be restored. In 
other ways, the destruction is more perma
nent. Rubber estates, for example, would take 
some time to restore, when and if peace 
returns. 

ESTIMATES FAR OFF 

Six months ago 1970 exports of rice, rub
ber, corn, beef .and other items were ex
pected to earn $45.6 million despite the war 
(1969 was $6·2 million). The National Bank 
now gives the 1970 figure as $40.2 million. 

Imports last year were held down by the 
government's conservatism, in view of the de
clining exports, ·to about $37 .5 million. But 
the economy demands far more on a recur
ring annual basis than that. 

The estimates six months ago were 1971 
needs of $78 million in civilian imports. Now 
the estimate is around $90 million with 
higher transportation and related costs plus 
inflation pushing ·the total to the $110 mil
lion aid figure. 

Last autumn an American economic survey 
estimated the loss that would be caused to 
the Cambodian economy by the war in 1971 
at about $100 million, including extra im
port needs. Now, a not directly comparable 
figure for estimated 1971 losses just from 
lower domestic production is $136 million. 

And exports, which had been guessed at 
maybe $20 million in 1971, and were more 
recently estimated by the Cambodian govern
ment at $14 million, now look like they'll be 
around $10 million. 

$8.4 Million Interest Compared with these 
export earnings, Cambodia owes $8.4 million 
interest on its foreign debt this year. 

It already has paid out $3 million, includ
ing $780,000 to the Soviet Union, East Ger
many and Czechoslovakia. But it decided not 
to pay $606,000 due to Yugoslavia, which has 
recognized the exile Cambodian government 
of Prince Norodom Sihanouk in Peking. 

Foreign Minister Koun Wick said in a re
cent interview ·that Cambodia is considering 
asking for a debt moratorium because of 
the war. 
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The main export in the first three months 

of 1971 was rice, always Cambodia's mainstay. 
The rich rice growing area around Battam

ba.ng in southwestern Cambodia, the one 
major area little touched by the war, is con
tinuing to produce good crops. Nationally, 
rice planting was down 28 percent at the end 
of 1970. 

Getting rice to foreign markets is a prob
lem. 

The railroad from Battambang to Phnom 
Penh and the sea has been cut. Highway 
transportation is uncertain because of guer
rillas. Thailand, which is trying to sell its 
own rice surplus, has been difficult about let
ting Cambodia export in the past. 

RUBBER EXPORTS HALTED 
The second most important export in the 

past, rubber, has stopped entirely. Estimates 
of the cost of getting rubber plantations back 
into production start at $14 million and rise 
according to the delay before they can be 
reopened. 

Some things which Cambodia used to make 
for itself-in factories built with Chinese, 
Czech and other aid money-now must be 
imported. These include cement and rubber 
tires. Some factories have been destroyed or 
heavily damaged in fighting. 

The transport problem has also contributed 
to inflation by making it more difficult to get 
local products to market. 

But the major factor in inflation has been 
the doubling of the money supply from 
March 1970 to March 1971 as money was 
printed to pay the tremendous new bill 'for 
the armed forces, whose size has increased 
600 percent. 

Measuring inflation is difficult. A large 
part of the popu1ation lives close to the soil. 
Most basic necessities like food are sold on 
an unorganized 'basis. 

The National Institute of Statistics calcu
lates, however, that the working class price 
index in Phnom Penh, which now has about 
a million persons, rose 84 percent from 
March 1970 to February 1971, fell slightly in 
March and rose again ·last month. 

SALARY INCREASE 
The government has recognized this by 

increasing the pay of its employees. But it is 
unable to take the basic steps of restricting 
expenditures or increasing domestic reve
nue. 

U.S. aid wlll help marginally. Some of the 
imports financed by it as normal needs of 
the Cambodian economy, such as gasoline, 
tires and paper products, will be sold to con
sumers. This will drain a little money out of 
the economy. 

American aid officials are determined not 
to get involved in providing new and ab
normal types of consumer goods for the sole 
purpose o'f sopping up money to check in
flation, as the United States has done with 
sad results in South Vietnam. 

American aid instead is intended only to 
meet Cambodia's foreign exchange require
ments at their normal peacetime level, plus 
providing for ·additional civilian import re
quirements caused by the war. 

With inflation hardly checked, the value of 
the Cambodian riel has dropped sharply from 
the official 55 to one U.S. dollar. 

U.S. aid agreements recognized this by 
figuring a rate of 83. The extra is called a 
"war tax" that consumers have to pay for 
goods brought into the country with Amer
ican aid. 

On the black market, the riel has plum
meted to more than 160 for a dollar. 

It is a small black market. Chinese busi
nessmen and some Cambodians are willing to 
pay an unusually large amount of riels for 
the few dollars available. The situation does 
not permit a proper evaluation of the cur
rent international value of Cambodia's 
money. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, May 
25, 1971] 

POWER STRUGGLE LoOMS IN CAMBODIA 
(By Henry S. Bradsher) 

PHNOM, PENH, Ca.mbodia.-The recent 
cabinet changes in Caxnbodia are having the 
unplanned result of veviving the National 
Assembly as a pol'ltioo.I factor. 

The intentions of some assembly leaders 
to reassert its constitutional ·powers, in or
der to combat alleged corruption and abuse 
of government power, could lead to conflict 
between the assembly and the caJbinet. 

The posst:bility of conflict is heightened 
by the antipathy of some politicians toward 
the effective head of the government, Maij. 
Gen. Sisowath Sirik Matak, who is premier
delegate. 

Some observers do not exipect a major con
filct to develop. They feel that all political 
elements want the prosecution of the war to 
take priority over politics. 

EFFICIENCY ISSUE 
But other observers foresee the possibility 

of a political division that could affect the 
war effort and the U.S. role here, particular
ly in the area of executive efiiciency versus 
parliamentary responsi:bil1ty. 

The United States, which has been try
ing to encourage governmental efficiency, 
would have to be careful not to appear to 
carry this to the extent of encouraging au
thoritarian tendencies. 

Sirik Matak, whom the Americans consider 
efficient, arouses a,pprehensions among crit
ics who charge that he still aicts in the au
thorit·arlan m 1anner of lhis royal ancestry al
though the country has become a republic. 

The recent cabinet changes ratified and 
witiened Sirlk Matak's powers ras head of the 
gov·ernment on behalif of .the si·ck premier, 
Marshrull Lon Nol. Lon Nol's personal popu-
1arity provides the political backing for Sirik 
Matiak. 

In the changes, one of the nation's most 
experienced politicians, Yem Sambaur, was 
dropped from the cabinet. 

Yem was then elected assembly president, 
defeating a supporter of Sirik Matak. 

OUSTER OF SIHANOUK 
Yem is now determined to revive the pow

ers of ·1Jhe a.ssembly in Cambodia's parliamen
tary system. Never very strong under Prince 
Norodom Sihanouk, the assembly had atro
phied in the 14 months since it voted him 
out of power. 

The ·assembly president then, Brig. Gen. 
In '!1a.m., went off to fi~ht ithe war. So did a 
number of deputies. others were silenced by 
membership in the government. 

Phnom Penh's studelllts took over by de
fault the Tole of ain opposition. 

"Now rthe assembly must lbe respected," 
Yem said in an iruteTView •after his election 
to succeed In Tam, who joined the new 
crubinet. 

Yem said he plian.ned to reactiyate assem
·bly oommittees so they would better oversee 
cabinet ministries. Instead of officials an
swering to studerut groups, the assembly 
must be :the main forum of public review, 
he said. 

Yem repeated widely hea.rd--aind widely 
believed-charges of corruption. 

The assembly must investigate these 
chairges a.nd eliminate co~ption, he said. 
Only lby elimrllm.ting it can Oambodia insure 
tha.t it will co.ntinue to get iforeign aid, he 
declaired. 

"If people in Washington, if the U.S. Con
gress, begin to think that rtrheir aid money 
fior Oamlbo<Ua is 'being used ;in bad ways, to 
make a ofew people ric'h, rthen they won't 
continue to /help us," Yem said. 

Will Yem's revived assembly get into con
flict wtth the ca:binet? 

He denied !rt would, but quickly added 

thialt anyway the constitution J»'Ovided for 
the assembly •to do its duty, and that duty 
oould not be shirked because of possible 
trpuble. 

Yem wrus premier of Oambodia for 15 
months in 1949-50. When Sihanouk was 
ousted in MMch 1970, he became foreign 
minister. 

There wras talk :then of ra triumvirate, with 
Lon Nol, Sirtk Matak and Yem jointly oon
t:mlUng rthe new government. But Yem was 
never so impontant as rthe other two. 

He soon s1ipped further below them, be
coming minister of justice and parliamen
tary affairs in the cabinet reshuffie last July 
1. 'I1hen recently he was dropped. 

Sirik Maltak supported another former 
cabinet minister, Op ~im Ang, to succeed 
In Tam as assembly president. 

But Yem, rthe old par1iament·ariran, upset 
him by ra vote of 35-314. 

YEM'S SUPPORT 
Yem's margin of supporrtr--s.nd the propor· 

tlon of assembly members fravoring a more 
active role now~migiht be wider than that 
close vote. Several Yem supporters repo'l'lted
ly were absent. Seveml b1ank •ballots could 
have sig:nialed an initial reluct·ance ito oross 
Sirik Mata·k which is now removed. 

Besides Yem, several others left the gov
ernment and became advocates of assembly 
assertion. One is Due Rasy, who had dared 
to criticize Sihanouk before his ouster. 
Others include Hoeur Lay l!nn, Keo Sranas 
and Trinh Hoanh. 

Cambodia is still trying to write a new 
post-Sihanouk constitution. 

A new constitution would require new 
elections. Burt Sirik M:artak has separately 
raised rthe pOSSilbility of elections for a new 
assembly. 

If the present members ibeoome too diffi
cult, thre governmerut might try to prevent 
further extensions of rtheir a1ready-expi'l'ed 
terms. The gove!l'nment itself would have to 
be reconstituted from a.ny new assembly, 
however, so this involves risks. 

And trying to conduct elections while the 
war continues, creaMng insecurity itn ~aa-ge 
but not too populous areas of the country, 
would be difficult. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
May 26, 1971] 

TEN PERCENT OF CAMBODIANS TERMED WAit 
VICTIMS 

(By Henry S. Bradsher) 
PHNOM PENH.-About one-tenth of Cam

bodia's population of 7 million has been 
classified by the government as war victims. 

Most are refugees who have fled the fight
ing to Phnom Penh and other cities, some 
are Vietnamese residents who have fled from 
aroused Cambodian nationalism to South 
Vietnain, 15,000 have been wounded and 
6,500 killed. 

Some 18,000 homes have •been destroyed, 
mostly by mortar fire and other ground 
combat. 

MOST NON-AERIAL 
The government's commissioner general 

for war victims, Tian Kim Chieng, estimated 
in an interview that only about 20 percent 
of the war's destruction had been caused 
by aerial bombardment. 

Al though the Cambodian air force flies 
some tactical air strikes, and the South Viet
namese air force helps, most of the aerial 
firepower poured into Cambodia has been 
American. 

But Tian did not think the United States 
has been responsible for much of the destruc
tion that has created the war victims. 

The Cambodian government has not ap
pealed directly to the U.S. government or any 
other relief for war victims. It has issued 
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general, rather low-keyedi appeals to the 
world at large. 

One of the biggest responses has come 
from Japan. Its Red Cross has given $3.7 
million in equipment. 

The International Committee of the Red 
Cross and Catholic Relief Services are among 
others that have responded. 

Experienced relief officials in a position 
to be thoroughly familiar with the situation 
in Cambodia, but not in a position to be 
quoted by name, say the situation here is 
pretty good compared with the plight of ref
ugees in many other countries. 

There is no starvation. Most of the people 
classified as refugees have moved in with 
relatives in the cities or otherwise disap
peared from view. 

The refugee camps around Phnom Penh 
now do not look nearly so bad as a lot that 
this corresppndent has seen aroundi Asia. 

A FOREIGN ELEMIENT 

There is a sad illusion in this, however. 
Last summer there were worse refugee camps 
in Phnom Penh. They housed ethnic Viet
namese who were trying to escape to South 
Vietnam after many Vietnamese had been 
murdered in a venting of Cambodian hatred. 

A report on war victims just issued by 
Tian says 102,130 Vietnamese lhave now .been 
repatriated to South Vietnam. The Saigon 
government estimate is nearer 200,000. 

Many of them are living now in far worse 
conditions in South Vietnamese camps than 
what one .sees in Cambodia. So some of the 
worst of the Cambodian war problem is out
side Cambodia. 

There also are three groups of Cambodians 
who fled abroad when the war started be
cause they could not get into safer parts of 
their own country. Tian estimated 10,000 in 
South Vietnam, 2,000 in Laos and 1,600 in 
Thailand. 

The flight of people from guerrillas in rural 
areas and from fighting between the North 
Vietnamese and Cambodian armies in the 
countryside and small towns has swollen 
Phnom Penh's population. Rough estimates, 
which are the best available, say the capital 
has gone from 600,000 to a million people 
since the war began. 

Tian lists only 200,000 refugees in Phnom 
Penh, however, with just 1,523 of them in 
camps and some 30,000 getting government 
food and clothing rations. He says Battam
bang, the nation's second city, has 4,285 in 
camps, and its population has swollen from 
60,000 to 100,000. 

SOME IN OTHER CENTERS 

Other refugees have lbeen grouped in pro
vincial centers and army towns. 

Of the war deaths, fewer than 500 were 
civilians and the rest military. About 1,000 
civilians have been wounded. 

The government pays hospitalized civilians 
as much per week-about 92c, or the cost of 
three chickens in rur.al areas--that the bot
tom rank of government employees earn per 
day. 

Since it was established in July, Tian's de
partment has been provided the equivalent, 
at the legal exchange rate, of $121,000 in gov
ernment money for its work. 

War victim work by other departments and 
private agencies raises the amount spent or 
available to $2.63 million, according to Tian's 
report. This does not reflect the Japanese 
contribution. 

OPPOSITION TO CERTAIN FARM 
LABOR LEGISLATION 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, recent edi
torials in both of the major Dallas news
papers voice opposition to any farm labor 
legislation which would permit the firing 
of farm workers for their refusal to pay 
dues or fees to labor organiz·ations. The 

views expressed in these editorials are 
worthy of your consideration. 

The first of these editorials appeared 
in the June 1 edition of the Dallas Morn
ing News, the second was published in 
the June 3 edition of the Dallas Times 
Herald. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these editorials be printed in 
the RECORD • . 

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

No FORCED UNIONISM 

Congressional leaders who have been toy
ing with a proposal to allow farm workers to 
be fired foT not paying union dues have re
ceived a solid vote of nonconfidence from 
the American people opposing the idea. 

A survey cont11acted by the National Right 
to Work Committee reveals that Americans 
oppose such legislation by a 5-to-1 margin. 

Reed Larson, executive vice-president of 
the Right to Work Committee, said that the 
attitude against forced unionism of farm 
workers cut across all categories of the 2,061 
persons interviewed. 

Some congressional elements have dis
cussed the closed shop provision in regard to 
farm labor legislation. It is basically the same 
attitude th:at prevailed in 1969 when forced 
unionism was considered a "sweetener" nec
essary to get union leaders' apprqval of re
orgianization of the Post Office Department. 
Opposition from the public saved the right 
to work for postal employes. 

Farm workeTS, like all other workers, should 
have the rig'ht to join or to abstain from 
joining a union. 

Forcing union membership throug'h legis
lation weakens both the value Of unions and 
the basic right of all workers to decide 
whether or not they desire to join a union. 

FREEDOM FOR FARM WORKERS 

Interesting, indeed, is a poll taken by 
Opinion Research Corp. of Princeton, N.J., 
in which it's disclosed that 68 per cent of 
Americans oppose compulsory unionization 
of farm ·workers. 

What makes the poll so interesting is not 
merely the degree of support for the right
to-work principle, but the breadth of that 
support, as well. 

Opinion Research Corp. found that every 
sub-group queried-including young people, 
Democrats, RepubHcans, union members, 
and farm workers themselves--think agri
cultural workers should make up their own 
minds about joining unions (notwithstand
ing that a compulsory unionization clause 
is likely to crop up in farm laibor ·bills to be 
considered this year). 

By a nine to one margin, farmers and farm 
laborers are against forced union member
ship for the laborers. By a six to one margin, 
young people (ages 18-29) oppose it. And so, 
by a 2-to-1 edge, do union members them
selves. 

The finding is impressive. For it shows that 
although the right to work is protected by 
statute in only 19 states, a thumping ma
jority of Americans understand the need to 
be free from unnecessary coercion on the job. 

Whatever farm la;bor law Congress ulti
mately passes should include right-to-work 
guarantees-just as last year's p·ostal reform 
1-egislation did. For without those guarantees, 
well-meaning reform would result in serious 
loss of freedom. 

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT WITH-
DRAW AL OF OBJECTION TO VIR
GINIA REAPPORTIONMENT PLAN 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, last Thurs-
day, following the announcement by the 

Department of Justice that it was with
drawing its objection to the Virginia re
apportionment plan, I was contacted by 
several members of the press, who asked 
me whether I had any reservations. about 
the nature of the Department's action. 
In response to these inquiries, I issued a 
staitement late that afternoon, which was 
reported, in part in the press. 

I did express some concern about the 
ambiguity of the Department's state
ment explaining its action. So that my 
concern may be clearly understood, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
I issued yesterday be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATOR HART QUESTIONS ATTORNEY GEN

ERAL'S APPLICATION OF VOTING RIGHTS ACT 
GUIDELINES TO VmGINIA REAPPORTIONMENT 

Only recently, the Justice Department as-
sured members of Congres;s, including my
self, that the Attorney General would apply 
the correct standard for review.ing submis
sions under Section 5 of the Voting Rigihts 
Act, niamely, that the burden of proving 
there is no discriminatory effect would be 
upon the State-just as it Ls when the State 
sues under Section 5 in the District Court 
here in Washington. These assurances were 
obtaiined only after repeated and widespread 
expressions of concern from members of 
Congress and tthe civil rights community that 
the Attorney General was !applying an er
roneous view of wiho bore the burden of proof 
when such changes were under review. 

This week the Department specifically as
sured my office rthat this burden of proof 
woUJld be applied by the Department in any 
reoonslderation of its earMer objections to 
the Virginia reapportionment law. 

Today the Department has announced it 
is withdrawing its Objections to the portion 
of the Virginia law dealing with the state 
assem'bly. The Department indicwted it felt 
com,peHed to withdrruw i~ objection because 
of the decision by the United States Supreme 
Court in Whitcomb v. Chavis, which reversed 
a lower court's disapproV'al of multi-member 
districts in Marion County, Indiana (In
di1anaipol1s). The Department's Statement 
read simply: 

"Inasmuch as our objection was based on 
the decision of the United States District 
Court in Whitcomb v. Oha:vis, and that deci
sion was reversed on June 7, 1971, by the 
Supreme Court, our objection to the House 
multi-mem'ber districting is hereby with
drawn." 

'I1hLs announcement is extremely disturb
ing. It raises serious questions a:bourt the 
Attorney General's willingness to aipply the 
burden of proof he has recently agreed to 
follow. 

In the Whitcomb case, the Supreme Court 
made clear that multi-member districts were 
not automatically unconstitutional, and that 
several important questions had to lbe an
swered by whichever party bore the burden 
of proof-questions concerning the actual 
impact of the multi-member districts on the 
access to and exercise of political ipower by 
minority group members. In Whitcomb, the 
burden of answering these questions feU on 
the plaintiffs challenging the plan and the 
SUlpreme Court found that it had not been 
met. 

On its face, the Justice Department's steite
ment today su~gests a mechianica.l applica
tion of the legal principles controlling in the 
Whitcomb case. But the decision in Whit
comb was not under the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965; the Attorney Genera.l's review of the 
Virgirua plan is. The applicable l·aw is differ
ent because the burden of proof under the 
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Act is on it.he state to demonstrate that there 
will not be discriminatory imp.act. 

In Whi tcomb, the opponents were required 
to demonstrate the discriminatory results; 
they failed. In Virginia, once the opponents 
of the districting raised the possilbllity of 
discriminiatory impact, Virginia was obligated 
to demonstrate th.alt in fact it would not 
occur. If the Attorney Gener.aJ. ma.kes clear 
that he finds Virginia has met its iburden of 
proof 1by supplying evidence which satisfac
torily answers the questions posed in Whit
comb, t hait is one thing. But if, as today's 
ambiguous statement suggests , he merely as
sumes that, since multi-member were upheld 
in Whitcomb, they should be approved in 
Virginia's case, then it is open to serious ques
tion whether the Attorney Gener·al recognizes 
the difference which the Voting Rights Act 
is supposed to make in pl,acing the burden 
of proof on the SUJbmitting State. I hope the 
Attorney General will clarify this decision in 
the near future. 

POLITICAL PROCESSES IN 
VIETNAM 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, some 
American critics have become very fas
tidious in rendering judgments from afar 
about the domestic political processes of 
·south Vietnam. These critics are invited 
to consider the informative column by 
Jo'hn P. Roche in today's Washington 
Post. So that alll Senators can consider 
the moral of this story, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

THICH THoc THO WRITES A MEMO 

(By John P. Roche) 
Recently the distinguished Vietnamese his

torian, Thich Thoe Tho, a graduate of the 
Ecole Polytechnique and the Sorbonne, came 
to the United States under ah educationaJ. 
grant. Before leaving Saigon he was asked 
by his government to prepare a confidential 
report on how the Americans, at a comparable 
state in their development, haid handled the 
politicaJ. opposition, the press, and other re
lated topics. 

With its second Presidential election loom
ing up in the fall, the Thieu government, al
ways anxious to please public opinion in the 
United States, hoped that Dr. Tho might be 
able to give them some tips. Dr. Tho spent 
six months exploring American history from 
1775 to 1785 and prepared a remarkable 
memorandum. Since the existence of this 
memo will doubtless be denied the moment 
we reveal it, it should be noted that the 
facts have been checked and are accurate. 

"Well before the British attempted to de
stroy their autonomy," wrote Dr. Tho, "the 
American provinces were accustomed to elect
ing their locaJ. officials, legislatures, and in 
some cases governors. When in 1775 the Brit
ish moved to destroy their power and war 
broke out, there was litt le change except 
that the Royal governors {formerly appointed 
by the King) were replaced by men chosen 
by the new states in varying fashion. The 
franchise was broadened and the electoral 
process continued to function as before. 

"Considering the fact that the war con
tinued for seven years (and was only won by 
the intervention of French mercenaries on 
the side of the Americans) this struck me as 
remarkable. As we wen know, it is hard to 
keep the democratic process going in war
time, and from all accounts there were siz
able numbers of pro-British insurgents
indeed, they constituted a whole army in the 
back country of the Carolinas commanded 
by a Lord Rawdon. Did these insurgents, on 
election day, put away their guns and go in 
town to vote? 

"Curiously the answer came to me in 
Boston's Old North Church, famous in local 
myth for the activities of one Paul Revere. 
Accompanying a friend whose daughter was 
singing in the choir, my attention wandered 
(the mass was in something called Episcopal, 
which seemed like rather poorly translated 
Latin) and I began reading the innumer
able plaques on the wall. And one right next 
to me suddently brought a revelation. It 
read: 

"'In Memory of the Rev. Mather Byles, Jr. 
Rector of this Parish 1768-1775 and of the 
Parish of St. John, N.B. (New Brunswick, 
Canada), 1788-1814. Loyal to the King he was 
Banished by the Act of 1778 "to suffer death 
without benefit of clergy" if he should re
turn.' 

"Some quick research in old statutes in
dicated t h at what was don e in Massachusett s 
was the pattern in other states: the Tory 
insurgents were outlawed under penalty of 
death! Beyond that, it was a felony to ex
press verbal or written support of the King 
-the Virginia law of 1776 to this effect was 
probably drafted by the famous Jefferson. 
The First Continental Congress in 1774 did 
indeed call for freedom of the press, but 
this was defined narrowly as 'the diffusion of 
liberal sentiments on the administration of 
Government.' Outside of the area controlled 
by the Tory insurgents, no newspaper was 
ever known to support the British invaders. 

"What this comes down to is that the 
American Establishment (to use a current 
_term) simply drove out the insurgents, ex
c ::immunicated t hem in t he lit eral sense of 
the word, and then held free elections among 
themselves. I am not suggesting that we 
emulate them; given the present moralistic 
mood of the anti-war forces in the United 
States, this wou'ld be folly. But if the clamor 
gets too great, it might be enjoyable to ask 
Senator Kennedy if he would object to our 
enacting the Massachusetts Act of 1778." 

Yours faithfully, 
THICH THOC THO. 

TWENTY-TWO YEARS AGO TODAY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 22 

years ago today President Truman trans
mitted the International Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide to the Senate. It has 
languished here ever since. 

Only 14 Senators from the 81st Con
gress are here today. A new generation of 
Americans have reached adulthood since 
President Truman first urged this august 
body to ratify the convention. The 
United States succeeded in sending men 
to the moon but failed to declare geno
cide an international crime. 

In his letter of transmittal, 'President 
Truman stated: 

By the leading part the United States has 
taken in the United Nations in producing 
an effective international instrument out
lawing the world-shocking crime of genocide, 
we have established before the world our 
firm and clear policy toward that crime. By 
giving its advice and consent to my ratifica
tion of th1s convention, which I urge, the 
Senate of the United States will demonstrate 
that the United Staites is prepared to take 
effective action on its part to contribute to 
the establishment of principles of law and 
justice. 

What has happened to this leader
ship of which President Truman wrote? 
Seventy-five nations have ratified the 
Convention; but not the United States. 
W0 have fallen into disrepute throughout 
th~ world because our deeds do not live 
UP' to our words. The hallowed documents 

of this Nation-the Declaration of In
dependence and the Bill of Rights-de
clare our dedication to human rights for 
all men. Yet the Senate has been un
willing to support this guarantee of the 
most basic human right-the right to 
life. 

Violations of this right have studded 
all of human history. The pogroms were 
a genocidal attempt by the Russian Gov
ernment to wipe out the country's Jewry. 
For 27 years Turkey tried to solve its 
"Armenian problem" by slaughtering its 
ArmenJian minority. The 2 million Arme
nian dead is overshadowed only by the 6 
million Jews erad~cated by the Nazis re
gime in Germany during World War II. 

The barbarity of the German war ma
chine led the United Nations in Decem
ber 1946 to declare genocide an interna
tional crime. The Genocide Convention 
translates the United Nation's declara
tion into a formal treaty. The General 
Assembly unanimously approved the 
convention in 1948. 

Why has the Senate failed to give its 
consent to the convention? Attorney 
General Mitchell informed the Secretary 
of State that ratification of the conven
tion would present no constitutional 
problems. In February of last year Presi
dent Nixon urged the Senate "to con
sider anew this important c.onvention 
and to grant its advice and consent to 
ratification." He went on to say ratifi
cation "will demonstrate unequivocally 
our country's desire to participate in the 
building of international order based on 
law and justice." 

Mr. President, the Nation and the world 
have waited 22 years for the Senate 
to act. The arguments and counterargu
ments for and against the convention 
have been made and remade. The time 
has come for a decision. 

I ask the Senate not to allow the 23d 
anniversary of the convention's trans
mittal to be the 23d anniversary of the 
Senate's international disgrace. 

MAYOR JAMES E. WILLIAMS 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the job of 

a city mayor traditionally has been 
tough, but it had its glamorous side as 
well. There was prestige, power, and rec
ognition. Today in our large cities, the 
problems have grown to tremendous pro
portions, and the glamour has all but dis
appeared. Though names like Daley, 
Lindsay, and Yorty still draw forth im
ages of latter day glory, for most mayors 
of decaying cities, theirs is a thankless, 
grinding job. Such a city is East St. 
Louis, Ill., and such a mayor is James E. 
Williams. 

Mayor Williams' name calls forth no 
images of power, and it is a name with, 
as yet, little or no national recognition. 
But he is a man who has voluntarily 
taken on one of the toughest jobs imagi
nable, and he is determined to do that 
job well and honorably. 

The city of East St. Louis, with an un
employment rate of 17 percent, with one 
out of every 12 citizens a victim of a ma
jor crime last year, with industry moving 
away, and with bankruptcy looming 
ahead, with schools on the brink of clos
ing, is in trouble. However, James Wil-
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Iiams has chosen to stand and fight for 
his people and his city. But he cannot 
succeed in this struggle alone. The city 
needs new vitality and new people to 
breathe life back into it. One of the top 
priorities is the national recruitment of 
a chief of police. 

The least that we in Congress and we 
as citizens can do is recognize the task 
that is faced 'by Mayor Williams, and by 
all big city mayors, and give them all of 
the support we can in their vital en
deavor to save our cities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from the June 6 Chi
cago Tribune that outlines the difficulties 
Mayor Williams faces be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

BLACK MAYOR FACES EAST ST. LOUIS WOES 
EAST ST. Lours, June 5.-James E. Williams, 

the first Negro mayor of East St. Louis, 
needs only to glance out his window a:t City 
Hall to see the magnitude of the problem 
facing htm. 

Across the street in the city's business 
district is ia row of seven shops. A clothing 
store, a shoe repair shop and a fruit stand 
are stm in business. But the other four 
are vacant, and two of them have boards 
over the windows. 

STORES ARE SYMBOLS 
The vacant stores symbolize what may 

be Williams' greatest challenge-the eco
nomic headaches of a predominantly Negro 
city. 

"Businesses have been leaving the city for 
the last 10 years," Williams said in an in
terview. "Getting economic development 
moving ag,ain is a tough nut rto crack, but 
we're going to crack it." 

It is, indeed, a very tough nut. The un
employment rate in East St. Louts is current
ly running at aibout 17 per cent. Many of the 
large industries that once provided the jobs 
for East St. Louis families have left the area. 

The big aluminum and steel plants have 
vanished, and many of the electrical supply 
companies have gone. Swift & Co. is building 
an addition to tts packing plant, burt two 
other large packing houses near the stock
yards have left town. 

BLEAK ENVIRONMENT 
East 8t. Louis' industrial decline has oc

curred chiefly over the past 15 years. Some 
blame high taxes and corruption in govern
ment. Although some of the plants that have 
closed have simply been discontinued by their 
companies, others have moved to places that 
offer more economic opportunity in an en
v'ironment that ls not as ,bleak as that of 
East St. Louis. 

"What we need is ,a climate of confidence 
in city government," Williams said. "This is 
a factor businessmen consider and, if we can 
project the image of ,a more responsive gov
ernment, we'll make some progress. We're 
looking for more employment-any kind." 

In his campaign, Williams puzzled poli
ticians by snubbing the offered endorsements 
of both Republican and Democratic com
mitteemen. He was inflexible in maintaining 
his independence. 

The theme of Williams' campaign was that, 
if he won, the people would take control of 
the government and throw out the politi
cians. Wllliams' campaign won the bulk of 
the white vote to give him his margin of 
victory. 

"Not bad for someone born in a town 
where a black man coUldn't be a policeman," 
Williams says with a smile. · 

POLICE CHIEF NEEDED 
Even though the city's economic problems 

will probably be the enduring concern of 
Wllllams' administration, the new mayor 
would like to handle two other matters as 
top priorities. 

"The first is the national recruitment of 
a chief af police," he said. 

East St. Louis nee'<i.s a police chief and a 
police force it can be proud of. 

The police department ls in less difficulty 
now than it was in the days of Buster Wort
man, the Southern Illinois rackets boss who 
died a'bout three years ago. Wortman sought 
to control everything on the east side of the 
St. Louis metropolitan area-including the 
East St. Louis police department. He never 
quite succeeded, but he did become a power
ful force within organized crime. 

The Wortman gang no longer exists. But 
organized crime still thrives in East St. Louis 
in the form of narcotics anld. gambling, espe
cially the numbers racket. 

CRIME RATE HIGH 
The more immediate concern of residents 

is street crime. About one of every 12 persons 
living in the city was a victim of a major 
crime last year. Persons living in other parts 
of the St. Louis metropolitan area avoid East 
St. Louis at night and may even drive out 
of the way to skirt the city. 

East St. Louis ha.s about 500 city employes 
and a semi-monthly payroll of roughly $170,-
000. City Treasurer Horace W. Mickens has 
said the city will not have enough money 
for the July 10 payday. The city has a 
deficit of about $1 million and practiced 
deficit financing for the last 20 years. Last 
year, for the first time, the city's bankers 
refused to take part in the deficit financing. 

A NEW FOREIGN POLICY, NOT NEO
ISOLATIONISM 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, those 
who oppose our military participation in 
the Indochina civil war and who critique 
Pax Americana are far from being "neo
isolationists," as the charge is sometimes 
made. What we seek is a better balanced 
foreign policy. 

John L. Steele, in an excellent article 
in Time magazine, points this out: 

To label the critics and reappraisers of 
U.S. foreign policy neo-isolationists is . 
escapist. · 

He says: 
Few things threaten U.S. power more seri

ously than excessive or misguided interven
tion; the Viet Nam War has done more than 
any other factor in recenlt years to reduce 
U.S. global influence. Seeking to rationalize 
U.S. commitments abroad is the very opposite 
of isolationism, because only such ration
alization can restore and maintain the U.S. 
position in the world. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
featured article in the May 31 Time mag
azine be inserted here in the RECORD. 

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

How REAL Is NEO-IsoLATIONISM? 
Isola;tionism, it would seem, is once again 

on the rise. President Nixon has used the 
term neo-isol,ationist to describe certain of 
his senatorial critics who would alter U.S. 
foreign policy or who seek a greater role for 
the Congress in shaping it. Once the name of 
a popular and viable political doctrine, isola
tionism today-with or without "neo" at
tached to it-is a pe,jorative word. It has no 

real validity in a world of instant commu
nications, internationally linked economies, 
and nuclear weapons that can bridge conti
nents at Mach 23 speed. Properly speaking, 
the term suggests someone who would like to 
disengage the U.S. from the rest of the world 
and return to a 19rth century insularity. No 
doubt some Americans are experiencing an 
emotional recoil from foreign commitments 
as a result of Viet Nam and domestic rtrou
bles. But apart from a small group of myopic 
radicals totally obsessed with rthe need for 
revolution at home, there are hardly any real 
isolationists left. 

The conflict between the President and an 
lnfl.uentia;I minority of the present Senate is 
real; but the heart of the dispute is not iso
lationism v. internationalism. At issue is a 
desire to put space and time limitations on 
the fighting in Indochina, to strike a new 
balance between the President and Congress 
in committing military forces to combat 
abroad, and to avoid fur,ther proliferation of 
U.S. commitments round the globe without 
congressional sanction. There is also a feel
ing that the nation's values should be re
examined so that more money will be spent 
on domestic priorities and less on extrava
gant weapons systems that may prove to be 
redund·ant, provocative or both. 

However arg·uable their proposed alterna
tives may be, none of the leading Senate 
critics of the President's foreign policy can 
be fairly accused of being isolationist. Re
publican Jacob Javits of New York-the only 
Senator who has been cited by name in 
Nixon's attacks-wants to curb the Presi
dent's war-making powers. But Javits sided 
with his party's leader last week in voting 
against Senator Mike Mansfield's amendment 
to reduce U.S. forces in Europe by half. John 
Stennis of Mississippi, who shares Javits' 
views on war powers, is generally the Senate's 
stoutest defender of Nixon's defense-budget 
and national-security policies. Mansfield, 
whose defeated amendment may have seemed 
isolationist, supports the President's effort 
to negotiate peace in the Middle East, an 
enterprise that certainly depends on U.S. 
power and willingness to use it. Even the 
most publicized of the Senate doves who 
want a speedy and definite end to the Viet 
Nam War-such men as John Sherman 
Cooper, William Fulbright and George Mc
Govern-are not isolationists in any real 
sense of the word. 

In fact, many of the proposals that White 
House officials have so casually referred to as 
neo-isolationist no more deserve that de
scription than does the Nixon Doctrine. First 
enunciated by the President at Guam in July 
1969, it was a major effort to rethink U.S. 
world policy and lower the American profile 
abroad. Quite rightly, Historian Manfred 
Jonas argues that applying the term isola
tionist to contemporary Senators tends to 
confuse rather than llluminate their stance. 
"They earnestly believe that there are limits 
to America's power," he writes in Isolation
ism in America, "and that to overstep these 
limits means courting faiJure and nuclear 
war. To call the course they propose isola
tionism is to misread both the history of the 
'30s and the record of American foreign policy 
prior to that time." 

From the perspective of the '70s, it ;ls all too 
easy to di1smLss America's pa.st i1solatlon ism as 
lnevitably misguided ,and foolish. As Selig 
Adler points out .in The Isolationi<lt Impulse, 
the doctrJ.ne in many ways J.s "woven ,into the 
warp ·and woof of the American epic." Fro1m 
the very be.ginniin.gs of the U.S., ·immigrants 
envisioned it 1as a way to ia. .ne.w ex·istence. 
"They ·reasoned," Adler w.rote of the colonists, 
"that God Himself had :intended to div,lde 
the globe ,into separate spheres. America was 
the 'New Zion,' and Providence had served 
this 'Ameri,can Israel' f.rom a timeworn, cor· 
rupt ,a,nd warring continent." 
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Until the outbreak of World War I, the U.S. 

consistently followed a policy of il.solration., 
ism---.a.t least in the all-important sense of 
acting alone-even as its ·actual !Lsolation 
from the rest of the world griadually disap
peared. To be sure, the U.S. invaded Caniada 
in 1812, and gradually eliminated the Brit
ish, French, Spanish rand Mexican presence 
from wlrthin its continental borders. It also 
fought Sprain in Guba and the Phrilil.ppines. 
But in all these enterprrl.ses, the U.S. took a 
unilraterial stance and confined most of its 
treaty obligations :to such 1Umi,ted matters ais 

fishLng and sealing rights, !immLgriation and 
trade. 

These sporadic ventures dnto international 
raffairs point to a basil.c ambil.guity in Ameri
can history. On rthe one hand, ;there was a 
desire to keep clear of other continents' in
ternecLne squa.bbles; on .the other, an al
most mystical sense that America had a mis
sion to spread freedom and democracy every
where. This evange.l.istic belief was strongly 
reinforced by the waves of immil.grants, who 
periodica.ny tril.ed to involve the U.S. in the 
revolutionary movements of their home
lands. By and large, political leaders of all 
parties did their .best to cool this interven
tio.nl.st ardor. As early as 1821, Secretary of 
State John Quincy Adams was forced to 
counter a popular enthusiasm for Gree.ce's 
struggle a.~inst Turkish overlordship. While 
the U.S. would a.lways view sympathetil.oally 
the struggles of foreign peoples agiainst tyr
anny, he said, "she goes not a.broad in search 
of monsters to destroy." 

By the closing decades of the 19th century, 
time began to run out on the traditional 
faith. U.S. foreign trade doubled between 
1870 and 1890. Navy Captain Alfred Thayer 
Mahan, a visionary military strategist, saw 
the seas as an "open plain" and urged the 
country "to cast aside the policy of isolation 
which befitt ed her infancy." The isolation
ist past was decisively rejected by Woodrow 
WHson's intervention on the ..Allied side in 
World War I, but it was revived by the dis
illusionment that followed his crusade to 
make the world safe for democracy. The a.nti
internationalist movement reached a peak 
of influence in the years just before World 
War II. Its primary goal was to prevent the 
U.S. from becoming entangled in the .Joom
ing war in Europe. Hapless remnants of isola
tionism persisted for :a decade af.ter the 
war ended, as a score of Senators (most of 
them Midwestern Republicans) sought un
availingly to defeat such undertakings as the 
Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan and 
NATO. But for all practical purposes, the 
doctrine died with the Japanese attack on 
Pearl Harbor. Senator Arthur Vandenberg 
wrote in his diary: "That day ended isola
tionism for any realist." The postwar efforts 
to keep the flame alive were merely, as Ar
thur Schlesinger Jr. put it, "the last convul
sive outbreak of an old nosta~gia." 

No serious political figure now suggests 
that the U.S. could or should put aside the 
burden of global responsibilities it has as
sumed through necessity and moral convic
tion. But just how large that 'burden should 
be and how it should be !borne obviously 
needs reappraisal. This quest for reappraisal 
was inspired rby Viet Nam. But other factors 
would .have brought it about even without 
the Indochina confiict. 

During World War II, the U.S. acquired a 
mental haibit of considering itself nearly 
omnipotent and the defender of freedom all 
over the globe. This self-image carried over 
into the cold war, when U.S. power was 
needed to halt Communist expansionism. 
That stance is no longer possible because 
reality has changed; the U.S. no rlonger has 
a nuclear monopoly, its economic resources 
have limits, and other nations do not neces
sarily agree with the U.S. definition of free
dom or the good life. Moreover, Communism 
has become fissiparous and more amenable 
to negotiated detente. 

In this new situation, which has actually 
existed for at least a decade but which the 
U.S. is not yet really accustomed to, foreign 
policy will have to depend less on mildtary 
force and direct Marshall Plan-style economic 
heft and more on diplomacy, trade and po
litlrcal maneuv~ing. French Journalist-Polii
ticLan Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, among 
others, has argued that the U.S. will have to 
choose between continued international 
power .and the building of "an ambitious 
civdlization" iat home. For the foreseeable 
future, the U.S. will obviously insist on both, 
but Servan-Schreiber is right !in asserting 
that the U.S. will have to rely more on sheer 
intelligence than sheer force. Secretary of 
State William Rogers puts it am.other way; 
he says that "there are ·lots of ways to tn
fluence people. The force of reasoning and 
the force of public opinion have a lot to do 
with anfiuencing nations." 

Though Japan and China are bound to 
play a g·rowing role, for ra long rtime to come 
the position of the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
as the world's two nuclear supernations will 
remain intact. Widely held ideas that emer
gent or neutralist nations can "soften" or 
replace the two-power role have proved il
lusory, as ·even India learned when Peking's 
1962 strikes across the northern mountains 
brought Indian pleas for military aid from 
any quarter. East-West ideological battles are 
bound to continue, though perhaps in abated 
form, and so will jockey!ing for political and 
military advantage. But the two superpowers 
will carry on laborious negotiations: the Ber
lin meetings, the SALT talks and the antici
pated discussioilJS of mutual force reductions 
in Europe ·are examples. Thlis delicate diplo
matic work is not helped by Senate efforts 
to mandate U.S. troop reductions in Europe
or by a hard-nosed presid•entlal response that 
firnds "Uilla.cceptable" even a congressional re
quest that negotiations be speeded up. 

Most Americans, including most Congress
men, want to prevent American entangle
ment in future Indochinas. To accomplish 
that, it is not necessary--0r wis~to impooe 
overly stringent and sweeping limitations on 
U.S. influence abroad. But the nature of that 
infiuence must ev·olve in new ways. Viet 
Nam should teach us-as it did the French
that modern armies and industrial strength 
are not effective in all regions of the world or 
the wutomatic aI1S1Wer to wars of "natiolllal 
liberation" (even those backed by other na
tions) . Both Congress and the President 
should jointly re-examine the security trea
ties and agreements that now bind the U.S. 
to more than 40 countries. Many of these 
"commitments" are more apparent than 
real, since they cannot be carried out with
out the approval of Congress. The purpose 
of these agreements, as the late Senator 
Walter George once noted, was to deter po
tential ·aggressors "from reckless conduct by a 
clear-cut declaration of our intentions." Of
ten it has been shown that intentions can
not be made all that clear-resulting in mis
understanding by friend and foe alike. Rather 
thian bog the nation down in the cement of 
firm treaties, President and Congress might 
explore less formal but more flexible com
mitments ·in the form of diploma.tic notes or 
presidential statements. 

As for the nation's military presence, there 
is no question that the U.S. today has too 
many troops scattered about in too many 
p1aces. Even apart from the dollar drain, it is 
hard to justify the 375 ms.jor foreign military 
bases and 3,000 minor military facilities that 
the U.S. has positioned all over the globe in 
recent years. The White House has talked 
about "reducing our presence," While main
taining our commitments abroad-and Con
gress should! be clued in more to disicussions 
of how this can be done. One speclftc pro
posal: Congress could establish a small, select 
"National Security Committee," composed of 
members with e~rtise in military a.nd for
eign affairs, that would periodically discuss 

diplomatic problems with the President on a 
secret but utterly frank basis. Botrh Congress 
and the President can move away from an in
flatioillairy, supercostly military procurement 
policy that seems, at times, aimed more at 
brea.ktng the Soviets by outspending them 
than by providing the U.S. with what it really 
needs for deterrence and defense. Unless this 
is drone, says former Under Secretary of State 
George Ball, the U.S. eoonomy is in danger of 
becoming "a Strasbourg goose with an over
developed liver." 

These problems, as well as such lesser mat
ters as reorganll.zing foreign raid and restoring 
the stature and infiuence of the State De
partment, require creativity on the part of 
Congress and the President. The prickly 
members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee are not -a.Ione in thinking that 1the 
balance in U.S. diplomatic decision making 
has tilted too fair in the direction Of the Chief 
Executive. Fortunately, there is a fairly re
cerut example of the kind of cooperation 
needed: the historic postwar collaboration 
between President and Congress that esta.b
lished the policy of containment :against So
viet aggression, the Truman Doctrdne and 
the Marshall Plan. Then, as now, the White 
House and the Congress were contrt>lled by 
oppoSling parties. Nonetheless, an excep
tionally fa:uitful relatdonsh.11p developed be
tween Democratic President Hairry Truman 
and a Republican-controlled Congress in 
which Arthur Vandenberg was the foreign 
relaitions leader. Why should any less be ex
pected from ·a Republican White House and 
Democratic Congress? 

Isolationism carried into the 20th century 
is essentially a flight f!'om reallity. To lwbel 
the critics and reappraisers of U.S. foreign 
policy neo-isoL:a.tton1.sts is equally escaipist. 
Few things threaten U.S. power more serious
ly than excessive or misguided. intervention; 
the Viet ·Nam War has done more than rany 
other factor 11.n recent years to reduce U.S. 
global influence. Seeking to rationalize U.S. 
commitments a'broad lis the very opposite of 
isolwtion1sm, because only such rationrallza
tion can restore and maintain the U.S. posi
tion in the world. 

FLAG DAY 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, on June 
14, 1777, 194 years ago, the Continental 
Congress resolved: 

That the flag Of the thirteen United States 
be thirteen .stripes, ~ternate red and white; 
thalt the union be thirteen stars white in a 
blue field, representing a new c~nstellation. 

Thus was created the emblem of this 
Nation known most widely around the 
world. 

Some people have attributed special 
significance to the colors of the flag. Blue 
supposedly represents justice or a cove
nant against oppression, red defiance or 
daring, white purity or liberty. However, 
this is not what we honor today. In the 
words of Henry Ward Beecher: 

A thoughtful mind when it sees a nation's 
flag, sees not the fiag, but rthe nation itself. 
And whatever may be its symbols, lits in
stgnLa, he reads chiefly in the flag, the gov
ernment, rthe principles, the truths, the his
tory rthat .belong to the nation rth<at sets 1t 
forth. 

Consequently, we honor not merely the 
flag, but what it represents, and commit 
ourselves again to the achievement of its 
ideals and continuation of its traditions. 

What are these ideals and tradi.tions? 
They are well known to all Americans. 
According to the Declaration of Inde
pendence, they include the proposition 
that-
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All men are created equail, thait they are 
endJowed, by their Creator, with certain in
alienable rights, that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

These ideals and traditions also in
clude the reasons stated in the Constitu
tion for this Nation's creation: 

In order to form a more perfect Union, 
establish Justice ... and secure the Blessings 
of Liberty ... 

The flag represents such basic watch
words of our free society as "freedom of 
religion,'' "freedom of speech," "freedom 
of assembly,'' "due process of law" and 
"equal protection under the law." 

With our Government "of the people, 
by the people, anci for the people," we 
should all be proud to be flag wavers, if 
by waving the flag we celebrate this Na
tion's finest goals and traditions, if we 
wave the substance as well as the symbol. 

President Wilson, honoring Flag Day 
in 19'17, said: 

This flag, which we honor and under which 
we serve, is the emblem of our unity, our 
power, our thought and purpose as a nation. 
It has no other character than that which 
we give it from generation to generation. The 
choices are ours. It floats in majestic silence 
above the hosts that execute those choices, 
whether in peace or in war. And yet, though 
silent, it speaks to UB--'-Speaks to us of the 
past, of the men and women who went be~ 
fore us, and of the records they wrote upon . 
it. 

We celebrate the day of its birth; and from 
its birth until now it has witnessed a great 
history, has floated on high the symbol of 
great events, of a great plan of life worked 
out by a great people ... 

In honoring the flag, all Americans 
should reaffirm their allegiance to the 
highest values and traditions it em
bodies, and pledge their determination to 
respect and defend against all who would 
remove or defile them. 

THE PENTAGON PAPERS 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Wash

ington Evening Star, in its Tuesday pub
lication, carried an editorial comment on 
the recent divulgence of a 47-volume 
study conducted by the Pentagon-sup
posedly represented as a definitive work 
on how this country became involved in 
Vietnam. 

However, as the Evening Star editorial 
pointed out, the work is anything but 
definitive in its scope. A number of de
fects are, indeed, apparent. For example, 
the material used in the report came 
only from the files of the Pentagon. No 
other arm of the executive branch, in
cluding the files of the Presiden't, was in
cluded in the report. In addition, accord
ing to published reports, the study was 
carried out by researchers, historians, 
and analysts who shared Defense Secre
tary McNamara's dim view of the process 
of our involvement in Vietnam. This 
hardly provides the groundwork for an 
all-inclusive, objective analysis of a very 
complex situation. 

One must concede that the personal 
bias of those involved in the compilation 
of the work certainly taints the objec
tivity of the study. What objectivity there 
is contained in this massive 2.5-million-

word study is further called into question 
when one views the fact that the public 
will have access to only a minute portion 
of these volumes. The American people 
will receive only a glimpse of what is con
tained in these volumes, and one must 
question the validity of such a condensa
tion. The limitations of the published re
ports are indeed very great. 

The Evening Star editorial also com
ments that the report "tends to confirm 
the general suspicion that Lyndon John
son, during his campaign for the presi
dency, was something less than totally 
candid about the prospects for a widened 
war." 

I would go further and state it was of 
necessity the President was not candid in 
this respect. The decision to escalate our 
involvement came only after North Viet
nam had committed frontline troops, 
equipped with highly sophisticated and 
modern weaponry, to the conflict. The 
South Vietnamese defenses were ill-pre
oared to meet such an assault, and the 
President could hardly have been candid 
without telegraphing our moves in re
sponse to this threat. This was the point 
in the war at which the North Vietnamese 
were launching a massive offensive 
through Pleiku in an effort to split South 
Vietnam in half. They came very close to 
succeeding in their goal. 

The complexity of our involvement in 
South Vietnam is of great significance. It 
cannot be accurately assessed by a small 
segment of our executive branch of Gov
ernment, or any other branch of govern
ment for that matter. It is, therefore, 
within this context that the American 
people and their elected representatives 
must not rush in their judgment of a 
work which hardly gives a glimpse of 
the total picture. It is imperative that 
the emotionalism which apparently has 
been spurred by the printing of a por
tion of this study not deter this country 
from completing the goal of withdrawal 
from this conflict. 

The real tr:agedy -of decisionmaking 
relative to· Vietnam has been overlooked. 
It is a fact that at every crucial point 
requiring decisionmaking the factors 
present in each decision would add up to 
almost 50-50 for or against a decision. 
When the decision was made, there was 
always an excellent case against it. 

This seems to be a characteristic of 
our times in a nuclear age. It is this 
factor which seems to be flagrantly dis
regarded in the fragmentary content of 
this report. It is well that we become ac
customed to this fact of life, 'because I 
daresay it 'Will be a vital element in de
cisions made by any President in the 
future, no matter what party. 

I also sugg.est that Congress and the 
American people refrain from making 
rash judgments as to our involvement in 
this confiiot. High emotionalism has been 
associated with our involivement in this 
conflict, almost from its inception. Due 
to the irrationality which always accom
pan;es such emotionalism, judgment 
would best be left for future historians to 
assess. At this time a completely honest 
and objective assessment of our involve
ment in Vietnam is impossible. The 
American people and Congress should 

allow the rightness or wrongness of our 
actions to be ev1aluated by the historians 
whose objectivity will not be clouded by 
the emotion of the times. 

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
that the Washington Evening Star edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wa.sihington Star, June 15, 1971] 

THE PENTAGON PAPERS 

There 1s no questioning ithe ifadt that the 
Pentagon study of America's involvement in 
lnd.ochi.na 1B rthe most fa.scL:na.ting news story 
of the d1ay. other people's secrets are 1in
VM"'iialbily intri.guing. And when the ~ailies, 
the privia.te let.iters, rthe gosstp •and the per
sonaJ. conversialtion.s involve presidents, run
bassadors, generals, cabinet ·officers, ·and for-

, eign h •eachs of staite, the fascination is ir
resistiJb,le. 

So the massive secret Pentagon study, now 
bein:g published :in part by it.he New Yoirk 
Times, will 1be avidly read, here a.nd oaround 
the world. It presents a unique 1ns1ght .iillto 
the operation of ithe exec'l.lltive, previlOUsly :re
served for those ait or neair tihe top levels of 
government. rt irepresenrt;s, 00 far ias ,15 known, 
a unique attempt by one part of a govern
ment to document and assess a complex se
quence of events and decisions. lit is certainly 
the first time that thousands of classified 
documents, accompanied by secret explana
tory notes and interpretive text have been 
handed to a newspaper for publication. 

There will unquest.ioll1Wb1y ·be a prolonged 
publd:c debaite---end quite possibly a judicl.JaJ. 
debate as welJ.---about the propriety and itihe 
l~ity or! lthe unaiuthorized delivery of the 
documents to the Times by ·the anonymous 
dolllOr, and of itihe news•P'aper's decision to 
publislh. the class:l.!fled ma.terlia.1. It is 18.ll in
teresting toipic for theoreticial dl!soussion. Bult 
of more :immediiate interest are the ifiacts tha.t 
have been revealed, rand the use ithait wLll be 
made of it'h.ose facts. 

It is still too early to dra.w ·any finiail con
cllusions albout 'the Pentagon paipers. The pub
lic has only ·been shown ra. small sam.pllng 0 1! 
the 40-volUIIlle wo·rk. The !beans wHl be spiilled 
in dJrully insitallme.nits throughout this week, 
unless 1lhe government's legal move Ito hiaa.t 
pulbldoaroton is successful. Any finiaJ assess
ment Olf the maiteri•al must wia'it until the jolb 
of letting us in on the goverillrn.enJt's secrets 
1s oomple'ted. 

It is possible, however, to draw some pre
liminary conclusions from the papers pub
lished to date. The Pentagon study restates 
the historical truism that the roots of our 
Vietnam involvement extend back to the 
Truman administration's dec-ision to support 
France in her colonial war in Indochina. It 
tends to confirm the general suspicion that 
Lyndon Johnson, during his campaign for 
the presidency, was something less than to
tally candid about the prospects for a widen~ 
ed war. It offers evidence that counters the 
widely held theory that the United States 
blundered blindly up the path of escalation, 
suggesting instead that President Johnson 
and his advisers had their eyes open when 
they took the fateful steps. 

It is also possible, and even more impor
tant to recognize the limit01tions of the Pen
tagon study. lit is not what many observers 
seem anxious to make it: A definitive history 
of the executive decision-making process on 
Indochina. 

The study was ordered by Defense Secretary 
McNamara in 1967, at a time of personal de
spair over the progress of the war. It was 
carried ouit by some 40 researchers, historians 
and analysts who, according to published 
reports, shared the secretary's dim view. The 
material was drawn not from the entire exec-
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utive branch; it was selected from the files 
of the Pentagon-one hi.ghly specialized arm 
of the executive. It is available to the pub
lic after a further process of refinement by 
the Times, which has made its own deter
mination of what part of the 2.5-million
word study is fit to print. And most Ameri
cans will read a condensation of the Times 
condensation of the Pentagon condensation 
of one part of the tatal, infinitely complex 
picture. 

The Pentagon study is a fascinating and 
important addition to the public understand
ing of the governmental process. Its release 
and publication also constitute a major se
curity breach. It may dim a few illusions, 
tarnish a few reputations, embarrass a few 
allies, amuse and astound a. few enemies. It 
unquestionaJbly wm provide much grist for 
Communist propa.g8inda mills and intelli· 
gence services. But it should not, in view of 
its built-in limitations and distortions, be 
seized upon by Congress, the administration, 
or the public as a cause for panic. It must 
not be allowed to disturb, retard or acceler
ate the delicate process of disengagement 
now so well under way. 

AMERICA AND PAKISTAN: A 
GREAT HUMAN DISASTER 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, has the 
United States become a nation so 
numbed and so wounded by its experi
ences in Indochina that it is unable to 
respond at times of great human disaster 
such as that taking place in East Paki
stan? 

Anthony Lewis, in a perceptive column 
from London, raises this important ques
tion, comparing U.S. attitudes toward 
Pakistan and Vietnam. In the United 
Kingdom, for example, he points out: 

Children are coming home from school 
asking their parents for a few pence to give 
for rellief of .the Ea.st Pak!istan refugees. 

Yet, in America, he says: 
By contrast, the :fllght of five million refu

gees into impoverished India, with disease 
and starvation threatening, has evidently 
had no great public impact. 

Mr. Lewis says: 
The present episode shows the distortion 

in American values that has occurred be
cause of Vietnam, the disproportion in our 
weighing of political and human interests. 

The revelations in the McNamara 
papers shows this clearly, and I concur . 
with Lewis' observation that--

If our sense of proportion were more bal
anced, how would we compare our relative 
interest in South Vietnam and India? 

There is, however, a growing momen
tum in the Congress and the press for 
the United States to be more forthcom
ing in its approach toward the serious 
crisis in East Bengal and the real poten
tial of war between India and Pakistan. 
Pertinent legislation is now before both 
Houses. More and more details of the 
monstrous acts that have occurred in 
East Bengal are being surfaced. Mr. Lewis 
writes: 

The only solution imaginable to stabllize 
life in Pakistan and get the refugees back 
is some form o'f independence, with Yahya's 
army out. 

His conclusion is well taken. 
It would be reassuring-

Says Lewis-
OXVII--1266-Part 15 

if one felt" the United States had a sense 
of proportion about the interests involved. 
The State Department took pride this week 
in the amount of American aid authorized 
for relief of the growing disaster. In fact, 
that sum, $17.5 million, is a little more than 
half what we now spend on the Vietnam war 
every day. 

I ask unanimous consent that Anthony 
Lewis' article on America and the world 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AMERICA AND THE WORLD: I 
(1By Anthony Lewis) 

LONDON, June 1'1.-All over England this 
week children are coming home from school 
asking their parents for a few pence to give 
for relief of the East Pakistan refugees. In 
the newspapers the .refugee tr.agedy has been 
the dominant story for many days; the larg
est-circulation tabloid has spread a irelief 
appeal over page one. The House of Com
mons has 1been debating how Briltain can do 
more rto help. 

In the United States, by contrast, the 
flight of five million refugees into impover
ished 1Indi.a, with diseaise and starviation 
threatening, has evidently had no great pub
lic impact. A news agency mana.ger remarked 
the other day rthat the stories from India 
were getting little play in most U.S. papers. 

President Nixon has made no pubUc state
ment on the disaster since it ·began three 
months ago with the intervention of Pakis
tani 1troops in East Pakl-stan. But then no re
porter has asked him a question on the 
subject at a press conference. 

Why? The United States does not have 
Britain's historical relationship wt-th India, 
but that is not a sufficient answer. Ameri
cans have traditionally been generous in 
helping ait times of great human disaster, 
whatever the historical or political context. 

A major reason must 1be Vietnam~the 
wounding effect of the war on American at
titudes toward the world. "It is part of the 
turning inward after Vietnam," a wise U.S. 
official said of the limit ed public reaction 
to the Pakistan disaster. 

Looking at it another way, the present 
episode shows the distortion in American 
values that has occurred because of Vietnam, 
the dispropoDtion in our weighing of political 
and human interests. If our sense of pro
portion were more balanced, how would we 
compare our relative interest in South Viet
nam ·and J:ndia? 

South Vietnam has a population of 18 
million. Historically, its society has had little 
connection with Western law or political 
ideas. The country is governed 1by a general 
who jailed the runner-up in the election, the 
peace candidate, and who is now 1busy rig
ging the terms of the next election. 

Until John Foster Dulles staked out an 
American responsi'bility there in 1954, hardly 
anyone would hiave conceived of South Viet
nam as of particular strategic interest to the 
U.S. 

India is the world's second most populous 
country, with 554 million people at last 
count. No one who has read E. M. Forster 
would make the mistake of equating Indians 
with Englishmen, but the legal and political 
systems of independent India remain recog
nizable like those we know in Britain and 
the United States. The Prime Minister is in 
office as the result of a free election and is 
trying to deal with terrible problems by 
democratic means. The stability of a con
tinent depends on her success. 

On behalf of Nguyen Van Thieu and his 
colleagues in Saigon we have spent 45,000 
American lives and many billions of dollars, 
and still we are not ready to put a terminal 
date on our involvement. We cannot do that, 

President Nixon sayB;. until we are sure 
Saigon has a reasonable chance of keeping 
the Communists out after we leave; other
wise there might be a "bloodbath" in South 
Vietnam. 

Well, there has just been a bloodbath in 
East Pakistan, one of the largest and most 
blatant in a very long time, and the sounds 
of protest from Washington have not been 
audible. President Yahya Khan sent his 
army in to wipe out the results of a free 
election. Tens, probably hundreds, of thou
sands were massacred directly; millions have 
fled; now epidemic and famine threaten 
both the refugees in India and those who 
remain in East Pakistan. 

A reporter for the British Broadcasting 
Corporation, Alan Hart, said a few days ago 
that unless the situation is stabilized in 
East Pakistan sufficiently to get the rice 
planted in the next few weeks, "It is pos
sible, probable, that 20 million or more East 
Bengalis will be starving by September and 
October." Mr. Hart added: "All my instincts 
tell me that it may already be too late ... 
unless the outside world imposes its will 
a nd its aid on Yahya Khan." 

Officials in Washington must know all that 
as well as Mr. Hart. The reality is that Yahya 
Khan will have to be pressed hard to allow 
effective, internationally supervised aid in 
East Pakistan-and that the only solution, 
imaginable to stabilize life in Pakistan and 
get the refugees back is some form of inde
pendence, with Yahya's army out. 

But there is no sign of willingness in 
Washington to press Yahya Khan. The atti
tude there is, as one close observer put it: 
this is an awful situation, but we'd better 
not get our hands in too deep or we'll get 
burned again. 

There is no pretending that any outside 
government can easily bring about a decent 
solution in East Pakistan. But it would be 
reassuring if one felt the United States had 
a sense of proportion about the interests 
involved. The State Department took pride 
this week in the amount of American aid 
authorized for relief of the growing disaster. 
In fact that sum, $17.5 million, is a little 
more than half what we now spend on the 
Vietnam war every day. 

THE RETURN OF OKINAWA 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, tomor

row, the treaty will be signed providing 
for tJhe return by the United States of 
Okinawa to Japan. 

In my opinion, Senate oonsideration 
and discussion regarding ra tific:ation of 
this treaty should be limited to the merits 
of the treaty, and should not stray to 
other issues. 

I will have more to say at a later 
date regarding the substance of the 
treaty. Today, however, I want to call 
attention to the widespread support in 
the press for limiting our discussions to 
the merits of the return. We must not 
let extraneous issues cloud our consid
eration of the treaty. 

I also would note the wide geographi
cal distribution of the newspapers repre
sented in these editorials and articles. I 
ask unanimous consent that they appear 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[~m the Washington Post, June 4, 1971J 

THE CRUCIAL TEST OF OKINAWA 
The imminent signing on June 17 of an 

agreement returning Okinawa to Japan 
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brings close what is probably the most cru
cial test of the United States' relations with 
its most valua.ble Asian ally since World WaJr 
II. It was a notable achievement for the 
leaders of the two countries to agree in 1969 
that Okinawa-seized as WM" booty in 1945 
and later transformed into a major American 
strategic base---should be retllil"Iled. It is 
quite another matter, more difficult and 
more important, to proceed to the signing 
and ratification, for signing means that the 
extremely difficult details will he.ve been 
W<>rked out and ratific·altion means thtat the 
resultant produot will have been approved 
by the two legislatuires. 

Althougl1 some details must still be 
wrapped up, the trans-Pacific consensus is 
that the main hurdles lie in the United States 
Senate. Quite properly-since a change in a 
treaty (the J•apa.nese pea.ce treaty) is in
volved-Mr. Nixon decided to submit the 
Okins.wa transfer to the Senate, rather than 
conclude an Executive agreement. He erred, 
however, by allowing ouir textile dispute with 
Japan to get badly out 'Of hand. Rightly or 
not, the suspicion now is widespread that he 
would not rea.lly mind if the Senate held up 
Okinawa rever·sion in order to put pressure 
on Tokyo on textiles. 

Defeat in the Senate on Okinawa is less 
likely than del•ay, but even delay would be 
extremely costly: it would provoke anti
American outbursts in Japan a.nd call into 
question the basis of mut ual confidence on 
whi'Ch future Japanese-American ll"elations 
must be built. The President does not have 
the luxury of being able to start over again 
on textiles. He could, however, announce a.t 
the time IOf signing of the Okinawa agree
ment that he considers its pq-om1pt rs.tifica
tion by the Senate to be of the utmost na
tional importance and that he regari:ls te1x
tiles as an issue quite apart. Responsible 
senators would welcome such a statement. 
Wise statesmanship commends it. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 19, 1971] 
BRINKMANSHIP WITH JAPAN 

A major crisis with Japan that could dam
age American security interests severely is 
looming as a result of President Nixon's de
cision to hand back Okinawa by treaty, 
rather than executive agreement. A treaty 
would require a two-thirds Senate vote; the 
alternative course would require at most a 
majority vote of both houses of Congress. 

The White House decisi·on, if not ·reversed 
shortly, could make the Okinawa accords now 
being negotiated wit h Tokyo hostage to the 
Southern textile lobby and other protec
tionists interests. The protectionists would 
need at most the votes of 34 Senators to 
block Okinawa's reversion and gain leverage 
on Jiapan to reduce lits exports to rtihe United 
States. 

The Japanese suspect that Mr. Nixon chose 
the treaty route for this very purpose-to ful
fill his campaign promise to the textile in
dustry and thus keep open a "Southern 
strategy" for ·the 1972 elections. Mr. Nixon's 
Okinawa decision was made known during 
the angry week in March when he denounced 
as an inadequate "maneuver" the Japanese 
textile industry's plan to curb its own ex
ports starting July 1-a plan initiated by 
chairman Mills of the House Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Okinawa is an emotion-laden issue for the 
Japanese. Any delay in its return would be 
extremely embarrassing to Premier Sato, who 
is commi1ited to regaining administration of 
the island and the rest of the Ryukyu chain 
by 1972. 

It was only Mr. Nixon's November 1969 
pledge to hand Okinawa back, in return for 
non-nuclear base rights, that enabled Mr. 
Sato to push through renewal last year of the 
Japanese-American security treaty. If the 
Nixon pledge now becomes a poker chip for 
textile protectionists on Capitol Hill, the re
sult could be anti-American riots that migh

1
t 

ultimately force abandonment of United 
States bases not only in Okinawa but in 
Japan proper. However, more is at stake than 
bases. 

Japan, now the world's third industrial 
nation, is the linchpin of American strategy 
in the Far East. The future stabil,ity of the 
area and the progressive reduction of the 
American presence, as projected by the Nixon · 
Doctrine, depend heavily on Asian arrange
ments in which Japan is expected to play a 
key role politically and economically, as well 
as in its own conventional defense under the 
American nuclear umbrella. These prospects 
will be endangered, as. former Under Secre
tary of State George Ball and others have 
warned, if President Nixon's Okinawa pledge 
is not kept, Japan ultimately might go 
"Gaullist and seek its own nuclear weapons." 

Some American diplomats are so concerned 
at the risks in submitting an Okinawa treaty 
to the Senate that they are suggesting a delay 
of several months to see what effect the Jap
anese textile industry's export-restriction 
plan has on the level of shipments and 
whether the plan can be improved by further 
negotiation. A delay that kept al~ options 
open would be wiser than losing control by 
submitting the Okinawa accords in treaty 
form. 

Much better still would be an executive 
agreement. That could break the linkage be
tween Okinawa and textiles. The northern 
Ryukyus and Bonin Islands, with the same 
legal status as Okinawa, were returned to 
Japan by executive agreement--without a 
Congressional vote. This option should not 
be foreclpsed for Okinawa, given the possi
blllty that Congressional act, even by major
ity vote, might lbe paralyzed by the protec
tionist lobbies. But the likelihood is that a 
majority vote approving Okinawa's reversion 
by executive agreement could be obtained in 
both houses, if a serious effort was made to do 
so. 

[From the Booton (Mass.) Ohrisrtian Science 
Monitor, May 6, 1971] 

UNTANGLING OKINAWA 

Return of Okine.wa. to Japan, a highly 
ft.amma.ble political issue f~ Premier Sato's 
government, is 1becoming snag.gled in the 
threads of the textile impor.t issue, of deep 
political -interest to Southern United· States 
se.nators. The result is likely to 1be a very 
tangled skein on the loom of internaltional 
diplomacy. · 

The two pieces of goods a.re cut from dif
ferent bol<ts o.f cloth. They should be kept 
separate. 

The RyukY1\l Islands should ha.ve been re
turned long ago, with appropriate gua.rantees 
from Japan regarding continued use of mili
tary ·bases on Okinawa. UnrtU U.S. :relation
ships with Southeast Asia, the two Chinas, 
J .a;pan and the U.S.S.R. a.re on 1a lfar more 
staJble baiSis, milita.ry strategists can rea
sonably argue that Okinitwa remains a vital 
and legitima.te strategic Pacific base for the 
U.S. 

BUit with tha.t p:roiviso, unpalataJble M it 
may be to Jap·an, everything else points to
ward a return of the Ryukyu Islainds to 
Jaipanese control. Prior to the U.S. takeover, 
formalized in the peaice 1treaty of 1951, Japan 
has held the islands since 1874. Japan re
mains thelir majo·r tiiaid.1ng partner today, 
despite overdependence of the locrul economy 
on the U.S. military as a,.n employer. And 
most of the one million Okinawans wish to 
go 1ba.ck under Jaipan's political wing. 

The issue has nothing to do wilth textile 
exiports frozn Japan to the U.S. Whatever 
merit Southern senators may have in their 
arguments that J1apan should increase its 
voluntary cut?·aick on tex,tile shipmen.ts east
ward-and free trade advocates can make a 
telling case against any quotas at all
Okiniawa 's politiC'al status is not a. proper 
quid pro quo for senatorial bargaining. 

Right now the issue seems to hang on 
tactics. The administrat ion has virtually as
sur.ed the Senate i.t :will not give over U.S. 
control of the islands without the "advice 
and consent to the Senate;" thirut is, it will 
ndt make an end run around :the Sena.te by 
resorting to executive agreement. But 1a treaty 
requlires a two-thirds Senate vote. The 
southern bloc thus hopes .to use rthe issue 
as lever.a.ge, ei·ther through amassing unfa
vorab1'e votes, or by use of a filibuster. 

Even the thireat of these may 1be enough 
to make •the Foreign Relations Committee 
hesiitate sending a treaty to the Senate floor. 
So the matter ls in sllilpension as of the 
mo.ment. 

Between the White House iand Se11a.te le·ad
ership, it is to be hoped rthat a solution can 
be worked out thait will threaten nei:ther 
the inte:rna.tional issue of Okinawa 's future, 
nor the proper concern and active pal'iticipa
tion of the Senate in ma.king that decision. 

Return of Okinawa to J.apan, already st ip
ulated in writing wi<th a deadline of 1972, is 
too crucial a.n issue to be allowed to floun
der in the mire of domest ic politics. Nothing 
less than a major international crisis would 
r·esult firom a foul-up, jeopardizing ·the entire 
U.ni.ted States position wiith Japan in partic
ular and the F1ar East as a whole. 

[From the Washington Evening Sta.r, 
May 8, 1971] 

OKINAWA AND THE SENATE 

A serious 1lhreat has arisen to our rela
ti'Ons with Jla.pan-AmeTica 's most powerful 
and important ally in Asia. The possibility 
that ratification of a t reaty returninig the 
island of Okinawa to Japanese jurisdiction 
may be blocked in the United States Sen
ate is 1a maltter of grave concern both here 
and in Japan. 

The treaty on Okina.wa's reversion has 
been under negotia.tion flOr years. It is an 
issue of very great political importance in 
Japan, where the public has been led to be
lieve th!at a transfer of jurisdiction will take 
place in 1972. Agreement between the gov
ernments is expected later this month. But 
ra.tification of the treruty by the Senate has 
become problematical. 

The problem, 1briefly, is a ·group of South
ern senators, represent.Ing the interests of 
the American textile industry. The law
makers are demanding sharp restrictions on 
imports of tertiles from Jla;pan. They are 
ilhrea.tening to hold 1:1he treaty hostage in or
der •to get them. And since relt!ification re
quiTes a two-thirds vote, lit is quite possible 
th:at lin a showdown itihey will get their way or 
defeat ratifioaition. 

If so, it would be a shocking demonstra
tion of the Senate's growing assertion of tts 
prero~aibives in the conduct of foreign affairs. 
From the outset, the Fore·ign Relations Com
mittee hias insisted that any agreement on 
O~inawa should .be in rthe form of a. treaty, 
which requires Senate ratification, raither 
thian an executive agreement, whi.ch does 
not. The •adm:inistration, so far, has gone 
along with this demand. 

But it is unthinkruble that narrow, sec
tional, protectionist interests might be al
lowed to sabotage an a.greement on which 
our future relations with Japan may well 
depend. Any major delay in the reversion 
schedule would be likely to produce reper
cussions in Japan drastic enough to b:ring 
down the pro-American government of Pre
mier Eisaku Sato. 

It is unlikely that any voluntary restric
tions on exports agreed to by the Japanese 
textile industry will saitisfy the 1prateotionist 
senaroors. If they cannot be dissuaded in 
their opposition by the responsible leader
ship, ithe a.dministration may be forced to 
reconsider its oommititnent to submit the 
agreement in treaty form. This indeed is the 
recommendation of Senate Majority Leader 
Mike Mans.field, who takes a broader view of 



June 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 20141 

the naition's interests than some of h1s 
colleagues. 

[Prom the Corpus Christi (Tex.) Caller, 
May 3, 1971] 

DISTURBING SWITCH 

Okinawa, an island in the Pacific not far 
from Japan, is to Americans the scene of the 
decisive battle with Japan in World War 
II. l it has been under our control ever since, 
very much to Japan's discontent. 

In 1969, accordingly, Premier Sato visited 
President Nixon and won his promise to 
return Okinawa to Japan in 1972. In return 
we gained rights to maintain a nonnuclear 
weapons base on the island. 

Now-apparently in response to pressure 
from our textile industry, which is fighting 
to curb Japanese textile imports-Mr. Nixon 
has made a disturbing decision with regard 
to Okinawa. Its return to Japanese jurisdic
tion will not be handled as an executive de
cision, but through a treaty. The difference 
is that whereas an executive decision would 
require only the bare majority approval of 
both houses of Congress, a treaty would re
quire approval of two-thirds of the Senate 
to become valid. That will be much harder 
to get. 

The method chosen by the President does 
have a political advantage. If the Senate 
does not approve the treaty by the required 
two-th1rds, Mr. Nixon can, should he wish 
to do so, tell the Japanese in effect: "So 
sorry, I tried, but Congress would not let 
me do this." 

The executive agreement method has a 
precedent. The Northern Ryukyu Islands and 
the Bonin Islands, in the same general area, 
have the same legal status as Okinawa. They 
were returned by executive agreement, not by 
treaty. 

Japan's friendship is important. She sta
bilizes our Far Eastern position. The friend
ship of the textile industry also is doubt
lessly important to the Nixon administra
tion-to any administration in office-but 
that should not be allowed to play such a 
vital role in foreign policy. President Nixon 
ought to consider the matter anew, and 
would be acting in the broader national in
terest were he to change his mind and han
dle the Okinawa transfer by executive agree
ment. 

[From the Birmingham (Ala.) Post-Herald, 
May 7, 1971) 

TEXTILES AND OKINAWA 

President Nixon plans to submit to the 
Senate a treaty returning Okinawa and the 
other Ryukyu islands to Ja.pan. 

A treaty is ' the proper constitutional way 
of handing back rthe island chain, which rthe 
United States has administered since World 
War II. But it is also a dangerous one. 

It is feared some textile-state senators, led 
by Strom Thurmond, (R-SJC.) will 1block the 
treaty until Japan agr.ees to restrict sharply 
its textile exports to this country or will 
attach a quota ·bill to the treaty. 

We sincerely hope the textile protectionists 
and their shoe-state allies do not take any 
such short-sighted action. It's wrong rto mix 
hometown politics with foreign policy, and 
this time it can cause immense difficulties to 
the nation. 

Nixon had many good reasons to reach 
agreement last year with Japanese Premier 
Eisaku Sato on the return of Okinawa, hope
fully in 1972. 

The strategically located island had be
come the most emotional issue in U.S.
J ,apanese relations. Okinawans consider 
themselves Japanese in race, language and 
culture, and had become more and more res
tive under American rule. 

In Japan itself, the mutual security treaty 
with the United States and the pro-Ameri
can Sato government could not have sur
vived without an Okinawa agre·ement. That 
may stlll 'be the case today. 

If the Okinawa treaty is ambushed in the 
Senate, there could be such riots on the is
land that our key military bases would be 
untenable. And Sato's cabinet could be re
placed by one hostile to America. 

It is, we think, unworthy of a great na
tion to use diplomatic blackmail, to hold 
Okinawa for ransom, in the interest of tex
tile mills. 

The Senate should be mature enough to 
separate the two issues, our Asian-Pacific 
foreign policy and textiles, and dispose of 
them on their merits. 

This time it won't be enough for Nixon, 
as he often does, merely to send the Okina.wa 
treaty to the Senate and see what happens. 
He'll have to fight for it. We hope he does
and wins. 

[From the Roanoke (Va.) Times, 
May 7, 1971) 

OKINAWA, TEXTILES AND THE SENATE 

The dispute between the U.S. and Japan 
over textile quotas has cast some doubrt on 
the expected reversion next year of the is
land of Okinawa back to Japan. 

Some believe that the Nixon Administra
tion wants to use the Okinawa issue-an 
emotional one in Japan-as a bargaining 
card to get trade concessions from rthat gov
ernment. This is a ticklish business, bordering 
on interference in Japan's domestic affairs; 
for if W·ashington does not deliver on ex
pectations that it will turn the i.sland back 
to Japan, Prime Minister Eisaku Sato's gov
ernment could fall as a result. 

Also to be considered, of course, is the 
future of the considerable Arne1rican garrison 
on Okinawa. Apparently there is no serious 
difference there; Japan seems willing to grant 
the U.S. rights to continue using military 
bases on 'the island if administrative control 
of the terri,tory returns to Tokyo. 

We have misgivings about the advisability 
of using the Okinawa question as leverage 
for a textile agreement-misgivings that arise 
from our doubts that ithe industry's trou
bles in this country should have so much 
bearing on our over-all trade policy. But we 
disagree with those who feel th1at in han
dling the Okinawa matter, Presid~nt Nixon 
should make reversion of the island an ex
ecutive action, bypassing the Senate where 
the question could become entangled wirth 
the textile issue. 

Sen. Harry F. Byrd Jr. of Virginia has 
pointed out that the Constitution requires 
the Senarte's advice and oonsent to ~my rtreaty 
entered into by the U.S., and that the U.S. 
obtained control of Okinawa by our peace 
treaty with Japan-a treaty rarti.fied by the 
Senate. Sen. Byrd prope'l'ly contends ithat 
any change in that treaty should not come in 
unilateral executive action, but only with 
the approval of the Senate. 

The senator notes, with saitisf,action, that 
the NiX'On Administration now hras formally 
agreed to submit any such change to the 
Senate. It is ia positive move. We may not 
necessarily agree with whatever the adm'inis
tra<tion or the Senate does with the treaty. 
But the Constitutional principle, we think, 
is clear. And we welcome any development 
like this that tends to restore the partner
ship that should exist between White House 
and Senate in formulating foreign policy. 

[From Newsweek Magazine, Apr. 12, 1971] 
PLAYING WITH THE FIRE OF THE RISING SUN 

(By George W. Ball) 
The chronicle of our relations with Japan 

prior rt;o the second world war 1begins Wlith 
ineptitude and ends with disaster. Not only 
did we aff.ront Japanese pride •by s1amming 
our d'Oors on .their sons and daughters, but, 
by prohibitive tariffs, we excluded their 
goods from our mao:kets. For this protec
tirn:.St ouitrage we, of course, paid dearly. By 
threatening Japan's ,ability to earn the for
eign exchange needed to buy the raw ma
terials required to sustain her then explod-

ing population, we helped encourage her 
soldiers to gain control of raw ma.terial 
sources through conquest--a course of ac
tion pretentiously known as the "Greater 
East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere," which ulti
martely 1ed to Pearl Har·bor. 

Happily, in the postwar period, we have 
shown the Japanese a more mature com-

. prehension 1and 1a greater awareness of mu
tual intereslts; yet the critical test is only 
now beginning, as---.a quairter century after 
the war-Japan abandons its "low posture" 
for a mor.e a.ssertive role. 

Where "that role may leiad her no one can 
say, since J ·apan is perv1asively rootless. More 
than in any other country, the war tore 
asund·er .the fabric of Japanese society and 
politics. No longer was the Emperor the god
king, with his imperi1a1 will expressed 
through the military. No longer was the 
state cult of Shinto intact, or the obsession 
with ancestor worship and lthe Confucian 
authority of the family .. Today, as a great 
industrial nation, Jiapan ·turns her eyes to
ward the West; yet even now the atavistic 
pull of the mainland remains strong, since 
Japan's Western ties lack the vital adhesive 
of a common culture, langu1age, literature or 
hisrtory. 

Largely ·because Japan leaped from feu
dalism to industri1al pre-eminence in less 
than a century, the resemblance between her 
insti,tutions and those of Western nations 
is more 1appairent than real. We watch with 
dismay a.s her great · indusrtri·al companies 
pursue .pricing policies and prootices in ex
ternal ma.rkets that subordinate profit to 
the national purpose. We find the collective 
spirit of national effort permeating every 
aspecrt of society. 

SENSmLE COMPROMISE 

Thus to fit Japan into a world system of 
politics and eoonomics shaped by the tradi
tions of Western individualism will not be 
easy, nor can 1't be 1achieved by America alone. 
Although European statesmen and business 
leaders seem deaf to the problem, it remains 
a common .task for the whole community of 
industrialized nations. Meanwhile, Japanese 
relaJtions with the rest of 1the world are be
cOIIli.ng more and more polarized between 
Tokyo and Washington. 

Undoubrtedly, those two capitals have 
much to say Ito one another, but not always 
with full understanding. Recently they have 
f1aced two issues of special urgency: the re
version of Okinawa and the opening of the 
burgeoning Japanese market to the produce 
and investmerut of the West. 

On the first issue, President Nixon took a 
long stride forward when he promised Prime 
Minister Sato in November 1969 that Oki
nawa wiould revert to Japanese administra
tion durdng 1972. It was a deohsion long 
overdue, since how could anyone possibly 
justify the continued rule by the United 
States, a whole generation after the Wa.I", 

of more thrun 1 million Japanese living in 
Japanese territory? The solution--a sensible 
compromise that assured the United States 
the same rights in the Okinawa base as in 
the bases in the Japanese home islands-
came just 1n the nicik of time. It saved the 
Sato government and forestalled the termi
nation of the security treaty which might 
otherwise have occurred last spring. 

Yet, having taken this statesmanlike step, 
the Administration is now in danger of 
throwing away the benefits by deciding not 
to effectuate the Okinawa reversion by exec
utive agreement, whioh at the most would 
require only a majority vote of both houses 
of Congress, but rather by a treaty, requiriJllg 
the approval of two-thirds of the senate. 

DANGEROUS SUSPICION 

All other things being equal, one could 
properly regard the issue as deserving full 
Senate treatment. But all th11Ilgs are not 
equal, for a totally irrelevent reason-that 
the Administration has shown a persistent 
willingness to sacrifice larger interests to 
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fulfill a campaign promise to the American 
textile industry. In a so-far futile effort to 
reduce the inflow of Japanese textiles, not 
only has it squande·red mUJCh poUticaJ. capital 
with Japan but it has proved more Catholic 
than the Pope by rejecting a proposal of 
self-restraint from Japanese industry that 
had been accepted. by the chairmam. of the 
House Ways and Means Oommitee, Wilbur 
Mills. 

In the atmosphere of bitterness and con
fusion thus created, ca.Im analysis cannot 
:flourish, and suspicion has inevitably devel
oped in Tokyo and elsewhere that the treaty 
route was deliberately chosen to strengthen 
the Administration's ha.nd in extracting a 
more restrictive import limitation from 
Japan. Yet what could be more grotesque 
than an attempt to trade off the reversiOIIl 
of Okina.wa--a vita.I step to preserve our 
security in the Far East-for the appease
ment of a single industry and a few Southam 
senators, at large cost to American consumers 
and with grave risk of undercutting all hopes 
of widening a.ccess to the vast Japa.nese 
market? 

Whatever the Administration's motives
and I prefer to draw 1110 1.Iwidious conclu
sions-the situation demands the most care
ful attention, for we dare not let protection
ism agaLn wreck out relations with Japan, as 
occurred 40 years ago. But, unless the White 
House vigorously intervenes, the protection
ist lobbies may well mobilize the maximum 
34 Senate votes needed to block the Okinawa 
treaty, in the event Japan refuses tp grant 
their protectionist demands. That is an even
tuality to make one shudder, for if the Pres
ident should prove u.nruble to deliver on his 
promise to hand back Okinawa, there is 
no doubt that the whole fragile structure 
of our relations with Japan would come 
tumbling down. And if that should happen 
with the only large modern industrial nation 
in the Far East, it would make defeat in 
Indochina seem like a pinprick. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, Mar. 
27, 1971] 

BIG RISK FOR SOME SOUTHERN VOTES 
(By Milton Viorst) 

President Nixon, having los't one battle af
ter another over restrictions on tc~tile im
ports, has now leveled the biggest g·un of all 
at his chief target, the Japanese-a threait 
to break the American commitment to r·eturn 
Okinawa to Japan's control. 

The President has shocked some of his 
closest advisers-George Shultz, Henry Kis
singer, even John Ehrlichman-with a re
lentless determinaition to keep the eouthern 
strategy intact by providing import protec
tion for the South's textile industry. 

He has mortified the Pentagon, which has 
warned him that his obsession wi•tn textiles 
11isks undermining American security in the 
Pacific, increasingly dependent on Japan. 

In fact, the President himself said not long 
ago: "Whether Asia and the Bacific become 
an area of peace or an area of devastation 
will depend on what happens between the 
United Staites <and J.apan, more ·than between 
any other nations in the world." 

Yet Nixon insists, at Japanese expense, on 
special privileges for the textile ::ndustry, 
although it has been__,both before <ail.d since 
the recession-in stronger condition than 
American industry generally. 

The President is still burning over the sl,ap 
he took ia few weeks ago when the Japanese, 
after the colliapse of formal negotiations, an
nounced thiat they would impose restric
tions upon them.selves on textiles. 

Behind the Japanese announcement was 
the shadowy figure of Wilbur Mills, oh.air
man of the House Ways rand Means Commit
tee, who backed he President on legislated 
textile quotas last year, but who now feels 
that they cannot be enacted without un
dermining the country's entire liberal trade 
posture. 

In a petulant public statement, -::.he Pres
ident not only compl·ained thait ·the Japa
nese limitations were inadequate. He aLso 
was angry that Mills had usurped diplomatic 
prerogaitives which he believed, quite justi
fi·ably, belonged to him. 

Unless the President could come up with 
a strong countermove, however, Mills was 
in a position to end the matter by blocking 
further action on rtextiles in Congress. 

The President hiad two tactical possibill
ties. One was to limit textile imports-as he 
had oil imports-by executive order, on the 
grounds thait they impaired national secu
r,i ty. But he knew such grounds were 
ridiculously flimsy. The other was to black
mail the Ja,panese over Okinawa. 

Although the United States had pledged as 
early as 1951 to return Okinawa, no agreement 
was reached until Premier Eisaku came to 
Washington in November 1969. 

At the time, Sato was running for re-elec
tion on a platform favoring renewal of the 
U.S.-Japanese mutual security pact. He was 
under severe pressure from anti-American 
elements. 

President Nixon's promise to return Oki
nawa by 1972 is regarded as the key factor 
in Sato's landslide victory. It is further re
garded as an indispensable condition of con
tinued Japanese-American amity. 

Overtly, the President has done nothing 
to repudiate the Okinawa promise. But after 
the Japanese textile announcement, he de
cided to send the Okinawa agreement to the 
Senate as a formal treaty, . which requires a 
two-thirds majority. 

The President is fully aware, of course, that 
the protectionist bloc in the Senate has at 
least a third of the votes and that, even if it 
did not, it could filibuster the agreement to 
death. 

Though he has made no public statement, 
the President has let it be known that, with
out a satisfactory textile agreement, he will 
do nothing to interfere with such an even
tuality. 

In the Senate, the protectionists already 
are busy. Last week, Talmadge of Georgia, 
representing Southern textiles, and Pastore 
of Rhode Island, whose shoe manufacturers 
want to get in on the action, summoned the 
chief protectionist lobbyists from labor and 
industry. Together, they made plans to use 
Okinawa to break Japan's resistance and out
fianked Chairman Mills. 

Meanwhile, the Japanese press has gotten 
wind of what is happening and is drumming 
up public opinion. If America reneges on its 
Okinawa promise, it is not at all clear that 
the Sato government can survive 1972. His 
successor, then, will surely come to power 
with a strong anti-American bias. 

Right, now, Nixon seems indifferent both 
to the country's pledge and to Sato's fate. 
Even his own advisers find it appalling that 
he is taking such risks-especially since it's 
just for some votes down South. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
May 7, 1971] 

ECONOMICS SPARKING U.S.-JAPAN CRISIS 
(By Carl T. Rowan) 

Deep undercurrents of anti-Japanese feel
ing have burst forth in t'.he press and the 
public utte,rances of ·leading Americans. And 
there is growing worry in official circles here 
that a totally unneces'Sary crisis in relations 
between the United States and Japan may 
soon become unavoidable. 

It all flows out of the fact that that island 
nation of 104 million energetic people con
tinues to ride a miracle of economic expan
sion while we suffer an as·sortment of diffi
culties. 

A tiny article in the back pages tells us 
that in 1969 and 1970 Japan had balance
of-payments sur'Pluses totaling almost $4 bil
lion. In the same period the United States 
suffered defi'Cits totaling $15.5 bill'ion. 

So now we hear U.S. Caibinet officers whis-

pering that Japan is · waging an "economic 
war" in 'hopes of dominating the world. 

Leaders of the American textiles industry 
wage a ceaseless campaign rto 'Convince Amer
icans that the Japanese are "Oriental Jews" 
, who resort to all kinds of trickery to take 
over lucrative markets. 

Other American ·businessmen call Japan 
"a corporate state," lamenting their inabil
ity to compete with Japanese firms which 
g·et .governmental assistance that Uncle Sam 
just doesn•,t gdve U.S. enterprises. 

"Stop Japan," has become the new cry of 
a segment of American buSiness and industry 
that is pushing for an end to free trade 
policies that some feel have led the United 
States into economic trouble. 

Some officials here are convinced that 
Peking wants to use any warmup with the 
United States to put the screws on Japan, 
and that Americans will regret it for years 
if they let anti-Japanese sentiment get out 
of hand. 

Some close obse·rvers of U.S.-Japan rela
tions say that many Americans are simply 
trying to make Japan the scapegoat for their 
own business failures. 

others insist that a strong racial factor is 
ait work. Japan is the first Asian nation to 
ocicupy the position of third-ranking eco
nomic power in the world (after the United 
States and Soviet Union). Her economy has 
grown by at least 10 percent for the last 15 
years, producing new nationalism and new 
confidence that have caused the Japanese to 
say "No!" to Uncle Sam on a variety of 
issues. The Japanese are rea·ching out every
where for markets and raw materials. 

A lot of Americans can't quite get used to 
Orientals playing ·that role. 

But a look at the facts, and at what is a1r 
stake, suggests Amerkans had better get used 
to it rather soon. 

Trade between the United States and 
Japan reached $10.6 billion la.st year. The 
increase alone ($2.4 billion) was three times 
as much as Japan's total trade with Com
munist China. 

No ·country except Canada has a bigger 
trade with the United States than does Japan 
which has become the first billion dollar 
purchaser of U.S. agricultural product5. This 
is of vital oonsequenoe to middle-class Amer
icans whose pocketbook interests scarcely 
pea-mit any a.inti-Japanese excesses. 

Much is made of the fruct that Japan has 
an a.dvantage of a billion to a billion and a 
half dollars a year in trade with the United 
states, an advantage that Japan maintains 
by putting quota restrictions on U.S. prod
ucts such as automobiles, grapefruit, light 
aircraft and computers. 

The figures don't tell the whole truth 
about Japan's trade advantage. The Japanese 
import 5 million ba.rrels of oil a day fl"om the 
Middle East, most of it firom American com
panies. This money doesn't show in the U.S. 
balance of payments although perhaps two
thirds of it winds up in the United States. 
Th~e is also talk about how the ' United 

States spends $600 milliOIIl a yea.r in Japan 
on military items, a false implication that 
we do this to defend Japan. About $200 mil
lion of this is for oil for Vietnam and many 
millions are for items to srtook PXs in Viet
nam-items the United States buys at such 
a rakeoff that the Japa1I1ese to some degree 
help subsidize the war effort. 

The Japanese are aware that their trade 
and investment poUcies have been a sore 
point with Americans, and they are in the 
process of speedy liberaJ.izations. 

But one oritical question is whethe·r the 
anti-Japanese frenzy has been frunned so 
high that it will be permitted. to affect Senate 
consideration of a treaty to return Okinawa 
to Japan. 

The reversion of the Ryukyu islands (in
cluding Okinawa) is a hig'hly emotional issue 
in Japan. U.S. officials decided on the merits 
that, 26 yea.rs after war's end, the Ryukyus 
ought to be handed back. An agree•ment on 
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reversion will ooon be completed after years 
of tense and tedious negotiation. Anything 
that upsets that agreement would seri01Usly 
disrupt U.S.-Japanese relatiolllS, throw the 
Sato govemment out of power and produce 
new troubles in an already volatile _Far East. 

The trade issues ought to be kept separate. 
But it may be too much to expect the textiles 
industry or some others to resdst the tempta
tion to oreate a treaty crtsis by interjecting 
their private "stop Japan" emotionalism. 

A CHILD'S GUIDE TO VIETNAM 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 

U.S. Department of State, through its 
Bureau of Public Affairs, has undertaken 
to explain the war in Vietnam to the 
young children who have written to 
either the Department of State or to the 
President asking questions about the war. 
Children are always asking troublesome 
questions, as we all know. 

It occurs to me that the Senate might 
be interested in knowing what the State 
Department is telling these young peo
ple, including such information as the 
fact that--

The South Vietnramese had showed that 
they were brave people and we knew that if 
the North Vietnamese were not stopped from 
trying to take over another country by shoot
ing and killing, the other countries in Asia 
would be in danger too from the communists. 
So we decided to help the South Vietnamese 
people. 

It may also be of interest that--
The Vietnamese communists are especially 

dangerous because they believe in the use of 
armed force and terror. 

Vietnamization is also described: 
President Nixon iand all of us believe that 

a good and just peace is possible. Until the 
North Vietnamese agree, we must have lots 
of patience Ml.d grit to go on with the talks 
in Paris and with the fighting in Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimoUJS con
sent that this educational document be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

AN EXPLANATION OF THE WAR IN VIETNAM 

FOR PRIMARY SCHOOL CHILDREN 

Many young school children have written 
to the President or to the Department of 
State about Viet-Nam. We have prepared 
the following explanation for them: 

Viet-Nam is a very old couilltry in Asia, 
about 8,000 miles away from the United 
States. About 17 years ago, pal'lt of the Viet
namese people called Viet Minh were fight
ing against France which had ruled Viet
Nam for many years. Many of the Viet Minh 
wanted Viet-Nam to be a communist dic
tatorship rather itihan a free country. The 
Vietnamese communists are especially dan
gerous because they believe in the use of 
armed force and terror. 

The Viet Minh finally won a big victorry 
over the French forces . The French and of
ficials from some other countries who were 
interested in Viet-Nam sait down to talk with 
the Viet Minh in the city of Geneva in 
Switzerland. They agreed to make peace and 
to divide Viet-Nam in two parts. The north
ern part is held by the communists and is 
called North Viet-Nam. South Viet-Nam is 
held by those Vietnamese who do not want 
to live under Communist rule. It is also 
called the Republic of Viet-Nam. Many peo
ple in the North went to live in the South 
t-0 get away from the communists. M1any mo'l."e 
wanted to go too but the communists broke 
the rules of the agreement made at Geneva 
and would not let them go. 

NORTH VIETNAM ATTACKS THE SOUTH 

A few years weillt by. The North Viet
namese were planning to take over all of 
South Viet-Nam by elections because there 
were more Northerners to vote than South
erners and because the communiSlts would 
make sure, by force if necessary, that more 
people would vote for the North than for the 
South. The leaders of South Viet-Nam re
fused to take part in elections rthat they 
knew would not be fair. This made the 
oommunist leaders of :the Norith very angry, 
and they decided :to take over South Viet
Nam by force. 

When the country was divided into two 
.parts, the communists had leflt; some men in 
the South who p'l."etended to be like 1the 
Southerners. These men received ordecrs to 
dig up the guns which rthey had hidden and 
to kill people in the South so the men in the 
South would be afraid 1to fight agiainst the 
communists. These communists in the South, 
called guerl"illas, would often go into ylllages 
at night and kill important 1people such as 
the mayor and the school ,teacher. This would 
make the villaigers afraid to rtell the South 
Vietnamese soldiers where the guerrillas were 
hiding. The guerrillas did not wear uniforms 
and it was easy for ·t'hem to hide in the 
jungle or to pretend they were villagers. 
During this time we were sending guns and 
supplies to the 1South Vietnamese so they 
could fight back. We also sent some soldiers 
to advise them how to fight. 

SOUTH VIETNAMESE WANT TO DECIDE OWN 

FUTURE 

As time went on, 1the North Vietnamese 
sent more and more men !rom the Nor.th into 
South Viet-Niam. They began ito 'send soldiers 
who attacked .the soldiers of' the army of 
South Viet-Nam and soon there was a real 
war going on. The soldiers from the North 
and the guerrillas were well trained rto fight. 
Things were going badly for 1the people of the 
South. They wianted to be aible to decide how 
to run their country for themselves. So they 
asked us to help them fight the North Viet
namese. The South Vietnamese had showed 
that they were brave ipeople and we knew 
that if the North Vietnamese were not 
stopped from trying to take over another 
couilltry by shooting and killing, rthe other 
countries in Asia would be in danger too f!l'om 
the communists. So we decided to help the 
South Vietnamese people, and some other 
countries also decided to help. Tha.t way we 
hoped .to keep the war in Viet-Nia.m t'rom 
becoming a big war that might put the 
whole world in danger. 

AMERICA AND OTHER COUNTRIES HELP 

SOUTH VIET-NAM 

America promised to help the Sout h Viet
namese and we sent soldiers, ships and air
planes to Viet-Nam. Five other count ries also 
sent soldiers. Over 30 countries gave food, 
medical supplies and many other things to 
help the South Vietnamese. We have been 
fighting very hard for six years 1to help the 
South Vietnamese soldiers. Together we have 
done well and the soldiers from the North are 
not winning any more. They are still trying 
to take over the South but they know that 
the South with our help is stronger than 
they are. The South Vietnamese are becom
ing such good soldiers that we are bringing 
some of our men back to America. In May 
and June last year American and South 
Vietnamese soldier's destroyed the communist 
bases in the next-door country of Cambodia. 
We did this because the bases gave the com
munists a chance rto aJtttack our men in South 
Viet-Nam and then to run and hide in Cam
bodia. Our action in Cambodia made it safe 
to go on bringing our men home. This year 
some South Vietnamese forces, with the help 
of US air power, have moved into the nearby 
country of Laos to cut the supply lines th~ 
communists need to carry on the war in 
South Viet-Nam. 

We and South Viet-Nam do not want to 

take over the North and we do not want to 
make the war bigger. All we want to do is 
to stop the communists from taking South 
Viet-Nam. President Nixon has said that if 
the communists go back home to the North 
and leave the South alone, the war will end. 
We are having talks with leaders from the 
North in the city of Paris in France. At these 
talks, we are telling them that if they will 
take all of their soldiers out of South Viet
Nam, we will too. But if we take all of our 
soldiers out of South Viet-Nam before peace 
is made or before we are sure that the South 
Vietnamese can take care of themselves, we 
would be breaking our promise to them. 
Other countries which are our allies would 
then believe tha.t our word was no good and 
they would not respect us. Also, President 
Nixon is very concerned about our men held 
prisoner by the enemy. He has said that as 
long as North Viet-Nam holds a single Amer
ican prisoner, we will have forces in South 
Viet-Nam. 

WE BELIEVE A JUST PEACE IS POSSIBLE 

We are sorry the North Vietnamese are 
not ready to pull back their soldiers, but we 
think they will come to see that peace is 
better than to go on killing. President Nixon 
and all of us believe that a good and just 
peace is possible. Until the North Vietnamese 
agree, we must have lots of patience and grit 
to go on with the talks in Paris and with 
the fighting in Viet-Nam. 

PAKISTANI STUDENTS IN UNITED 
STATES OBJECT TO MILITARY 
EXCESSES IN EAST BENGAL 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, over the 

past 3 months, the world press has care
fully and graphically reported the hu~ 
man and political tragedy taking place 
in East Pakistan. Because of rigid gov
ernment censorship in Pakistan, how
ever, the local press there has written 
about the civil war in the East in a 
much different light, viewing the con
flict as a situation whereby a few mis
creants and foreigners have stirred up 
antistate actions. We know from a variety 
of newspaper and other sources that 
this is not a true, compl~te picture of 
the crisis with such serious internation
al overtones. 

An editorial in the Pakistan Student, 
the official publication of the Pakistan 
Student Association of America, which 
represents all Pakistanis studying in the 
United States, sees the crisis more ob
jectively, too. Interestingly, this nation
wide organization is led by West Pakis
tanis who have had, I understand, close 
personal as well as working relationships 
with high Government of Pakistan of
ficial's in Islamabad and here. Yet in its 
April 1971, edition of the the Pakistan 
Student, the lead editorial opposes its 
own government's conduct in East Pakis
tan, basing its charges on what "is pres
ent in the Pakistani press itself." 

The editorial comments on the two 
major forces working in East Pakistan 
prior to the bloodshed of March 25. First, 
"the predominant, that of the Awami 
League, wanted full autonomy within 
Pakistan." Then, "the second called for 
independence and also threatened guer
rilla war as the only remedy for" their 
"suffering. By destroying the Awami 
League," it concludes, "Yahya Khan has 
unwittingly left the field to the advocates 
of violence. No wonder China is so pleased 
with the Pakistani Government." 
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I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial, "Does Power Flow From the Gun 
Barrel?" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no obJection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

DOES POWER FLOW FROM THE GUN BARREL? 

The blessed Apostle of Allah said: "I swear 
by Him in Whose Power is my life, it is es
sential for you that you enjoin the truth 
and forbid evil and stop the wicked and turn 
him towards the truth. Otherwise Allah will 
carry the corruption of the evil-doers to those 
who claim to be upholders of Truth and ta.int 
them also. Or He will curse them ,as the Jews 
were cursed."-Hadis quoted in Ibn Kathir 's 
Ta/sir. II. 83. 

The indecent haste with which India tried 
to take advantage of the army oper·at ions in 
Ea.st Pakistan has proved a boon for the 
ruling group in Pakistan. As the dust of In
dian attacks settles down some hard facts 
will have to be faced. Events in Pakistan pose 
questions of a very fundamental nature for 
every Pakistani. In the last editorial, in our 
special edition of March 1971, I had given 
an outline of important events. It is my duty, 
as one who stands under Allah's Gaze, to 
continue to present the nightmarish facts, 
however horrible, to our readers. The proof 
of what I intend to say here is present in 
the Pakistani press itself and can be shown 
to all doubt ers. If the Pakistani government 
can prove anything to the contrary we will 
recant with pleasure. 

At machine-gun point the President of 
Pakistan, Agha Muhammad Yahya Khan, has 
banned the Awami League and accused its 
leader of treason. In his speech of March 26, 
1971 he declared "Shiekh Mujibur Rahman's 
action of starting his non-cooper·ation move
ment is an act of treason. He and his party 
have defied the lawful authority for over 
three weeks." Dawn March 27, 1971. We do 
not agree with Shiekh Mujibur's politics and 
we criticized him (a.s opponents in a demo
·cratic system) in our January and February 
issues. But the question arises that, apart 
from the right of the "gun", what right has 
President Yahya to accuse Shiekh Mujib of 
treason? Shiekh Sahib's party had won 167 
seats in the elections and thus had a clear 
majority in the National Assembly. Accord
ing to the canons of democracy he had every 
right to rule. Can non-cooperation (general 
strike etc.) ever be termed treason? If it can 
be, were all those people who struggled 
against Ayub Khan, in the Pakistan Demo
cra ~ic Movement (PDM) through 1967-1969, 
trait ors? (Let us make it clear here that the 
Pakistani government has itself declared 
that Mujib did not make any declaration 
of independence. See Dawn, of March 28, 
1971): The Pak. newspapers like Jang, Dawn, 
Morning News, Jasarat throughout February 
and March made it abundantly clear that 
the whole of East Pakistan, every political 
party, association, org·anization and group, 
was solidly behind Mujib and demanding 
transfer of power. Thus the charge of trea
son is an insult hurled against the entire 
population of East Pakistan. Yahya Khan's 
"'Blitz-Krieg" means that if any party in Paki
stan ever becomes strong enough to bring 
about a real shift of power, away from the 
-clique, it will be brutally crushed. If Shiekh 
Mujib's whole party consisted of a pack of 
traitors the questions arise that:-

(1) Why was he allowed to fight -the elec
i;ions? I! he h ad any ieontacts with India 
whiait was our .i.ntelligence department doing 
durii.ng 1969-1970? If iany proof of contacts 
was avaiila.ble why was the pa.Tty not imme
diately banned •and the proof put before the 
people? Is it not a serious charge a.gia.inst the 
government that ·Lt knoWiingly ·allowed "tra:i
tors" to fight the election? 

(2) H the government wi.shes to argue that 
Mujib a.nd a small group had fooled their 

own party iand all the people of East Paki
stan, why did it not allow the "traitors" to 
unveil :themselves so that the East Pakistani 
people may have deaJ.t wiLth them? India cer
tainly could .not hiave helped the "traitors" 
in the presence of the amny. Or would the 
entire ipeople of Eaist P.al:Gstan ihave been 
helpless :before the handful of "power h un
gry and unpa.trdotic people"? 

(3) Why did t he President announce in his 
'Pakistan Day' message that: "The stage is 
now set fQ11.' our elected r·epresentatives to 
work t ·oget her for the .common goal which 
would accommodate both East and West 
wdngis .J.n smoot hly worldng hiarmoniious sys-

· tem"? (Dawn March 23, 1971). Two days 
later the curtain went up on a fascist 
clique's itake-over. lit would not •be wrong to 
presume that while talks were going on the 
clique was preparing for the shooting spree. 
The events ou,tliined in our Mar.ch issue 
should ·be rea.d 1along with thiis. 

It seems th1at Muj.ib understood what ;the 
government planned to do. Hence hJs fran
t.ic calls to ihis ipeople to remain discipUned 
and peaceful and to malntiain harmony 
among J.oca.I's and non-loca.ls. Before each 
1mpor:tant meeting he said tha.t someone else 
should speak for him if he does not manage 
to come. It is best to record here the wmds 
in wihiich Mu~ib rejeClted the commission set 
up by the Martial Law Administrator zone 
'B' :to inquire dnto the reasons for the call
out of troops in ·East Pakistan. 

"The only term of reference is: "To go 
into the ctrcumstances ·which iled to ,the call
ing of the army in aiid of the cdvil poweT lLn 
var.ious p1arts of East Pakistan between March 
2 and Maroh 9.' The fundamental ;issue IB thus 
pre-judged, since what has to be inquired 
into is ·whether the development and use of 
force was in a.id of ulter·ior poldtical purposes 
~nd not at all dn aiid of civil power. The 
commission' ,is further shut out from ;inquir

ing into t he a.ctua.I atrocities, which have 
been reported f·rom var.ious parts of Bang.la 
Desh, ·involvd.ng ·thou.sands of casualties. Thus 
even the number of oasualt :ies and the cir
cumstances .in which unarmed civU.Lans were 
shot down cannot be inquired 1.nto."-Morn
ing News, March 19, 1971. 

Those politicians who ha.id some connec
tions in the armed forces seem to have sensed 
what was coming. One day after Yahya Khan 
postponed the Assembly session (on March 
1), in response to Bhutto's threats Ai'l' Mar
shal (Retd) Nur Khan strongly ins'isted that 
"the President must call the session again in 
March, otherwise irreparable damage will be 
done. The President is being wrongly advised 
by a highly placed person. If change of power 
does not take place West Pakistan will always 
have army rule.'' (See Jang, of March 4, 
1971) . Nur Khan kept on warning. Finally 
his meeting in Lahore was disrupted on 
March 12 by "People's Guards", heavy ston
ing took place and while he was leaving his 
car was badly damaged, its windscreen shat
t ered (Jasarat March 14). 

Asghar Khan announced after hearing of 
t he postponement on March 1 "I am not 
surprised. I had already seen this possibility" 
(Jang, March 3). As the military started its 
killing campaign in East Pakistan Asghar 
declared in a press conference "Power should 
immediately be transferred to Mujib. Our 
hearts are cryin g tears of blood for the peo
ple in East PakLstan. If fir ing on our innocent 
East Pakistani brot hers goes on I will go 
the·re and stand in their front ranks" 
(Jasarat, March 6) . · 

On March 11 he again stressed the need 
for immediate transfer of power to Mujib. 
When asked under what constitution would 
power be transferred he countered that 
"under which constitution did Ayub take 
over power in 1958?" He also referred to 
the necessity of a movement like that of 
1968 (Meaning evidently that the struggle 
was the old one between dictatorship and 

democracy) (Jasarat, March 13). [The same 
day Maj. General Sher Ali Khan sent a tele
gram to Yahya Khan urging him not to do 
anything which would leave him "with the 
blame for putting an end to this IS'lamic 
Republic." (Ibid.)] 

Asghar Khan went on with his warnings. 
On March 19 the PPP gUJards brick-batted 
him at Multan. He escaped unhurt but the 
lawyers protecting him ·were injured. The 
Multan district Bar Hall where he spoke was 
ransacked, the window panes ·and furniture 
smashed. This went on for one and a half 
hours. (Morning News March 20). These at
tacks on P AF heroes did not lead to any 
arrests. The government obviously had given 
the go ahead to Bhutto's party. 

THE STRUGGLE FOR DEMOCRACY 

Any insight into the story of Pakistan in 
the last 13 years shows that anyone who 
comes anywhere near dislocating the centre 
of power in Pakistan is in danger of being 
branded "traitor". The memory of the Agar
tala case is still fresh. Mujib, then in jail was 
suddenly charged with ha'Ving conspired wit h 
India. 

No explanation was given as to how he 
could have carried on the conspiracy from 
prison and the Agartala conspiracy case which 
followed made the government the laughing 
stock of the people. Even . Miss Fatima Jin
nah, the venerable sister of the Quaid-e-Azam 
came near to being labelled "traitor" when 
she became a threat to Ayub Khan's suprem
acy. Full page advertisements were published 
in the government-controlled press giving 
quotations from Indian newspapers with the 
suggestion that Miss Jinnah had Indian 
backing! Fortunately for her Ayub Khan's 
political machinery, firmly in Bhutto's hands, 
pro'Ved too good for her. 

By the end of 1967 and early 1968 the Pak
istan Democratic Movement had let down its 
roots into almost every area of Pia.kistan. It 
could not be declared "treacherous" as it had 
support in both wings of the country. Later 
almost every party, except Bhutt o's PPP and 
Bhashanis' NAP, joined it and under the 
name of Democratic Action Committee 
(DAG) it staged country-wide general strikes, 
almost as powerful as the recent ones in East 
Pakistan. These brought Ayub to his knees. 
Meanwhile Bhutto had appeared on the scene 
as the hero of Tashkent. It was rumored that 
the government had sent him to disrupt the 
opposition but he was arrested for a brief 
period and the leftist students were con
vinced of his "socialism." It seems they were 
quite incapable of objective thinking. 

As time passes I thin k it wlll become more 
and more evident that he is a government 
agent. Perhaps our readers remember how 
Bhutto and Bhashan.1 refused to attend the 
round table conference and made the peace
ful transfer of power impossible, so that 
Ayub handed over the reins to Yahya on 
March 25, 1969. At that time both wings of 
the country were united and the democratic 
forces were awake. To de-fuse the situation 
Yahya again and again announced his demo
cratic intentions. 

Later announcements were made to the 
effect that constitution-making would follow 
elections. Curbs on political activity were 
ll!ted from Jan. 1, 1970. In the year which 
followed two things became apparent. Firstly 
the government's fervent declarations that 
the ideology of Pakistan would be protected 
were violated again and again with no gov
ernment response. The inquire into the burn
ing of copies of the Holy Quran in March 
t.969 at Lahore was quietly dropped. Protests 
evoked no reply. Thus the government ap
peared ,as defender of the faith, but tolerated 
all attacks on the faith. Even Faiz's poem 
openly attacking the basic beliefs of Islam 
was defiantly published. Again protests had 
no results. Secondly ithe attempt to throw a 
bridge between the two wings of Pakistan 
was meticulously foiled and an organized 
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attempt narrowly failed to wipe out the 
Jamaat-e-Islami leadership at Pal tan Maidan, 
Dacca. 3 members of the Jamaat were mar
tyred and 500 injured. Incidentally the Gov
ernor's house is a stone's throw from Paltan 
Maidan. But that day, the Martial law au
thority was tactfully idle. 

BHUTTO'S TACTICS 

Sheikh Mujib's success though expected 
was overwhelming beyond expectations. In 
our last issue we pointed out how Bhutto's 
speeches of February 28 and March 14, 1971 
brought matters to a head. In a democracy 
on a national level, if the country is not to 
be divided, there can be only one majority 
party. But Bhutto declared '"that in the situ
ation faced by Pakistan, having a geographi
cal distance between the two parts, 'the rule 
of majority did not apply.' The Majority 
parrty "must take into account in the govern
ance of the country, the wishes of the major
ity party of this wing," he added." (Dawn, 
March 16, 1971). Bhutto conveniently forgot 
that there is, strictly speaking, no Wesst 
Pakistan now. On the national level there is 
Pakistan only (in which PPP is nowhere near 
the majority); otherwise there are five prov
inces out of which in one (Punjab) PPP 
has the majoriity and in another (Sind) it 
has a very narrow majority. It has no provin
cial-level power in Baluchis·tan, NWFP and 
East Pakistan. Bhutto's party declared that 
the opposition par.ties in West Pakistan had 
no righrt to speak or to join hands with Mujib 
in a coalition. Heads I Win, tails you lose. 

March 19. (Kaxiachi) Mr. J. A. Ra;him, PPP 
Secretary-general and Mr. Abdul Hafeez 
Pirzada, president of ithe Karachi zone PPP 
told a hurriedly called press conference that 
the PPP had finalized a contingency plan to 
foil "the conspiracy to sell out the interessts 
of West Pakistan." Asked what .the plan was 
they refused to disclose the details but said: 
"You will know when the implementation 
begins." 

Question: Do you mean to say that the 
inclusion of Khan Wall Khan, Mian Daultana 
and Mufti Mahmood in any future central 
government set up, to the exclusion of the 
PPP, would be regarded by your party as· part 
of this conspiracy? Pirnada: Obviously; it 
would mean that the majority of rthe people 
of West Pakistan have been deprived of their 
due and legitimate share of power at the 
centre.-Morning News, March 20, 1971. 

That very day Asghar Khan was attacked. 
On March 19 a PPP woman leader openly 
warned Jasarat and other non-PPP papers 
not to criticize Bhutto otherwise their offices 
would be burnt. The very next night it was 
attacked, its advertisement section ransacked, 
scooters wrecked and the guard injured. The 
attackers came in trucks. They also burnt the 
newsprint stocks of Jang paper. (Dawn 
March 21, Jasarat March 22). Again there 
were no arrests. 

To counter Bhutto the minority parties in 
West Pakistan held a convention on March 20 
at Karachi: "The convention representing 40 
MNA's elect of West Pakistan endorsed the 
demand for withdrawal of Martial Law and 
transfer of power to the public representa
tives. It also resolved that the future con
stitution should be in accordance with Holy 
Quran and Sunnah, guarantee the unity of 
Pakistan and genuine interests of all five 
provinces. Another resolution stressed that 
the PPP was not a monopolist of West Paki
stan interests due to the fact that West Paki
stan as a political unit had ceased to exist. 
The signatories were Allama Mustafa Az
hari, Maulana Syed AU Rizvi and Maulana 
Ibrahim Burq (all of Jamiat-ul-Ulema-i
Pakistan), Prof. Ghafoor Ahmed and Mah
mood Azam Faruqui (of the Jamat-e-Islami) 
Maulana Abdul Hakim (Jamiat-ul-ulema-1-
Islam) Mian Nizamuddin Hyder (CML) 
Ma.khdoom Noor Mohanunad Ha.shim (Baha.
wa.lpur Motehda. Ma.ha.z) and Ma.ula.na Zafar 
Ahmed Ansari (Independent)" Dawn March 

21. The convention frequently came under 
attacks with stones. 

THE CURTAIN RISES 

On March 22, 1971 Mujib expressed "prog
ress" in his talks with Yahya. On March 23 
Yahya announced that the stage was now set 
for the people's representatives to take over. 
On March 24 the leaders of minority parties 
came back from Dacca declaring that plans 
were now ready for transfer of power at pro
vincial level with an interim government at 
the centre. (Jasarat, March 26) However the 
seven PPP men who came back the same day 
refused to say anything. It seems that 
alarmed by the growing violence of the Bha
shani-type elements, in a desperate bid to 
break the deadlock, Mujib probably decided 
to accept Bhutto as representative of the 
whole of West Pakistan. This is evident 
from the fears expressed by Baluch and fron
tier province leaders, on their return from 
Dacca, that one unit was going to be revived. 

For example Wall Khan said: "They 
(Awami League) wanted six-points, but you 
have offered confederation to them" he said 
adding "those who opposed the convening 
of the Assembly session are now tailkil.ng of two 
Prime Ministers". Morning News, March 26. 
It is important to remember that during 
Ayub's iregime the army and air force were 
used to keep Baluchistan in control. With the 
prospects of democratic participation :in 
power things had improved. But now we are 
back from where we started. On March 25 
three Bal uch and Frontier leaders issued a 
joint statement strongly condemning the de
lay in transfer of powm- and Bhutto's preten
sions as leader of West Pakistan. A1kbar Khan 
Bugti 1and AtauUa'.h Mengal had e~pressed 
similar sentiments earlier. 

But none of them seem to have understood 
how ruthless the government could be. On 
March 25 Yahya suddenly arrived back in 
Karachi (Jasarat, March 27). His departure 
was the signal for army shooting in Rangpur, 
Chittagong and Saidpur which left 64 civil
ians dead and many wounded. (Ibid.) The 
violent elements now got a chance to spread 
the.tr ideas that "power fiows from the barrel 
of a gun." Mujib's response was the only one 
possible for a brave but civilized leader. He 
called for a protest strike, condemned the fir
ing and warned that violence-mongers were 
trying to set locals and non-locals upon each 
other. (Ibid.) At the same time he appealed 
in tones of torment to Yahya Khs.n. He said 
if a "political solution .is desired" by Presi
dent Yahya Khan and his advisers they 
should "realize that it was for them to take 
matters immediately to a concliusion, and 
that to delay this would expose the country 
and its people to grave hazards." (Morning 
News, March 26) The next day Yahya an
nounced ftrom West Pakil.srtan rthat Mujil.b wias 
a traitor! 

POINT OF LAW 

In his speech of March 26 Yahya Khan has 
said: "All he really wanted was for me to 
make a proclamation Whereby I should with
draw Martial Law and transfer power." In 
other words how could power be transferred 
without a constitution? Mujib can answer no 
more but A. K. Brohl a renowned Pakistani 
jurist has already answered this question:-

"Q. How do you envisage the !transfer of 
power to the people in the context of nego
tiations going on at Dacca? 

"Ans. If your question postul!aites rthat there 
are any constitutional impediments 1n the 
way of transferring powm- by the present re
gime merely becaiuse at present we have no 
constitution, then my answer is simple: 
there are no such impediments. 

"If you reoa.11 what hruppened in 1947 you 
would get my point. Then too the departing 
British transferred power to the constituent 
assemblies for India and Pakistan and left 
provisions in the Indian Independence Act 
under which the provisional governments 
were to function and const·itutions were to 

be framed in the two dominions of India and 
Pakistan."-(Morning News, March 25) 

MARTIAL LAW AT WORK 

In 1965 when our forces fought with clean 
hands press reporters were always welcome 
at the front. But now in East Pakistan ex
tremely strict measures have been taken to 
ensure that the outside world does not find 
out what is happening there. Even the plight 
of the cyclone stricken people on the coast 
has been ignored and no relief planes are al
lowed for the same reason. A few dead bodies 
here and there can be disposed of in one or 
two days but today (April 20) even after 25 
days there is no let up in the secrecy. There 
is strong reason to suppose that the military 
has committed outrages, like using tanks 
and artillery in heavily populated cities, 
which cannot be concealed easily. Foreign 
nationals leaving Chittagong and other 
places have spoken of large scale slaughter of 
unarmed civilians. If all these are false re
ports why is the government so concerned 
with stopping any facts from leaking out? 
Even if all that is being said by foreigners 
is false there is at least one martial law 
regulation which indicates that the army is 
behaving like that of Israel in Palestine. 

"Dacca, 27 March (Radio Report). Zone 
"B" Martial Law Administrator Lt. General 
Tikka Khan has issued Martial law regula
tion 133 under which all attempts to ob
struct traffic by digging holes or putting up 
any obstacles on any street or road is a pun
ishable offense. In case of disobedience of 
this regulation houses within 100 yards of 
the holes or obstruction will be demolished 
and their occupants given ten years rigorous 
timprusonment." (Jasaret, March 29.) 

The government was anxious lest West 
Pakistan's masses understand the situation 
and react against Bhutto and the Qadianis 
who have engineered this plot. Hence Martial 
Law regulation No. 77 issued by Yahya Khan 
himself reads (in part):-

"2. No person shall print or publish, or 
cause to be printed or ipublil.shed in a news
paper or other document whatever, any mat
ter which-

.. (a) Tends directly or indirectly to create 
hatred or ill-will towards any political party 
in Pakistan or any leader or member there
of." (Dawn, March 27.) 

(Max. punishment is seven years. The first 
part of this regulation contains a familiar 
order not to say anything against "sects, 
clans, etc." which is usually issued to protect 
Qadianis. By a superb act of cynicism the 
regulation makes Islam also a part of the 
establishment and forbids anything said 
against it. Obviously the government wishes 
to identify itself with Islam while doing 
everything .against the fundamentals of 
Islam.) 

Baluchistan is the second most sensitive 
area and there even monthly, fortnightly and 
weekly papers are being censored, ( J asarat 
March 31). The Government knows the nec
essity of making people forget all that was 
said in the recent part. "The Director o! In
formation, Baluchistan has instructed au 
printing presses not to print or publish any 
news serial, .bulletin, booklet or pamphlet 
on which an earlier date is given. A press note 
warned that severe action under martial law 
regulation 77 will be taken against those 
who try to escape the regulation by print
ing or publishing any matter taken from 
dates previous to March 26." (Jase.rat, April 
1). 

WHAT OF THE FUTURE? 

Translations from Bengali newspapers 
published prior to March 2'6 show that there 
were two major forces working in East Paki
stan. The predominant, that of the Awami 
League, wanted full autonomy within Paki
stan. The second called for independence 
and also threatened guerrilla war as the only 
remedy !or East Pakistan's suffering. By 
destroying the Awami League Yahya. Khan 
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has unwittingly left the field to the advo
cates of violence. That is, even from the 
strictly military point of view the army has 
blundered. No wonder China is so pleased 
with the Pakistani government. As the news 
of atrocities are pouring in Bengalis abroad 
are giving up the idea o'f Pakistan and think
ing in terms of an independent Bengal. Their 
anger and hate is not surprising. However 
let them ponder; is it not terrible that after 
all these sacrifices East Pakinstan should now 
have to become a theatre of guerrilla war, 
another Viet Nam? The military will prob
ably try to use East Pakistan as a colony for 
tne simple reason that if it loses the East it 
will have to be cut down to half size. Also it 
will maintain dictatorial control over Ka
raichi, Baluchistan and frontier province. In
stead of continuing in this state for another 
ten years the only way out is for the West 
Pakistan masses to realize what has hap
pened. Let them awake from their slumber 
and see how tyranny has fooled them. The 
people of East and West Pakistan are broth
ers. History is a witness to this '.fact. The 
West Pakistan masses must now shed their 
blood for East Pakistan. Otherwise they 
themselves will never become free and able 
to live like civilized ·beings. If they unite 
and rise against the oppressors they will. 
easily prove, as they did in 1968, that power 
flows not from the barrel of a gun but from 
a nation's faith in its own destiny.-Kaiukab 
Siddique (End). 

DEMAND FOR DEMOCRACY AND ISLAM 

While expressing disappointment in the 
leaders of the two major political parties of 
Pakistan as well as repelling the tragic events 
that have taken place in Pakistan, and pray
ing to Allah for those who lost their lives 
therein, this gaithering of Pakistani students 
attending the 5th Midwest Regional Con
ference of M.S.A. of U.S. and Canada ~esolves 
that instead of shooting Pakistanis in East 
Bakistan, the Central government must >as
sure the people of Pakistan that it is the 
majority which rules in ia democracy and 
so the captured political leaders be released 
and power must be transferred to rthe ma
jority party iafter the Constitution has met 
the minimum condi,tion of the solid·rurity iand 
the Islamic basis of Pakistan withourt any 
regard to any East, West or any provinc•ial 
claims as to their right of representation. 
(Camp Trout, Missouri, April 10, 1971). 

RESOLUTIONS OF PSAA. EMERGENCY MEETING AT 
IIT, CHICAGO, APRIL 4, 1971-REMOVE TIKKA, 
RELEASE MUJm, RESTORE DEMOCRACY 

Resolution No. 1.-This assembly strongly 
urges the Government · to bring back the 
counrtry to normal peaceful oonditions and 
speedily create conditions conducive to the 
establishment of Democracy throughout 
Pakistan. It strongly feels that military rule 
is no solution to the present crisis and the 
unity and solidarity of Pakistan can only be 
achieved if people, rather than the mili t·ary, 
govern the Country. 

Gen. Tikkia Khan should be immediately 
removed and the army should withdraw from 
the cities and go to seal the borders. 

Resolution No. 2.-This assembly demon
strates its strong feelings for the unity and 
solidarity of Pakistan on the basis of Islamic 
ideology iand justice to all the units of 
Pakistan. 

Resolution No. 3.-It is the considered 
opinion of this assembly thrat East Pakistan 
has genuine grievances and frustrations for 
several years and this could only be resolved 
on the basis of Islamic Spirit of brotherhood 
which would ensure the end of exploitation. 

Resolution No. 4.-This assembly strongly 
expresses its disgust and disappointment at 
the fa.ilure of the two major political parties 
and their leaders to be equal to the task of 
meeting the challenge of existing condi
tions leading to the disruption of the coun
try. It strongly urges them to rise to the oc-

casion and give a solution within the frame
work of one Pakis,tan. 

Resolution No. 5.-This meeting of the 
Pakistani Students Assoc. of the U.S.A. ex
presses its profound grief rund shock at the 
tragic happenings and expresses its heartfelt 
sympathies with bereaved families in East 
Pakistan and appeals to the Pakistani Gov
ernment to compensate materi·al losses of the 
affected f1am1Ues by granting them generous 
financial aid. 

Resolution No. 6.-This meeting strongly 
condemns the provocative and irresponsible 
utterances of the prime minister of India 
and the Indian government who are fanning 
the already critical siturution in East Pakistan 
which, if not checked will soon engulf the 
whole sub-continent. The Pakistan Students 
Associ:ation sees their support and propa
ganda as a useless effort of the Indian Gov
ernment to diivert the world's attention from 
its own oppressions and brutialities on the 
freed0m fighters in Kashmir. 

Resolution No. 7.-Mr. Sheikh Mujibor 
Rahman leader of Awami League the major
ity party along with the Awami League lead
ers who have been arrested so far should be 
released immediately and the A wami League, 
the majord'ty party, should be asked to form 
the ci vll government. 

All the political leaders who have been 
arrested should be released. 

Resolutlon No. 8.-This Assembly believes 
that Shaikh Mujibor Rahman the leader of 
the majority party in Pakistan has not de
clared independence of East Pakistan and 
rejects the charge of treason. 

SENATOR MUSKIE ADDRESSES CHI
CAGO NAACP DINNER 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we have wit
nessed in the past few years the birth of 
many coalitions of interest groups in 
America-coalitions to stop the war and 
coalitions for revenue sharing are ex
amples. 

But recently in a speech at the annual 
"Fighting for Freedom" dinner of the 
Chicago South Side Chapter of the 
NAACP, the distinguished Senator from 
Maine, EDMUND s. MUSKIE, spoke with 
great insight and feeling about the need 
for a far broader and fundamental coali
tion for change in America--"a coalition 
of conscience, committed to creating a 
nation worthy of our hopes and our 
boasts-with enough power and enough 
votes to make the American dream a re
ality for every American." 

As Senator MUSKIE points out, blue
ribbon Presidential commission after 
commission after commission have 
warned us that the greatest threat to 
America is the increasing polarity in our 
society between the prosperous and the 
impoverished. They have also warned of 
the dangerous divisions among less for
tunate Americans-blacks and whites-
whose real interests are the same and 
who must work together to consign such 
slogans as "backlash" and "hard hat" to 
the trashbin of political rhetoric. 

Mr. President, at a time when divisive 
slogans constantly assail us, the Senator 
from Maine has here with calm patience 
expressed thoughts which I have tried, 
far less eloquently on many occasions, to 
convey. I rask unanimous consent that 
this timely speech be printed in the REC
ORD. It repays careful study. 

There being no objection, the address · 
wa.s ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A COALITION OF INTEREST: BLACK AND WHITE 
TOGETHER 

After years of praotice, white poUticians 
know ;the right ·things to say to an audience 
of 1black people. But we cannot re,ally com
prehend the depth of the wrong done to 
black America. 

A white politician can speak about the 
shame of segregated slums. But he cannot 
feel the pain of a black father living in a 
neighborhood of boarded windows and sag
g.lng buildings, far from a decent j0tb or a 
safe place for his kids to play. 

A white politician can .talk school integra
tion. But he cannot feel the anguish of a 
black mother sending her sons and daugh
ters off to classrooms with too few ·books, 
too many pupils, and too much risk of 
failure. 

A white senator can vote against a medi
ocre appoi•ntmen:t to the Supreme Court-
and his vote can deny the insulting cl,aim 
that this was the best lthe South could give 
to American justice. But he cannot feel the 
iil!Su1t it was to blacks to even consider the 
nomination of a man whose most famous 
public remark was a racial ·s1ur. 

So I did not oome here .tomgh.it rto lecture 
you on the wrongs you have endured for so 
long. You understand them in a . personal, 
everyday way, far better than I ev,er could. 
And I d!id not come here to tell you again 
where I sta.m:i. I hope you a!rready realize 
·that I am with you now as I have been in 
the past. I believe now more strongly than 
ever that ltihe future 1and the fate of America 
depend on our fight for racial justice. And 
I believe it ,fs time to win that fight. 

Presidenti,al oommissions and Senaite Com
mittees and executive task !forces have al
ready parsed and analyzed the crisis. They 
have studied the prejudice which surrounds 
you. They have denounced the discrimina
tion which deprives you. And they have 
pointed the way to something better. They 
have lef.t us with eloquent pleas and detailed 
plans for equity in America. 

But defining the solution is no longer the 
problem. If we do n!Olt know by now what 
must be done, then we will never know it 
or do it. The challenge of racial justice in 
1971 is not rto construct a stronger case for 
a cause already so clearly and completely 
rigiht. Our real challenge is to construct a 
strategy which will permit that cause to 
preVQil. 

We must build a coalition for change in 
America--a coalition that reaches beyond 
one race and any single group-a coalition 
with enough power and enough votes to 
make the American dream a reality for every 
American. 

I run talking a.bout a coalition of con
science, commi:tted to creating a nation 
worthy of our hopes and our iboasts. White 
Ameriicans must ask themselves and eaich 
other~again a.nd agaln---ithe same question 
President Kennedy 1as.ked ,them eight years 
ago: "which of us would willingly trrade 
places (with a black man) ?" In the lSBt 
decade, the answer wias a. stream of civil 
rights legislation which left our people 
equal in law, but not in life. 

Now we must answer, not only with a 
coalition of conscience, but with a coalition 
of inrterest. For we are learning that millions 
of whLtes share something of the .black man's 
f·ate. We a.re learning, in .the wo:rds of Con
gressman W:Hliam ·may, rthat b1acks "have 
no permanent friends and no permanent 
enemies--just permanent interests." 

Since 1964, the social commentators have 
trafficked in words like "backlash" and 
"hardhat." They have identified the whites 
with lower and middle incomes as a center 
of popular resistance to racial equality. But 
those same white Americans are also deprived 
and pressured and ignored. In a very real 
sense, they have the same permanent in
terests as black Americans. And I am con
vinced that in a coalition of interest, the 



June 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 20147 
things that unite us can overcome the thinga 
that divide us. 

A coalition of interest, blacks and whites 
together, can fight for prosperity and against 
poverty. Americans of every race have a vital 
stake in the outcome. 

When a worker loses his job, the lay-off slip 
is not white. It is not black. It is a common 
gray color of tragedy for the breadwinner 
a nd his family. Today, ten percent of all 
black workers are living that tragedy. Their 
unemployment rate is nearly twice as high 
as the National average. But millions of 
white workers are also out of work. And mil
lions more see their job security threatened 
on every side. 

Their concern is not the color of the next 
worker's skin, but the chance to work at all. 
They want jobs-and they want them now. 
They want federally-funded public service 
jobs-to provide an absolute and constant 
guarantee of employment for every unem
ployed breadwinner. They want far more 
summer Jobs for the young than the admin
istrations' proposal of a mere 600,000--be
cause they want far less teenage unemploy
ment than the current rate of 40% for blracks 
and 15% for whites. Most of all, the,y want 
to restore the dignity of the productive adults 
who are losing their hope and wasting their 
talents on endless welfare and relief lines. 

A coalition of American workers can muster 
the influence to create a prosperous econ
omy-where people of every race can be 
partners in progress instead of rivals for 
scarcity. Returning veterans should never 
have to be told that being out of the service 
means being out of a job. But that is what 
happened to 60 % of the veterans in New 
York city who turned to the State Employ
ment Service in 1970. They were black and 
they were white. They deserved a better re
sponse than the discouraging reply that no 
help was wanted. And they m ust never hear 
that reply again. 

A coalition of American workers can also 
muster the influence to insure a stable 
economy-where this year's higher wages no 
longer buy 1less than last year's lower wages. 
In 1970, the average family of every race 
actually suffered a decline in real income of 
over 1 % . Breadwinners carried a sandwich 
lunch and gave up a vacation trip and put 
off tlie new car-but in the end, inflation 
drained their savings away. That, too, must 
never happen again. 

And a coalition of American workers can 
muster the influence to build an economy 
of opportunity-where the majority of the 
poor who are white and the minority of the 
poor who are black can earn their own way 
to a decent future. In the first twe'lve months 
of this decade-for the first time since the 
statistics we'lle kept-ithere was a significant 
increase in the number of Americans who 
had to subsist on less than subsistence re
quires. In 1970, over one million more 
blacks and whites fell below the poverty line. 
They must not be forced to stay there-and 
we must help them help themselves up. 

So there is a solid and promising basis 
for a coalition of interest on the issue of the 
economy. Workers of every race care about 
jobs, inflation, and poverty. That concern 
can bring them togeither. And, ,together, 
they can do something about economic de
cline. They can reverse the appalling reces
sion which has hit whites as well as blacks 
and blacks even harder than whites. 

But economic conditions are not the only 
tie that can bind a coalition of interest. The 
plight of America's great cities is another 
reason for common concern-and another 
invitation to common action. 

According to some of the experts, the 
urban crisis is a crisis of minorities--of 
blacks and Chicanos and Puerto Ricans. But 
the urban crisis is in fact a crisis of the ma
jority. It touches and threatens citizens of 
every race. 

When industry flees our urban centers, it 
leaves thirteen million blacks behind. But 
such departures also endanger the forty
fi ve million whites who have made their 
homes in our cities. Some of them follow 
industry's exodus. But many of rthem are 
like most blacks-they cannot afford to flee. 
Blacks and whites together, urban Ameri
cans become victims of urban decline. 

As jobs shrink and welfare rolls soar, so 
do ithe rents that refieot pro·perty ta.xes
and the tax ibills of the small homeowner. 
And in return for paying more, the citizens 
of most cities are now receiving less. Basic 
services like police 'and fire and sanitation 
face cutbacks, while basic problems are get• 
ting worse instead of better. 

Next year rtaxes in New York Clrty will go 
way up--while the quality of life will prob
a:bly go way down. Across the country, over
crowded schools, deteriorated housing, and 
Obsolete transportation are shortchanging 
urban blacks and urban whites. By ci·rcum
stan<:e if not by choice, the races are unit
ed in a coalition of frustration about the 
cities they inhabit. 

And that frustration can inspire a new 
coalition of dnterest on the urban iissue. At 
the muniC'ipal level, the coalition can work 
for modern and ·efficient goverent--so cit
ies can get the most out of the resources 
they already have. At the stait e iand federal 
levels, the coalition can use its voice and 
its votes to insure a sensitive, responsive pol
icy toward urban America. 

There ls nothing in public life more pow
erful ·than flfty-eigh.t mill'ion urban citizens 
of ·every race demanding their due. Almost 
alone, their power could secure reforms to 
keep industry in our cities-and fast pub
lic triansportation to carry people from the 
cities to Jobs in the suburbs. Business must 
stop running away firom u11ban centers. And 
workers must have real access to available 
employment. 

Our Nation's cities are far from finished. 
They can endure-and they can flourish 
again. The remarkaible renaissance of down
town Chicago is proof of their essential vi
tality. But so much more must be done-for 
Ul"ban America--and for the Black Americans 
and the White Americans who live there. It 
can be done by them-and only by them-in 
a ooaJ.ition of interest among all the races. 

I rthink tlie black people and the whit e 
people of our cities care enough about urban 
survivaJ. to do enough about it together. And 
I think they also care enough aibout their 
own survival to form a coa11tion of !interest 
on a third vital issue, tthe future of heaJ.th 
care in America. 

Even in the distant days when inequality 
was an a.ccepted principle and practice in our 
land, there Wais one inescaipable equaJ.ity. It 
is with us now and will be with us always. It 
ls our most 'bas,ic common link-the simple 
fact that we are aJ.l mortal. 

And in 1971, the sad truth is that America's 
failing medical care system is helping our 
mortality along. 

In the fast decade, hospital charges in· 
creased six times more than other prices-
and doctors' fees climbed twice as fast. The 
tragic results a.re visible everywhere in 
America. 

Poor blacks are abandoned to uneven and 
often inhuman public health services. Their 
babies die twice as frequently as white in
fants.. Their wives die four times as fre
quantly in childbirth. And their life expect
an cy is seven years shorter. Black Americans 
are the worst victims of the system's failure
as they are so often and in so many different 
ways. But they are not the only vtct1ms. 

Poor whites suffer, too. And the middle 
class is caught squarely in the middle-too 
well-off Ito qualify for Government help-too 

pressured to help themselves with comprehen
sive insurance. They often end up with an 
excruciating choice between losing their 

heaJ.th and losing their savings. And that is 
why the United States has ended up with 
an infant death rate higher than fourteen 
other countries--and a male life e~pectancy 
lower than nineteen others. That is why 
young people in America are dying before 
their time and old people are dying when 
there is some precious time left. That is 
why the Nation which is first in the world 
in wealth is not first in the world in heaJ.th. 

If there is any place for a coalition of in
terest, this is surely it. What hangs in the 
balance is nothing less than life itself-and 
skin color will protect no one from sickness 
or death. A coaJ.ition of blacks and lower 
and middle income whites can insist on a 
medical bill of rights for themselves-and 
for every American of every race. 

They can insist on the right to care within 
their means-Federal heaJ.th insurance rthat 
takes the dollar sign out of medical services. 
They can insist on the right to care within 
their reach-Federal subsidies to !train 
enough doctors and nurses and then to locat e 
them where the people and the problems are. 
And they can insist on the right rto care 
within their needs-medical attention 
which is comprehensive in scope, preventive 
in emphasis, and restricted only by the range 
of scientific knowledge. 

America's concern over health services has 
reached a high water mark in 1971. A c :>ali
tion of interest can make certain that some
thing comes of that concern-a new health 
care system for blacks and for whites- -and 
for every medicaJ.ly deprived American. 

In the economy, in our cities, and in medi
caJ. care, a coalition of interest could trans
form our lives and our politics . • obviously, 
its sweep would be potentially far broader 
than this speech. Education and business op
portunities and a host of other critical en
deavors could command its attention a nd its 
efforts. 

And in the final ianalysis, a coalition of 
interest would be our Single best hope for 
racial justice-because it would also serve 
the vast majordty of our people. The legal 
guarantees of equali.ty will become a.n every
day reality only when blacks and whites have 
equal :r!lghts to American prosperity as well 
as equal irighrt:s in American law. 

But some Americans are pulling against 
a coalition of interest. They are wm-l"ied 
about the breadth of the changes it would 
bring. They suspect that it would disturb 
established power and privileges--and they 
are right. Where they are wrong is in their 
confidence that racial and ec:onomic rivalry 
will inevitably destroy the cdalition from 
tlhe start. 

In recent years, we have seen repeated 
attempts to divert our people from the pur
sui:t of common interests by appeaJ.ing to 
groundless fears. Perhaps the most vicious 
implication we have heard is that blac:k 
Americans ~e against law and oirder. No 
one quite says it that way-but there are 
voices which convey that meaning-voices 
w'hioh use law aind order as a code word 
for prejudice instead of a keynote for crime 
oorutrol. 

But blacks suffer more from crime than 
most of our society. In our cities, ;they are 
the victims of 'a majority of all rapes and 
homicides and a near majority of rall riob
beries. And long before drugs touched white 
American they were preying upon the de· 
spair in black Amer'ica. 

No wonder every indication we have tells 
us that blacks overwhelmilngly support our 
police-to make them as effective as they 
can be-and as fair as they should be. No 
wonder black leaders have spoken up for 
courts which swiftly convict rt;he guilty and 
swiftly re·1ease the innocent. No wonder they 
have also demanded reforms thlat will make 
o~ prisons places for rehabilirtation i·n.sitead 
of schools foir crime. 

Those who are banking on black opposi
tion to law and order to break up a coalition 
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of interest should remember what crime has 
done to ;black people. And they should recall 
the reaction of Harlem when two police
men-one black and one white-were bru
tally gunned to death only weeks ago on a 
public street. Ministers preached from their 
pulpits against terror and violence. Citizens 
co-operated with the police in the search for 
the killers. And Harlem showed us all what 
law and order really means. Harlem showed 
us that a coalition of interest can be 
strengthened rather than subverted by the 
rising threat of crime. 

But there is another obstacle to any new 
coalition-the economic rivalries which have 
been used again and again to dissolve an al
liance of blacks and whites. The whites who 
are least able to pay are often told that they 
must bear the social costs of racial justice. 
A black worker's advance comes to be seen as 
a white worker's setback. And shared con
cerns are lost in a tide of mutual suspicion. 

To survive, a coalition of interest must 
stand against that tide. Progress for the poor 
financed on the 1backs of the near poor would 
mock its own purpose. It would destroy the 
chance for coalition and the chance for 
change. So our first priority-the priority 
upon which all the rest depends-is to put 
the burden of reform where it belongs-on 
the individuals and the institutions which 
can afford to pay the bill. When millionaires 
are paying lower taxes than their secretaries 
or none at all-when great fortunes are 
passed through tax loopholes virtually in
tact--when giant corporation;; spend mil
lions lobbying for tax preferences and save 
billions from them, it is time for thorough 
and total tax reform. Then we can finance 
guaranteed jobs, decent schools and cities 
and national health insurance without tell
ing lower middle and middle income Amer
icans to sacrifice beyond their means. That 
is the way to build and sustain a coalition of 
interest. 

I have talked with you tonight about 
the common needs of your race and mine 
ber.ause I am certain that the success of 
the civil rights movement--now and in the 
years ahead-requires our common commit
ment to common goals. 

And I do not think that white racism 
is the greatest stumbling block to justice 
in America. 

I think the barrier ls suspicion and fear, 
some of it accidental, some of it purposeful, 
and none of it founded in fact. 

But the barrier can be overcome by help
ing people on both sides to perceive their 
shared interests. 

You can see encouraging signs through
out the country. In Detroit, a black-Polish 
conference has enlisted the leadership of 
the Polish and black communities. In the 
new south, blacks and whites together have 
elected governors and senators who are 
pledged to serve all the people. 

Our task-your task and my task-is to 
turn those beginnings into a lasting coali
tion of interest. 

Nothing could better fulfill the tradition 
of the NAACP-or the ideals of America. 

Nothing could bring us closer to Whitney 
Young's hope for an "open society"-where 
anyone can live anywhere and everyone will 
have every chance. 

Like you, I am frustrated because we will 
not get there tomorrow. But I am hopeful 
·that with leadership like yours we will get 
there in the 1970s. And I am convinced that 
whatever we can do, and whatever we dream 
.we can do, we must begin now. 

FREEDOM IN JOURNALISM 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, there is 
'llO greater "freedom in Journalism" de-

fender than Walter Cronkite. In a speech 
in New York City on May 18, CBS' 
anchorman, upon accepting the Broad
caster of the Year Award, said that--

The evidence 'today •buttres.ses {rthe) suspi
cion •thait rthis Admini·srtration . . . 1has con
ceived, planned, orchesrtrated ·and is now 
conducting a program to reduce ·the effec
tiveness of .a free press, ·and its prime target 
is television. 

I ask unanimous consent that an AP 
story entitled "Cronkite Fears Federal 
Anti-Press Plot," printed in the Booton 
Globe of May 19, be inserted here in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CRONKITE FEARS FEDERAL ANTI-PRESS PLOT 

NEW YoRK.-Walter Cronkite said yester
day "evidence buttresses the suspicion" that 
the Nixon Administration has "conceived 
planned, orchestrated and is now conduct: 
ing a program to reduce the effectiveness of 
a free press, and its prime target is television. 

"With consummate skill it attacks on many 
fronts: often reiterated but unsubstantiated 
charges of bias and prejudice from the 
stump; the claim of distortion or even fakery 
planted with friendly columnists, the at
tempts to divide the networks and their 
affiliates, harassment by subpoena," he said. 

Cronkite, anchorman of the "CBS Evening 
News," defended the news media in a speech 
accepting the Broadcaster of the Year Award 
from the International Radio & Television 
Society at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. 

Cronkite said recent attacks on the news 
media demand an answer in plain language. 
"As threatening as is this posture to our 
reputation of impartiality, the danger of 
silence is greater, and candor must be the 
order of the day," he said. 

"For many of us see a clear indication on 
the part of this Administration of a grand 
conspiracy to destroy the credibility of the 
press." 

The CBS newsman said, "No one doubts 
the right of anyone to seek to correct distor
tion, to right untruths ... But the present 
campaign, spearheaded by Vice President 
Spiro T. Agnew and Republican National 
Chairman Sen. Robert Dole, goes beyond 
that. 

"Aside from the attempts at intimidation 
through their reminders that broadcasting 
is a licensed industry, they are attacking the 
qualifications of the press as the single most 
powerful monitor of the performance of the 
people's government. 

"Short of uncovering documents which 
probably do not exist,'' Cronkite said, "It is 
impossible to know precisely the motives of 
men's minds or of this conspiracy. But is it 
too much to suggest that the grand design is 
to lower the press' credibility in an attempt 
to raise their own and thus even-or perhaps 
tilt in their favor-the odds in future elec
toral battles?" 

Cronkite said, "Nor is there any way that 
President Nixon can escape responsibility for 
this campaign. He is the ultimate leader. He 
sets the tone and the attitudes of his Ad
ministration. By internal edict and public 
posture, he could reverse the antipress policy 
of his administration if that were his desire." 

Cronkite pointed out that nearly every 
President since George Washington has 
lashed back at press criticism. "These were 
personal and, · in the light of the circum
stances, perhaps understandable opinions
even as today it would take a most insensi
tive man not to understand and sympathize 
with President Nixon's sensitivity to press 
criticism. 

"But the evidence today buttresses this 

suspicion that this Administration has gone 
much further-that it has conceived, 
planned, orchestrated and is now conducting 
a program to reduce the effectiveness of a 
free press, and its prime target is television." 

Broadcast journalism, and CBS News in 
particular, has been under criticism from 
Agnew, other administration figures and in
fluential congressmen since the airings of 
the CBS documentary "The Selling of the 
Pentagon." 

Cronkite first tilted with Agnew in No
vember, 1969 when the Vice President in a 
speech criticized the fairness of television 
commentary on a Vietnam speech by Presi
dent Nixon. 

LEO BURNETT 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a very fine 

friend of mine, and a great citizen, has 
passed a way. Leo Burnett was a Chicago 
businessman who earned the respect and 
admiration of all who had the privilege 
of knowing him. 

His passing is mourned not only by 
his many friends, but especially by the 
city of Chicago of which he was such 
a proud and prominent citizen. 

As an indication of the respect in 
which his city held him, I ask unanimous 
consent that an editorial from the June 9 
Chicago Tribune be printed in the REC
ORD. 

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

A GOOD CITIZEN 
Leo Burnett, who built a Chicago advertis

ing agency from a bowl of apples and three 
accounts to •the fifth largest in the world in 
35 years, is mourned ·bY all who knew him. 
Our report on his death appropriately re
ferred to his long love affair with Chicago. 
He was consistent in his praise of the city's 
growth and progress. 

Mr. Burnett agreed with Daniel Burnham, 
father of the Chicago Plan, who counseled 
Chicago, "Let your watchword be order and 
your beacon, beauty." In an address of 35 
pages in 1965 Mr. Burnett offered his ap
praisal of how well we had lived up to that 
summons and that promise. 

He spoke of the ever-changing Chicago 
skyline and physical facade, mentioning the 
enormous development of recent years after 
a drouth in new building la.sting 23 years 
between 1932 and 1955. He was impressed by 
th~ many plazas, malls, trees, fountains and 
landscaped areas which had come to the city. 

He was proud that Chicago had more col
leges and universities than any other city; 
that its transportation was the best in the 
world, its airport the busiest; and that, as a 
seaway port, it handled more traffic than the 
Panama Canal. He found that in its cultural 
endowment, its commercial vitality, the 
spirit of Us neighborhoods, Chicago was alive 
and pulsating. 

We all should keep in mind his belief that 
the city's progress is "powered by the initia
tive, the pride and the friendly attitude of 
each of us who is proud to be a Ohicagoan,'' 
and we should seek to be as good citizens as 
he proved himself to be. 

THE HELLS CANYON PRESERVA
TION COUNCIL SPEAKS OUT ON 
NUCLEAR POWER AND THE EN
VIRONMENT 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, one of 
the most presSing issues facing our Na-
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tion today is that of providing our Na
tion's energy needs in a manner which 
will do the least harm to our environ
ment. Recently, Mr. Peter B. Henault, 
president of the Hells Canyon Preserva
tion Council, addressed himself to the 
.issue of nuclear power and the environ
ment in a well thought out letter ad
dressed to President Nixon. 

In this letter to ,the President, Mr. 
Henault points out the belief of the 
council that research should be con
ducted in fields such as solar and geo
thermal power and that our Nation 
should devote more attention to the prob
lezns of nuclear reactor safety. The let
ter states "the officers of HCPC feel the 
funding for research and testing in the 
avea of public safety and environmental 
protection should be increased dras
tically." 

Whlile I have not yet had the oppor
tunity to study 1all the recommendations 
contained, I agree with the general con
cept set forth in this letter. As I have 
.stated in the past, nuclear power is with 
us. It is a fact of life. It is our duty to 
see that it is used and developed in a 
manner which will make its use environ
mentally and economioally sound. 

I commend this letter to my colleagues 
for their consideration, and ask unani
mous consent that it appear at this point 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent thlat an editorial from the Lewis
ton Morning Tribune deal.Jing with the 
. actions of the Hells Oanyon Preservation 
Council in sending this message to the 
President be printed 1at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

HELLS CANYON 
PRESERVATION COUNCIL, INC., 
Idaho Falls, Idaho, May 22, 1971. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During the pasty.ear, 
the officers of the 'Hells Canyon Preservation 
OouncH (HCPC) have 1become inc·reasingly 
concerned ov·er the adverse publicity iand gen
era'!. confusion assoc.Lated with the various 
methods of .providing this Nation's present 
and future energy needs. We are e.sipeciaUy 
d.istre.ssed by the charges that conservation
ists in general are uncompromisiugily opposed 
to nucle.ar power .as a desirable means of 
providing these needs and further distressed 
by the .apparent inability of many govern
ment offic1ia.ls, :industry executiv·es, and other 
members of the .pubUc to hea:r what the con
servationists are trying to say. 

The Hells oanyon P.reservat'lon Council 
has, and continues to, support nuclear power 
in general as the most desirable, principal 
method of producing electrical energy Ln the 
next few decades. The officers of the HICPC 
feel they have ·a positive iposition with re
spect to this Natton's f.uture energy needs 
a.nd would like to propose a progrMn for ac
tion which we feel the conserv.atiionists of 
the country oan support. 

The HiOPC w.as founded in August of 1967 
for the single purpose of p.reserving a very 
magnificent a.rid unique NationaA treasure, 
Hel'ls Canyon of the Midd1le Sna.'ke Rive,r. As 
you must 1be aw.are, Mr. President, Hel1s Can
yon is the deepest river canyon on our entire 
planet ~nd th.at part of the Snake that fiows 
through its heart is the I.a.st unaltel'ed ex-

ample of how this mighty American river 
appeared t'O our forefathers. 

Helis Canyon deserves to be preserved on 
its merits, for all Americans for aill genera
tions, 1and it should not be a part of the 
energy debate. 

The HICPC ds headquartered at Idaiho 'F\alls, 
Idaho, home of the National !Reactor Testing 
Station (NRTS) .and location of the world's 
largest assembly of experimental nuclea:r re
aictors. During its four-ye.ar growth to a Na
tional org.anization of over 1000 memlbers in 
45 states and four foreign countries, the cli
rectors, and office.rs have come predominantly 
from the engineering :and scientific staff of 
the NRTS. 

While we feel thiis unique aspect of our 
lead·ershiJp leaves us :with 'a certain respon
si:bility to speruk out on the merits of nuclear 
power, it also leaves us open to the charge of 
having a selfish interest in the question, of 
desiring to further our own ends. We have 
tried to overcome any personatl !interest that 
we might h:ave, however, iand I iam writing to 
you in the hOrPes of presenting ain objective, 
informal, conserviationist's view of our pres
ent and future energy needs. 

Our position on nuclear power .as a de
sirable alternative was first made public on 
May 5, 1968, when one of our directors, Dr. 
Cyril M. Slansky, now working with the In
ternational Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna., 
spoke 1before the Pacific Northwest Conserva
tion Council in Missoula, Montana. I quote 
the fol~owing >from Dr. Slansky's speech: 

"The Hells Canyon Preservation Council 
proposes an alternate to the High Mountain 
Sheep Dam which will solve the previously 
mentioned prohlems and still furnish electric 
power for the people of the Paclfic Northwest 
Power Pool iat costs which are .as low, and 
probaJbly lower, rthan from any c01Tesponding 
hydroelectric installation. The alternate 
source of power is nuclear power. 

"We realize that utility companies must 
plan f.ar in advance for new installations to 
meet e:icpanding needs. Nuclear power has 
come into its own only in the last few yea.rs. 
Our hope is that the Paci.fie Northwest Porwer 
Company and rthe Wia.shington Public Power 
Supply System will join the dozens of progres· 
sive utilities who are .going nuclear and will 
substitute nuclear power for the High Moun· 
tain Sheep Dam. A nuclear .reaotor, equiv· 
alelllt to the first power instaHtaJtion at High 
Mountain Sheep Dam, could be tbullt .and in 
operation in the same time as ·the dam. 
Eventually nuclear ... why not now? Save 
the Middle Snake River in Hells Canyon! Let 
us refrain from building the last storage 
project on the Columbia River System and 
keep Hells Canyon unchanged as a monu
ment to progress and common sense." 

Dr. Slansky further spelled out our position 
on nuclear power in testimony 1before the 
Federal Power Commission (FPC) on Septem· 
ber 6, 1968. I quote from the opening para· 
graph of his 12-page expert testimony: 

"The objection ;to any power dam in the 
remaining reaches of the Middle Snake River 
does not prevent furnishing the electric 
power to the people of the P.aci,fic Northwest 
that such a hydroelectric site would have gen· 
erated. The principal alternative to hydro
electric power is nuclear-generated power. 
The inclusion of nuclear power is already in 
the long-range plans of most of the large 
power groups of the Northwest, and even1tual
ly nuclear power will be a major source of 
power. However, nuclear po·wer is now a. tech
nically and economically suitable alternative 
to hydroelectric power for furnishing the 
power expected from the new dams proposed 
for the Middle Snake River." 

As the criticism of nuclear power has in
creased since we first took the position 
presented ·by Dr. Slansky, we have e~mined 
a n d re-examined our stand. We have in ad
dition been asked by our own Senator Jor-

dan and others to :speak out more frequently 
in defense of nuclear .power ,because of our 
particular expertise in that area. 

Recently we were f.alsely accused by Mr. 
William Levy, presiding examiner of the Fed
eral Power Commission, of being against nu
clear power. In his recommendation to the 
Oommi<ssion on Feibruary 23 regarding the 
proposed licensing of dams on the las1t free
fiowing stretch of the Middle Snake, Mr. 
Levy said: 

"If t'he hydro-thermal program were 
on schedule, Middle Snake development could 
be deferred indefinitely in the interest of 
preserving the existing values, options, a.nd 
uses of the river that would be destroyed by 
devel·opment. But the program is faltering, 
area needs are not being met, and the same 
groups that urge nuclear power as an alter
native to Middle Snake development in this 
proceeding are opposing the specific nuclear 
pro1ects that would provide the required al
ternatives. It is the responsibility of the Fed
eral Power Oom·mission not to permit essen
tial area needs for electric energy to fall be
tween these two stools---<hydro and nuclear 
power projects. We cannot defer both hydro
electric and nuclear power development. 

"We conclude, therefore, in summary, that 
applicants should be licensed conditionally 
to build the Pleasant Valley-Mountain 'Sheep 
project." 

Because of our particular stake in Hells 
Canyon and the increasing pressure on us 
to defend nuclear power, and because of the 
confusion, misunderstanding, and adverse 
publicity that persists over nuclear power 
with the likelihood that conservationist-op
position will continue to grow unless there 
are serious changes in our National energy 
policy on power and energy, the officers of the 
HOPC •felt it was time to make our position 
clear . 

Mr. President, our position today is still 
in support of nuclear power as a desirable 
alternative, not only to dams on the Middle 
Snake, but to all proposed hydroelectric 
facilities in the mountain west and, in gen
eral, to most proposed fossil-fuel •f.acilities 
throughout the Nation. It should be under
stood, however, that this simple statement of 
nuclear power being prefer.able to the tradi
tional 'methods of power generation, should 
in no way be considered a blanket endorse
ment of this Nation's present and past nu
clear power program. 

Nuclear .power per se is a technology with 
inherent characteristics, some of which, if 
not controlled, can be very har·mful to our 
environment. But the controls are estaJblished 
by man, and like a campfire in the forest, if 
damage ls done to the environment, man 
should receive blame and not the source of 
energy. 

The record of the Atomic Energy Com
mission (AEC) and the nuclear industry is 
not all white. No technology has been devel
oped without mistakes and improper atti
tudes. With respect to many of tbe specific 
concerns a!1d criticisms expressed by otber 
conservation groups, the HCPC is in agree
ment. Certainly the industry in general bas 
demonstrated insufficient regard for our en 
vironment and too much regard for its own 
profit and growth. And certainly the Com
mission has been often lenient and slow 
in forcing the industry to face up to 
its responsibilities. But the mistakes 
and faults are specific and are the 
products of men and we would cau
tion our fellow conservationists not to look 
away from nuclear power as a means of pro
viding our energy needs without harmful 
effects to the environment. 

Our own criticisms of the AEC and the 
industry and om: comments on otber con
servationists' criticisms are too numerous and 
complex to discuss here. In addition, that is 
not the purpose of our writing. We do feel 
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qualified to discuss the issue further, how
ever, and would be glad to comment on any 
specific que5tion you may have. 

My main purpose in writing today, Mr. 
President, is to suggest, on behalf of the 
officers of the Hells Canyon Preservation 
Council, a course which we feel would re
ceive the broad-based support of conserva
tionists as well as industry and the public 
at large. 

A most important aspect of the program we 
envision is that it would have two primary 
objectives of equal priority. The first would 
be to provide this Nation with dependable 
methods of generating clean, pollution-free 
electrical energy through a highly-accelerated 
research and development effort. The second 
objective, which must be given equal priori·ty 
though obviously it would not require an 
equal dollar effort, would be to evaluate the 
present energy uses and policies, to stop the 
fantaistic waste of energy that exists today, 
and to establish a new National energy policy 
of efficient use, sound practices, and reasoned 
priorities. 

There is no question, Mr. President, that a 
nuclear source of energy will play an essen
tial role in our future. Fossil-fuel reserves 
are being depleted at a rapid a:ate and there 
is little additional hydroelectric potential. 
We should begin now to hold our oil and 
gas reserves for those uses which cannot ef
ficiently employ electrical energy. 

Solar and geothermal sources of energy 
are inexhaustible and their potential should 
be explored. The amount of free solar en
ergy available is great-full sunshine 
amounts to about 1,000 kilowatts per square 
kilometer. We mainly need new thinking 
in this area. We have restricted our think
ing to the use of inefficient solar cells in 
desert areas but there are unstudied methods 
of using this resource. We could be at least 
partially heating our homes with solar en
ergy, for example. 

Geothermal power is showing increased 
promise and deserves support. Senate Bill 
564 by the Honorable BOB PACKWOOD of Ore
gon deals well with this source of energy and 
we urge support of his efforts in this regard. 

There are other soua.-ces of energy, of 
course. Mund.cipal solid waste conta!ns about 
one-third the energy capacity Of a good grade 
of coal. Gas turbines are more a.nd more be
ing used for peaking power requlirements. 
Magnethohydrodynamics is •being developed 
as a process which might lead iOo substan
tial improvements in thermal efficiency of 
electric power generation. These other 
sources of power seem to ·be receivling a prop
er priority in our overall energy development 
efforts and we feel there is no need for a 
change in policy here. 

We feel these non-nuclear sources of 
energy can only be cons!idered supplemental 
but they should be considered. Geo·thermal 
and solar energy are imporitant bec:ause they 
are inexhaustible •and because they show 
promise Of being pollution free. Geothermal 
is additionally important because it must 
be developed soon and buy time for refine
ment of other methods whlich .are today more 
harmful to the environment. 

We are of the opiillion, however, that the 
primary long-term source of energy must be 
nuclear-it may be from either fiss!ion or 
fusion. Most likely it will be from both. The 
feasibility of fusion-generated power, how
ever, has yet to be proven a.nd on economic 
fusion ireactor is probably 30 to 50 years 
away. But fission is here, today, and is eco
nomical. 

There are two principal types of fission
genera.ted power :reactors: the thermal, most
ly-water cooled reactors in use throughout 
the United States today •and the liquid
metal fast-breeder reactors (Ll.Y.tFBR). The 
water reactors throw away two-thirds of the 

energy produced in the fission process and 
most Of the uranium mined foa- the fuel. 
Tak•ing into consideration the energy used 
in the mining :and fabrication Of fuel, the 
real energy waste is something ga:eate·r 
than just the two-thirds l'Ost in the fission 
process. This is like cutting down trees to 
heat one's home and allowing the logs to 
rot in piles, using only the smaller branches 
in an inefficient fireplace where most of the 
heat goes u.p the chimney. 

In addition to the problem of inefficdency, 
there are serious questions about radioactive 
waste and public safety. There is much we 
still do not know rubout the dependability 
of engineering safeguairds. Will they really 
work in the emergency for wh'icih they are 
designed? There are too many questions 
going unanswered while we continue to build 
nuclear plants at an increasing rate. The 
industry commitments for U.S. nuclear pow
er plants now on order add up to rubout $17 
billion in caJpital costs and a total Of about 
$80 billion if the fuel and other operating 
expenses for a 30-year Hfe are included, and 
yet the AEC's entire request for nuclear safe
ty in FY 1972 is less than $36 mill1on. The 
officers of the HOPC feel the funddng for re
search and testing in the ·area of public 
safety and environmental protection should 
be increased drastically. 

The LMFBR will answer many of the 
problems of nuclear e.nergy. Its chief benefit 
is in using essentially all of the uranium 
mined rather than a small percentage and 
thereby ~n<:reasing .the time Of usability from 
a few tens of years to a few hundreds of 
years. Very important is the ability to use 
more of the energy produced in the fission 
process. In terms of energy lost to the local 
environment, seen only as "thea-mal ·pollu
tion" by oonservaitionists, a wate.r reactor 
typically throws away 50% more heat than a 
fast .reactor. The release of gaseous radio
activity to the atmosphere 'is also more easHy 
oontrolled in the oase Of fast reactors. 

The leaders of the wo~ld's key energy 
communities and the cognizant agencies of 
most of the world's industrial nations are 
in general agreement that the breeder reac
tor is the major solution to our energy 
supply and related environmental problems 
for the next 30 to 50 years, at least until a 
practical fusion reactor is developed. 

Unfortunately, the United States is doing 
little to develop the fast breed.er aS' our 
primary source of energy. The world's first 
electric'ity was produced here in Idaho •by a 
breeder reactor in 195.1. And yet, 20 years 
later, while the Russians ar·e .building a 
600,000 kilowatt electric capacity plant, the 
United 'States plans are still 5 to 10 years 
away from a similar facility. 

The problem with our slow development 
is largely funding rather than technical. Only 
$85 m'illion yearly were spent in this area 
during the last ·two fiscal years. Not only has 
this level of funding slowed technical devel
opment of !fuels and components, but it has 
diverted attention from safety and environ
mental concerns. Too often, we see these 
concerns "legisl•ated away" or the responsi
bilities passed on from one agency ·to an
other with no progress accomplished. 

we believe that funding in the area of 
LMFBR iteohnology must receive rthe greait
es.t pr·iority of the enitia-e research and devel
opment effort related to nuclear power and 
that it must be increased drastically, per
haps to a level several times i·ts present 
level. 

We feel there is no crisis facing the quality 
of life 1n America as great as that caused 
by the need for clean, dependable, environ
mentally-unharmful sources of energy. Time 
has become a critical factor in the future of 
nuclear power ·and we are not going to meet 
that need for clean energy unless we pay 

the dollar cost. We are willing ,to pay the 
cost in other areas such as defense, space, 
and welfare; we must be willing to pay the 
cost in energy development. 

In summary. the first part of the program 
we propose calls for a highly-accelerated, 
highly-funded research and development ef
fort in two areas, fast breeder reactor tech
nology and overall reactor ·technology with 
respect to public safety and environmental 
concern. 

In addition, because of the harmful and 
potentially-harmful effects associated with 
all nuclear-generated .power, any National 
energy policy likely to receive conservation
ists' support must also include a ihigh
priority search for other, less-harmful meth
ods of generating power. These need only be 
supplemental methods. Today we see solar 
energy and geothermal power as the most 
promising areas for study. 

Another concern of the conservationists 
about nuclear power that needs your atten
tion, Mr. President, is the present 1policy 
of having the nuclear industry, the AEC, 
and the JCAE estaiblish the policies and 
practices of nuclear technology. This leaves 
the main responsibility for the technology in 
the hands of those who are most enthusiastic 
'albout its development and who are not al
ways directly assodated with the other con
cerns of our society. 

Senators Packwood and Cook have intro
duced a resolution in the present Congress 
which would deal with this problem and 
would alleviate the concern of many con
servationists. The resolution, S.J. Res. 65, 
woUld establish the Fede:ral Committee on 
Nuclear Development. The Committee would 
consist of a chairman, who would have no 
ties or connections with either the atomic 
energy industry or any competitive industry, 
and 21 other members, including 3 members 
of the House and senate; the Secretaries of 
Interior, Commerce, Labor, and HEW; the 
Administrator of the EPA; and 8 members 
of the public qualified to evaluate the en
vironmental, technological, economic, and 
sociological impact of atomic energy pro
grams. 

The officers of the Hells Canyon Preserva
tion Counci l feel this is a wise proposal and 
we strongly urge your support of this 
measure. 

With respect to this same area of concern, 
we heartily endorse your proposed changes 
in the Cabinet and the creation of a Depart
ment of Natural Resources. 

The second part of the proposal, Mr. Presi
dent, involves the re-evaluation of our energy 
policy and practices, and the development of 
a new National energy policy. There is little 
reason to believe that the funding in this area 
has to be great. It is a matter of policy 
rather than technical development. 

But, from a conservationist's point of view, 
the priority and general recognition of the 
importance of this second aspect of our en
ergy problem, by the government, must be 
at least as great as the importance placed 
on the technical development. 

The problem with our present energy prac
tices and policies is simply one of waste and 
apparent disregard for the limits of our 
planet to provide for our needs. 

We are today 6% of the world's people 
using 40% of the world's resourcE'S. We use 
vast amounts of energy to produce goods 
which we use and throw away. Not only do 
we throw away the raw materials, creating 
the need to use more energy to go after more 
materials, but we use great amounts of 
energy to throw the materials away. 

As television and other media improve, it 
will not be long before the other 94 % of the 
world's people decide they want what we 
have. Our planet cannot sustain the level 
of waste and resource exploitation that is 
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taken for granted in the United States today. 

These are the reasons why conservationists 
are concerned and why they will no longer 
tolerate our present energy policies. 

There is little recognition on the part of 
_government and the power industry of this 
need to slow tlown, to stop the waste. Pleas 
and criticisms by conservationists, and cries 
of alarm by reputa1ble scientists are met with 
charges ranging from "wanting Americans 
to give up their TV's and air conditioners and 
go back to a 19th-century standard of living" 
to "communist inspired". 

There is little apparent recognition of the 
problem at high levels of government. Growth 
rates predicted by the Federal Power Com
mission are taken as gospel and all that is 
asked ls, "How shall we provide for these 
needs?" 

The consumption of electricity in this 
country in the past 20 years increased by 
over. 450 % , the consumption per person by 
350 % , and yet the population rose by only 
"35 % . The FPC predicts that national con
sumpt~on wlll increase by 670% in the next 
"30 years, consumption per person by 470%, 
while the population increases by only 46 % . 

These growth curves seem to go undis
puted. They are used at all levels of govern
ment to justify the technological race to pro
vide for them. There seems to be no or little 
regard for the end, for the need to eventually 
stop this cancerous growth, to eventually 
level off our consumption of energy. There 
seems to be no regard for the rest of the 
world's growth, no recognition that they 
might some day demand to utilize the world's 
energy resources at the same rate we do. 

We do not have to accept these predicted 
rates of growth in energy consumption. I 
believe, in fact, that we must not accept 
them. And I urge you, Mr. President, to at
tack them and question their validity. No 
single act would win the respect of this Na
tion's conservationists more than an all-out 
attack on the validity of these illicit energy 
growth curves. All the things which are dear 
to our hearts, the things for which we fight, 
are in danger of being lost today because of 
the questionable factors that go into this 
predicted growth. 

The growth of electrical energy consump
tion is based on a number of factors: growth 
of the population, growth of the standard of 
living, an unchecked level of waste, ·an in
creased rate of using electrical energy relat.ive 
to other forms of energy. All these factors 
can be controlled. They are not something 
inherent to our eXistence. 

We do not have to have 301,000,000 people 
in this country by the year 2000. We do not 
have to have .disposable containers for every
thing we consume. We do not have to pay 
less for our energy the more we use. We do 
not have to drive automobiles that throw 
away 90% of the energy used, polluting the 
atmosphere in the process which in turn re
quires more energy to clean it up. 

Mr. President, the Hells Canyon Preserva
tion Council does not believe we can stop 
where we are in our growth. We believe the 
world's standard of living will and should 
improve and continue to grow. We cannot 
question the fact that our electrical energy 
needs in the next few decades will increase 
greatly. But we cannot accept the degree of 
growth that is predicted. We cannot accept 
the policies based on the unquestioning belief 
that these growths will come to pass. 

In summary, the second part of our sug
gested course or program for pro.viding this 
Nation with its energy needs, calls for a new 
set of priorities and policies. They must be 
pr1orities and policies aimed at allowing us 
to have a high-quality life and environment 
while using our energy and other resources 
in a manner that will continue them as a 
source in perpetuity and in a manner that 
will allow the rest of the world to achieve the 
same standards as the United States without 

overtaxing our planet's ability to provide the 
resources. 

We hope you will give these comments and 
recommendations your most serious consid
eration, Mr. President. We have come to our 
position only after several months of evalua
tion and discussion with conservation lead
ers throughout the country. The officers of 
the Hells Canyon Preservation Council feel 
that we must depend on nuclear power for 
our future energy needs. The two-part pro
gram that we have proposed would, we be
lieve, receive the support of other conserva
tion groups as well ais the public at large. 

Very sincerely yours, 
PETER B. HENAULT, 

President. 

[From the Lewiston Tribune, May 30, 1971] 
THE CONSTRUCTIVE CONSERVATIONISTS 

The Hells Canyon Preservation Council was 
trying this past week to be constructive, not 
merely obstructionist. The organization re
iterated its support of nuclear power as an al
ternative to further construction of semi
obsolete hydroelectric dams. 

The council's position is undoubtedly 
taken with some reservations and without il
lusions. Nuclear generation has its side ef
fects, which may or may not be fully over
come some day. But when looking for the 
lesser of two evils, nuclear power ls prob
ably preferable to squandering the last re
maining open streams on dams. · 

If major undammed rivers were not in 
such short supply, a few less wouldn',t mat
ter so much. And the side effects of dam con
struction are mimimal compared with most 
other power production methods. But these 
large rushing rivers have become rare-and 
therefore valuable. The Middle Snake River, 
because of its location in that wild and 
unique gouge in the earth's face known as 
Hells Canyon, would be worth saving under 
any circumstance. 

However, the effort to save the Middle 
Snake and other rare rivers has been com
promised on occasion by the blind opposition 
of some conservationists to virtually every 
new power project of any type. 

Opposing dams, nuclear 1plants and vir
tually everything else is neither very 
thoughtful nor very realistic. The public 
should sober up immediately on overpopula
tion and increases in superfluous and frivo
lous uses of electricity, but it won't do so 
overnight. The fact is, whether it should be 
or not, the public will, for at least a few more 
years, mindlessly demand more and more 
electric energy regardless of the immediate or 
long-term consequences. 

And a public, with use of air conditioners 
banned in August, will .assert itself and get 
its way. As too few conservationists recog
nize, coping with the public ls a matter of 
dealing with what will happen, not what 
should happen. Consequently, if the public, 
for a few more years, ls going to demand and 
get more electric energy, rthe only question 
is from what source. 

The responsible conservationist, hoping to 
minimize the damage to the environment, 
will examine the alternatives, decide which 
of the evils is ithe least and support it. The 
public, when it ·begins running out of energy, 
is likely to be less selective and take anyithing 
it can get. If conservationists want some say 
in the decision, they must do more than 
blindly obstruct every alternative. 

It would help if the conservationists could 
get together ·among themselves. Every time 
an Oregon conservationist stalls a nuclear 
generation plant he automatically creates 
more pressure for a dam in Hells Canyon. 
Conversely, every time a Hells Canyon dam 
is stalled, lit automatically creates more pres
sure for a nuclear plant in Oregon or else
where. 

The Hells Canyon Preservation Council is 

inclined to believe that the lesser evil is nu
clear generation. And so are we. However, the 
question is still open. The contestln5 cr n
servationists should confer and itry to reach 
a consensus on where to pull in their hcrn 
and where to get tough. The Preservation 
Council strengthens its hand in preventing 
dams by 1pointing Ito a feasible alternative. 
The same could be true of the entire conser
vation movement. 

The council is also being constructive with 
its posiitive advocacy of a er.ash research and 
development effom to seek "dependable 
methods of generating clean, pollution-free 
electrical energy ... " 

The organization's stand ls a political 
model for other conserv-artionists. And it is a 
&tand that could buy the time needed to get 
the population turned off. 

And, of course, as the council realizes, with 
presenrt population trends, all we can do is 
buy time with any of these methods. 

All causes-whether saving some of the 
environment or producing enough electric
ity-are eventual lost causes if the popula
tion isn ~ stabilized.-B.H. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, recently 

there has been some controversy con
cerning the record of the Nixon adminis
tration in the field of civil rights. 

I think the administration's record is 
very creditable. I do not think it has been 
given appropriate credit for its achieve
ments in that field. Nor do I think its 
record has been properly descri'bed in 
some statements emanating from the 
Commission on Civil Rights. 

Thus I am pleased to be able to call 
to the attention of the Senate an im
pressive essay by Dr. Nathan Glazer, pro
fessor of education and social structure 
at Harvard University. This essay is 
from the spring 1971 issue of the Public 
Interest. 

Professor Glazer argues that the Com
mission on Civil Rights does not ·invar
iably analyze civil rights problems with 
perfect clarity. And h~ argues that press 
treatment of Commission pronounce
ments can compound confusion. 

Finally, Professor Glazer gives the ad
ministration good mark·s for its efforts in 
civil rights enforcement. 

So that all Senators can consider Pro
fessor Glazer's article, I ask unanimous 
consent for it to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ord€red to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A BREAKDOWN IN CIVIL RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT? 

(By Nathan Glazer) 
When the enormous report 1 of the United 

States Commission on Civil Rights appeared 
last October, it made page one of the New 
York Times, under the predictSlble head
lines, "U.S. Rights Panel Finds Breakdown 
in Enforcement." The first sentence of the 
story read: "The United States Commission 
on Civil Rights s,aid today there had been a 
'major breakdown' in enforcement of the vast 
complex of feder.al ,laws and executive orders 
'against discrimination." 

It would have been really news had the 
headline--and the story--'been any different. 
The CRC is the most independent of federal 
agencies. It was set up by Congress in 1957 

1 Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort. 
A report of the United States Commission on 
Civil Rights. ( 1970) United States Govern
ment Printing Office, Superintendent of 
Documents. $8.50. 
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to investigate complaints of deprivation of 
voting rights, to stuqy and collect informa
tion on deniail of equal protection of the 
laws under the Constitution, to "appraise 
federal laws and policies with respect to 
equal protection under the law:s," .and to 
"submit reports, findings, and recommenda
tions to the President and the Congress." 
It is not part of any administration (though 
the President appoints its memlbers) a.nd it 
has been unsparing in exposing and criti
cizing the deficiencies of both local authori
ties and federal departments and officials. 
It has been particularJy persistent in point
ing to the failure of federal departments to 
use the exte.nsive powers available to them 
to m ake sure that their programs be carried 
out in a nondiscriminatory manner, that 
their employees---and the employees of the 
agencies they support or contrlbute to, pub
lic and private-be properly representative of 
the racial character of the areas in which 
they opera te, and that their benefits are 
distributed equ01lly to black and white. Thus, 
for example , it has been able to demon
strate that the programs conducted lby the 
Department of Agriculture-which dispenses 
huge sums ,to farmers-are conducted pri
marily by white employees, and do not pro
portionately benefit lbl.ack farmers. 

The CRC thus stands in a remarkable 
position. It is independent of the executive 
and legislative branches of government, re
sponslble for no tasks of enforcement or 
regulation and, of, course, at the ·same :time, 
limited in its impact on government because 
it has no punitive powers. Nevertheless, its 
reports are important: it has greater access 
to the workings of government than a non
governmental watchdog of civil rights would, 
and it focuses ·the light of publicity on the 
failings of government. 

Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort 
is an enormous and fascinating account of 
the fedeml bureaucracy 1n ·all its manifesta
tiorus attempting to graipple with the :increas
ingly complex problems of assurin.g '"equity" 
or "justice" or "equality" for black Ameri
cans. The reader of the report is likely to be 
mystified at the selection of the theme of 
"breakdown" by the Commissioill--Or its pub
lic rel<ations officers-as carry1ing its ma.in 
burden, •because in fact it describes a grow
ing and rapidly increasing army of federal 
officials carrying out the laws am.d orders to 
enforce equality. The report points orut that 
there Ls now a grieat array Of powers aV1ai'la'ble 
to the federal government and its agencies to 
adVJanoe the position of minority groups. 
There is first of all the simple power of fed
eral employment. The federal government is 
by far the largest employer in the country, 
and it has the power to recruit, train, and 
promote members of minority groups into 
many jobs, at many 1evels, utilizing every 
possible sklll. Secondly, there is the power 
that exists by wrtue of the foot that the 
federal government has contracts Wiith ia 

good part of the businesses of the country
"fully a third of the nation's laibor force is 
employed by companies which are govern
ment contractors" (p. 133)-and that "for · 
nearily three decades, nondiiscriminatLon in 
employment gener·ated under federal con
tracts has been national policy." (p. 133) 
Both of these great powers--the power to 
employ directly and tihe powier to compe·l 
federal contractors to be nondiscriminatory 
in employment (and more, to engage in posi
tive efforts to employ members of minority 
groups)-exist quite independently Of any 
legislation and indeed independently of judi
cial requirements. They exist because of EX
ecutive orders, whic:h go 'back to the time of 
Presidents Roosevelit and Truman, and which 
have been renewed and strengthened in each 
successive administration, whether Demo
cratic or Republican. 

Then, there are the enormous powers that 
have been vested in the federal government 
through legislation, and particularly th~ough 

Title VI of the federal Civil Rights Act of 
1964. If the power of contract compUance 
reaches to one-third of the work force of 
the country, the Title VI powers reach to 
most of the rest. Title VI asserted thiat "No 
person ... shall, on the ground of ll'ace, 
color or national or igin, he excluded from 
particLpation, be denied the benefits of, or 
be subjected to discrimination under any 
program or activity receiving federal aissist
ance." And just about every school d1strict 
in the country, every stiaite, every agency of 
local government, every universtty and col
lege, 1every hospita.J, evecr:y bank in some in
ter.pretations-indeed the list could be end
less-receives some form of "fede·ral financial 
assistance." 

There are other provistons of law which 
place upon the .federal government the direct 
responsibility to respond to complaints and 
to prevent discrimination. There is Title VIII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. which, foil
lowing up on Executive orders and a base of 
11egislation in many states, bans discriiniina
tion in the greate·r part of the housing stock 
of the United States. There is Title VII of 
the Oivil Rights Act of 1964, which "renders 
most employment discrimination d.llegal on a 
nationwide b81Sis," and under which the 
Equal Employmeillt Opportunit.y Commission 
was created. 

Finally, quite independently of Executive 
orders, judiciail decisions, and specific legis
lation, there is the enormous power vested 
in insured and guaranteed loan programs 
(e. g., for housing and business), in direct 
assistance programs (Social Security, Vet
erans Administration, and others), in the 
regulatory agencies-ICC, FPC, FCC, CAB, 
FMC, SEC, FTC-all having great powers 
over their respective industries-railroads 
and trucking, communications, air trans
portation, shipbuilding and operating, secur
ities marketing, advertising. As the report 
points out: "Many of these business enter
prises require federal licenses in order to 
conduct business at all, and because of the 
limited number of licenses granted, enjoy, in 
a sense, a federally protected monopoly posi
tion." (p. 813) All these businesses fall un
der the obligation, of course, to be "equal 
opportunity employers"-an obligation that 
is imposed on all businesses (with more than 
25 employees) under .Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. If they are federa:l con
tractors, they are subject to the require
ments imposed on federal contractors. But 
beyond these general requirements, "mem
bers of regulated industries, because of the 
unique federally protected status that many 
of them enjoy, should feel a special obliga
tion to further the cause of the key national 
policy of equal employment opportunity .... 
In addition ... , in some industries there are 
special opportunities for facilitating the 
goal of increased minority enterpreneur
ship." (p. 815) Other issues may develop in 
regulated industries-for example, the pro
vision of nonsegregated recreational oppor
tunities at hydroelectric projects licensed 
and regulated by the FPC, or !the provision of 
bus routes and rail service so that minority 
groups are well served. 

Thus the federal role in raising the posi
tion of minority groups may be exercised in 
many ways, indeed in ways so numerous and 
distinct that, as the report recognizes, one 
of the chief problems is that of coordination. 
Thus, one federal agency may move against 
a corporation on the grounds of contract 
compliance, another on the grounds of viola
tion of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Law. Worse, in view of the complexity of the 
issues that now arise, different agencies may 
require quite different things. The most 
famous case, according to the report, is 
that of Crown Zellerbach. "EEOC had in
vestigated the company's practices in late 
1965 and agreed to accept a certain type of 
:Seniority plan. In February 1967, OFCC 

[the Office of Federal Contract Compliance) 
attacked the plan EEOC had approved, and' 
finally, in January 1968, the Justice Depart
ment, in a suit, urged the court to reject the 
seniority plan that OFCC had requested and 
an altogether new test .... The United States 
Court of Appeals noted, 'We cannot help 
sharing Crown Zellerbach's bewilderment at 
the twists and turns indulged in by govern
ment agencies in this case.'" Fortunat ely 
for all concerned, the National Labor Rela
tions Board does not seem to have been in
volved-it might well have had its own views 
quite at variance with those of EEOC, OFCC, 
and the Department of Justice. 

It d.s not my intention, however, tempting 
as it is, to pick out the ,anomaJ.ies and con
tradictions that ineviitab~y arise in ~ com
plex governmental effort, involving every 
·agency, at central and looal levels, opera.ting 
under different llaws Mld Executive orders 
and guidelines and "clarifying" letters. The 
reporrt; is an important and serious effort to 
review almost the entire scope of federaJ ef
f.ort in this field-an attempt matcihed by no 
other study, even though, as the writers of 
the ~eport are the first to admit, they them
selves hiave engaged in only~ sampling of the 
federal effort dn this vast field. It comes up 
with a severe judgment as to the inadequacy 
of this effort, and it comes up with irecom
mendations designed to impr:ove the effort. 
How sound is thls judgment? How useful 
are its proposals? 

Let me give a summary conclusion, and try 
to support it-almost entirely, it goes with
out saying, from the evidence presented in 
the reporrt itself. I believe the report seri
ous[y underestimates the scale and illltens:ity 
of the federaa government's effort, and the 
degree of its success, when measured in the 
light of the scope of 'llhe effort and the real 
difficulJties that ·any program to r·a1se the 
position of minority gr:oiups must deal with. 
I believe many of its specific proposals for 
improvement of this effort-particul·arly 
those that propose the cenrtmlization and co" 
ordination of cd.vil righlts enforcement in the 
White House and in the new Office of Budget 
and Management-are good ones, ·aind should 
be acted upon. Finally, I believe that its 
surprisingly negative judgment of the fed
er.ail effort to date, and its refusaa 1to accept 
th.e reaJ. difficulties, the inevitable contradic· 
tlons, that arise in such an effort, might rea· 
sonably have been expected to lead ·to re
actions in the White House that would hin
der the adoption of the good proposals it 
makes. 

There is no easy way of getting to the 
heart of such a complex maitter, but I think 
one way is to irecognize something the CRC 
reporrt; never does. That is, in moving from 
equal opportunity-whd.ch seems scarcely at 
issue in most of the report-to an attempt 
to ensure a full equali~y of achievement for 
minority groups, we are not simply continu
ing ·an old civil rights effort; we h ave become 
involved in something entirely new. The 
CRC report abandons as the measure of suc
cess in federal civil rights enforcement the 
elimination of discrimination. Indeed, there 
is scarcely a reference to any single case of 
discrimination by anybody in this enormous 
report-which 'indicates the CRC's sense of 
the present importJance of rtha.t issue. It uses 
a new measure-the achievement of full 
equality of groups. Concretely, this means the 
test is DJot: Are members of minority groups 
discriminated ag·ai-nst? It is: Are they to be 
found in employment, at every level, in num
bers equal to their proportion in the popula
tion? 

Thus, at one point we read in the report: 
"Despite [all the measures taken], equal op
portunity in government contract employers, 
when measured in terms of 1actual employ
ment of minorities, has not been achieved." 
(p. 134) The Civil Rights Commission is 
aware of no problem in making this state-
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ment-quite blandly, the definition of "equal 
opportunity" has become the "actual em
ployment of minorities." Nor is there any 
effort to argue whether, or why, "equal op
portunity" would lead to any such result. 
Indeed, there is excellent evidence-most of 
the report is itself evidence for this-that 
truly equal opportunity, at :the point of em
ployment or promotion, would lead to a 
rather smaller representation of many minor
ities, in many types of employment, at many 
levels. 

The Commission's test of "non-discrimina
tion," however, is one that the government 
has itself in large measure accepted, as have 
most of us, even if with varying degrees of 
discomfort. But the CRIC report demonstrates 
to me that it is a test which simply can no 
longer be used mechanically, in the B1bsence 
of such considerations as the size of the pool 
of potential employees, .the priorities to be 
adopted between different employers compet
ing for this pool, the impact on the morale 
of other employees .. and on efficiency of using 
special tests to qualify minority members for 
jobs in order to increase the pool of potential 
applicants and job holders. 

The ORC sees as the test of success in the 
employment area the achievement of pro
portions of employees a:t each level equal to 
the proportion of a given minority in the 
population. Thus the report points out that 
2.6 per cent of the federal work force are 
Spanish surnamed, as against "approximate
ly 5 per cent of our total population." (p. 
68) Nearly 15 per cent of federal employees 
were Negroes (here the Commission does not 
bother to point out that only 11 per cent of 
the population of the United states is 
Negro). It points to some agencies with low 
proportions of Negroes-Interior with fewer 
than 5 per cent, and NA:SA with 3.9 per cent. 
But more important, it points out that Negro 
employment, as is well known, is concen
trated overwhelmingly in the lower grades. 
The highest grades in the Federal Civil Serv
ice are G.S. 12-18. In 1962, .8 per cent of all 
employees in these high grades were Negro, 
in 1967, 1.8 per cent. (Of so-called Wage 
Board employees, those earning bver $8,000 
per year rose more rapidly, from .6 per cent 
of all employees, to 3.9 per cent; in the 
Postal Field Service, those in the highest 
grades rose from .4 to 2.4 per cent in these 
five years.) 

Now, how are we to respond to these fig
ures--.an increase of two-and-a-half times in 
five years in the Civil Service, of six-and-a
ha.If times in the better-paid positions in the 
Wage Board group, of six times in the higher 
grades of the PFS? The response of the CRC 
report is "the 1967 picture still reflected gross 
under-representation of Negroes in better 
paying jobs." (p. 71) 

Let us look at the matter more closely. 
One way of 1ncreasing the number of Ne
groes in the Federal Civil Service would be 
to recruit more actively in predominantly 
all-Negro ·colleges in the south. The report 
infol"Ills us that "a visit by one or more 
federal officials is made for every 20 'bl'ack 
students; the ratio for whites is estimated 
at 1 :225." (p. 79) Certainly the federal gov
ernment has not been deficient in the scale 
of its recruitment efforts! But is there room 
for improvement? Another interesting figure 
in the report tells us that of 1,400 June 1967 
graduates from 51 black colleges, 6'56 had 
accepted jobs with government, prima.rily 
federal. 

Let us consider other data which bear on 
the size of the available pool of Negro can
didates for the higher reaches of the Fed
eral Civil Service. The report points out: 

"An analy;sis of occupational categories 
comprising most G.S. 15 to 18 executive po
sitions ... [reveals] ... medicine and en
gineering--occupations long virtually closed 
to minority group memlbers--make up near
ly one-third of iall positions. More than 50 
per cent of federal executive level employ-

ees hold masters degrees or better. Again, 
the premium placed on higher educational 
attainment works to the disadvantage of 
minority group members, who have been sys
tema.tf<cally deprived of equal education:aJ 
opportunities for generations. Other char
Blcteristics of G.S. 15 to 18 executives--long 
years of federal service (two-thirds of the 
group have more than 20 years of federal 
service) and age level (more than 80 per 
cent or 45 or older)-also shed light on 
the grossly inadequate minority group repre
sentation within the upper grades." (p. 
100) 

Now if one-third of the very highest posts 
in the Fed·eral Civil Service consis·ts of en
gineers and doctors, and if Negroes make up 
less than 2 per cent of all engineers and 
doctors, clearly it is no simple matter to 
raise the proportion of Negroes in the high
er federail service. Indeed, to make up for 
the fact that there are very few Negro doc
tors and engineers (and the doctors at least 
could very often find private practice, or re
search, or other opportunities, more attrac
tive), the .proportion of Negroes in the other 
two-thirds of the , higher federal service 
would have to go considerably above 11 per 
cent to make up the deficiency. 

Nor will the pool of engineers and doctors 
be increased rapidly. A .re.cent study reveals 
that less than 2 per cent of the 40,000 en
gineering students in the country are Negro 
(New York Times, February 7, 1971). I be
lieve the situation is not much better among 
medical students. 

The 'issue, however, i•s not only rthe pool of 
a.v.aila.ble employees. There is also 1Jhe fact 
ltlh•rut adviancement to high position is a mrut
rter of irewa.rd for long service and, one hopes, 
efficient service. Alt lea.st, rthe mer.!Jt system 
and rthe Civil Service Commission, 0'1le of the 
more admiraible agencies in rthe !federal gov
ernment ('the CRC agirees with !this judg
ment, which is not mine a.lone) do their best 
:to ensure rthis Tesult. Obviously on miamy oc
casions young men ·are advianced, and some 
who have not been in lthe service long, and 
•some withouit higher degrees. Whrait would 
'happen to 'the morale and efficiency of the 
Federal Civil Service--indeed that very serv
ice we count on to carry out the enforce
me:nJt o'f t'he civil rights 'l<a.ws, as weli oo many 
othem, 1an enforcement that c·annot be based 
on brief enlthusiaisms ibUJt must 'be girounded 
on well-estaibUshed p·roceduTes, maintained 
over long periods of rtime-wh!rut would hap
pen if rthese long esta'bl1tshed rpTocedures for 
advanceme:nJt, which men iin 'the service count 
on, land whioh helps to motiviaite ltihem and 
keep rthem in service, rweil'e Ito be radicaHy 
weakened? These are considerations which, 
un'fol'!tunately, never come up 1in lthe CRC 
report. 

Now let us consideT ithe matter from an
other perspective. Conceivably tthe federal 
government, by 1ncreaising the scale of irts 
effol'lts, could increruse the proportion of Negro 
college gradurutes going into goveTnmenlt. 
But should it? Would it not !be desiralble for 
larger proportions of ithis lim1Jted pool to go 
irnito business and oo~ovrutions, ·into higher 
eduoation peTh'!lips, ithan for increa1Sed propor
tions to go i•nlto governmenlt service? Re
cently ithe newspaper.s have reported a drop 
in rthe number of Negro officers in rthe armed 
forces, and one reaison, despite in'tensive 
effootis Ito .recruit, is undoubtedly t'hrut other 
oppor:tUJnilties a.Te now more easily available. 
Should rthis be seen as a mark of failure
or :riathe•r as an indication ithrut other things 
have succeeded? I.looking irut !!lhe CRC figures, 
ilt seemed clewr to me thrat the pace of im
provement we had 1seen in 1962-67 in Negro 
represeruta.tion in the higher grades of the 
federal governmerut could not be miain
rtained-'the pool simply was IIlOt growing 
rapidly enough, ia.nd tthere were :too many 
more iaJtroractive claims upon it. Recently, I 
was :informed iby rui official of CRC rthrut in
deed the mte of improvement had not lbeen 

mairuta.ined. From rthe point of view of 
CRC_,at least 1as tndicated in this report-
this should be cause for .further cri1tici1sm of 
the federal governme:nJt. From 11ts 01w.n. evi
dence, however, ithe problem is not in the 
intensity of recruiting efforts 'bUJt the simple 
fiact that there •are no more people to be 
recrui'ted. 

Even ithis imprioveme:nJt in the ratio of mi
norilties to all federal employees !h!as not 
occurred withoUJt effm'it---iand perhaps serious 
costs. The repor;t rtelis us thiart "Arithmetic 
and ·algebraic oomponeruts of the Federal 
Service Erutmnce E~aminrution ... have been 
11argely elimiI1B'ted .... " (p. 83) In addition, 
one can en1teT the federal service, unde·r cer· 
ta.in ciircumstamces, withoU!t written emmi• 
nations rut all, on the /basis oif high grade· 
point averages in one's college, or 'by gradu
ating in the rop 10 per cent of one's class. 
Six hundred persons enter the '.federal service 
through this avenue each yea.r, 200 Ito 300 of 
whom iare non-white. 

The Civil Service Commission and the 
vaTious agencies seem, on rthe basis of the 
directives and letters quoted by the Civil 
Rights Commission, to be torn between the 
maintenance of rthe merit system, and its 
further aibandonment in the Ugh t of the 
need to increase the proportion of mem!bers 
of minority groups a.t higher levels of' the 
civil service. In quoting these dir·ectives and 
letters, the CRC is quite seveTe aibout what 
it sees as backsliding. But ·the questions must 
be considered: What is gained by the merit 
system? And what is lost by its .partial or 
complete Bibandonment? This is no simple 
matter. In~erestingly enough, the report is 
perhaps most sever·e-in criticizing the qual
ity of' work of federal emploY€es eng01ged in 
enforcing equal opportunities laws and 
directives-on the Equ:al Employment Oppor
tunity Commission i.tself. It would b•e inter
esting to know to what extent the 'Procedures 
to ensure merit have been followed in staffing 
this agency, ·and whethe·r the CRC believes 
the procedures it urges fur all other agencies 
of the federal government (not to mention 
all of priV'ate industry and other employ
ment) would actually lead to harder working, 
more committed, and steadier employees 
than the EEOC--on the CRC's evidence-now 
seems to have. 

One of' the EEOC's problems has been the 
short tenure and rapid turnover of it·s chief 
officials. I imagine .these have been political 
appointments who have found the work of 
the EEOC less rewarding, in various ways, 
than they initially expected. And I would 
imagine that the only way to get permanent 
high officials for this agency-as has been 
true for other agencies when an early bloom 
(which EEOC scarcely ever had) has worn 
off-is to resort to ... the Civil Service, and 
those who have persevered in it, and ad
vanced in it, ·thl'ough the procedures that 
the CHIC is quite :ready to dismiss. Conceiv
ably the CRC might be reduced rto the posi
tion that all other agencies excep•t those that 
enforce the civil ·rights laws and directives 
need not be terri•bly efficient, and could well 
dispense with merit consideraitions--'but 
understandably these other agencies, a.nd 
·those that are the clients for their services, 
might disagree. 

I believe I am as well acquainted with rthe 
weaknesses of a civil service a.is most .people. 
My problem has always been to find an 
answer to the question: What is a •better 
system for staffing bureauc.racies with im
portant and permanent functions? 

UndoUJbtedly many modifications in the 
present merit sys.tern can be made, without 
impairing the general level of competence of 
the people who work for government, and 
with the additiona.1 benefit--one of enor
mous importance .to government in this 
country--of' increasing .those from minority 
groups in all levels of governmental and 
private employment. Thus, firemen do not 
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need to be tested on ,their knowledge of 
literature, and perhaps many ·employees in 
government need not be tested on their 
knowledge of mathematics (I feel more 
doubtful a:bout this) . There Me a large num
ber of tests-for ex;ample, flor administrators 
in schools and ed.ucaition departments-tha.t 
seem quite devoid of connection with the 
talents that one wants in ithese posts. Having 
said thiis, it is quite another matter to go on 
to say that knowledge of how to xead and 
write and how to handle numbers and con
cepts~which is after all what most tests 
consist of-are always irrelevant. The CRC 
never once in ithe enormous rep·ort considers, 
a.s f'ar as I can recall, whether any test is 
relevant to a competence, but considers all 
tests simply as 1barriers to the employment 
and advancement of members of minority 
groups. 

This is part of another pa.ttern in the re
port. No function of government is consid
ered really important, aside from that of mi
nority employment. Thus, again and again 
the v.arious officers of the federal government 
wlll be criticized for taking their primary 
jobs seriously-for example, placing oon
tracts. Undoubtedly some of us are against 
such functions of gov·ernment as the acquisi
tion of bombs or uniforms for the army; we 
would much prefer to see the function de
layed or abandoned and t he cont raot officers 
devote their energy to some other good, such 
as enforcing the hiring of more minority 
employees. But many of the functions of gov
ernment are in areas in which all of us would 
consider efficiency desirable-to take some of 
the larger functions, they consist of mailing 
millions of social security and other direct 
payment checks, paying hospital and doc
tors' ·bills, delivering the mail, approving 
buildings that qualify for government aid 
and support in various fmms, giving out re
search oontracts, etc. We do not deal with 
absolute claims, of course--buildings can be 
delayed if that will lead to more minority 
hiring, or better integration. The question is, 
how much shall these services weigh in the 
b alance? 

It is just this kind of question which seems 
foreign to the thinking of the CRC. It may 
seem immoral to raise in connection with any 
moral issue the question: How much? But, 
inevitalbly, it must be raised. For instance, 
how many people should be hired to enforce 
the civil rights lla.ws, with what budgets, with 
power to affect what other operations of gov
ernment? One is impressed by how ma.ny are 
already so engaged. Thus , t he Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance in t he Department of 
LaJbor had a full-time staff of 118, expected to 
grow to 173 by 1973 (only 28 in 1967) . In ad
dition, each agency has its own contra.ct 
compliance Sltaff. The Depart ment of Defense 
had 22 in a headquarters staff, 140 in the 
regional offices-171 new positions to be es
tablished in 1971. The President's bud<set for 
contract compliance called for a 100 per cent 
increase in staff for this work in 1971. HEW 
had 41, asked for an additional 118, which 
the Bureau of the Budget cut to 59, which 
the President sent to Oongress. The Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission had 
570 employees-I understand this is to rise 
to 1,500. The Department of Justice had 32 
attorneys and 10 research analysts in the 
employment section of the Civil Rights Divi
sion. In HUD, where all civil rights functions 
are consolidated in one division, there were 
313 staff employees. !in addition the housing 
section of the Civil Rights Diviston had 13 
a.ttorneys and 2 research assistants. Six thou
sand employees of the federal government are 
being trained as equal employment counsel
lors (for their agencies) by the Civil Rights 
Oommisslon. I assume these have primary 
responsibility in other jobs. It would be no 
simple task to add up all those engaged in 
civil rights work for the federal gov.ernment. 
Yet it would not 'be unimportant in detei:
mining, how much is enough, or too little, 
or too muoh? 

The Civil Rights Commission h 'as often 
done an important job in pointing to failings 
of the federal government and its many 
agencies in the areas of civil rights enforce
ment. More, it has done an ingenious job of 
demonstrating how civil rights objectives can 
be advanced in many programs that do not 
have these as their primary objectives. It 
continues this tradition in this report. But it 
also continues another traditiOIIl in the civil 
rights field, one which is increasingly to my 
mind not useful-and that is the tradition 
of insisting that there are no major prob
lems, that whatever is done is not enough 
and that good wiH and leadership will solve 
all problems. (The New York Times story 
subsidiary head read, "Commission, in Re
port, calls for Leadership by Nixon in behalf 
of Racial Justice.") In doing so it demeans 
the real complexity of the situation, and 
denigrates the work that has been done, and 
continues to be done, by thousands and 
thousands of government employees. Nor, 
one may assume, a.re those who deai with 
these problems and dilemmas day after day 
put in the mood to increase their efforts 
when whatever has been done is labeled a 
''breakdown." 

Conceiva.bly, the pioture of civi1 rights en
forcement effort that emerges from the lim
ited field the CRC has examined presents the 
federal effort in too favorable a light. One 
recalls that important offioiaJs have resigned 
from the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, and the Department of Healith, 
Education and Welfare and that the civil 
rights staff in HEW rebelled, criticizing the 
present Administration's civil rights policies. 
The CRC report does not go into these resig
nations, nor into ithe cruciaJJ. question of the 
effectiveness of the present Administration's 
shifts of tactics in southern school integra
tion. But the area.s it does deal with are im
portant in their own right and as an index 
to the Administration's overall effort in the 
civil rights field, and in these areas, to my 
mind, the facts in the CRC's report are often 
at odds with its severe judgments. 

In its next report, the Civil Rights Com
mission should de'al, with ia greater sense of 
r~a.lity, with a number of questions. What is 
the minority pool of sk111s and talents? How 
c :::.n it be increased? Whrut is rthe real extent 
and character of racial and group discrimi
nation-subtle, unconscious, concealed, what 
you will, but discrimination? If this isn't 
the problem, what is? What is .the trade-off 
between efficiency and increase in minority 
employment, if any-not in public relations 
•terms., where we know ;there is never a trade
off, but in reality? What is some reasonable 
level of investment by government? Where 
do the benefits of an investment in civil 
rights enforcement begin to f'all off? They 
should also consider, from ·the point of view 
of gaining the support of the highesrt levels 
of government, whether the news in this re
port might not have been: "Government 
Doubles Civil Rights Enforcement Effort." 

THE ELDERLY IN EXILE 
, Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in recent 
months there has been widespread bi
partisan support to establish a House 
counterpart to the Senate Committ.ee on 
Aging, of which I am chairman. 

Leading this effort has been Congress-
. man DAVID PRYOR of Arkansas. Approxi
mately 235 Representatives have joined 
him in sponsoring a resolution to create 
a House Committee on Aging. This rep
resents more than a majority of the 
House, compared with only a handful of 
sponsors a couple of years ago. 

Quite clearly, Congressman PRYOR is to 
be complimented for his outstanding ef
forts and dedication in focusing in
creased national attention on the prob
lems and challenges of aged and aging 

Americans. He has been in the forefront 
in helping to solve the special problems of 
the elderly. He has been a strong ally and 
effective advocate for 20 million older 
Americans. And he has helped to demon
strate that all persons-regardless of 
age-have a vital interest in aging. 

These efforts are to be welcomed in the 
year of the White House Conference on 
Aging, as we attempt to develop a long 
awaited national policy on aging. 

Some recent articles appearing in the 
Washington Post and the New York 
Times describe very eloquently Con
gresman PRYOR's perseverance and strong 
dedication to the cause of the elderly. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of these articles be 

· printed at this point in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the articles 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HOUSE "COMMITTEE" Is SET UP IN TRAILERS 

(By Richard D. Lyons) 
WASHINGTON.-Representative David H. 

Pryor made an end run today .around the 
House leadership, which has denied Con
gressional office space to his unofficial Com-
mittee on the Aging. · 

Mr. Pryor set up two "Government in ex
ile "trailers staffed by volunteers a block 
from the Ray.burn House Office Building. 

For two years the 36-year-old Arikiansas 
Democrat has crusaded to consolidate e.11 leg
islation dealing with the elderly in one House 
select committee on the aging rather than 
hav1ng i:t dispersed as it ls now among 11 
committees. 

But the committee chairmen, particularly 
Representative Willlam M. Colmer, 81, the 
Mississippi Democrat who heads the Rules 
Committee, have refused even to hold hear
ings on the suggestion al though Mr. Pryor 
has the backing of 236 House members, more 
than a majority. 

PHONE SERVICE LACKING 
Lacking Federal funds and Federal office 

suace, Mr. Pryor this afternoon installed the 
15 volunteer members of his unofficial com
mittee in the borrowed trailers. One of the 
trailers sat underneath a "no parking" sign 
on South Capitol Street. The other was 
parked by a railroad trestle in a dilapidated 
parking lot next to Joe's Gulf Station. 

"The phone company tells us we have to 
put up our own telephone pole before they'll 
give us service," Mr. Pryor said in exaspera
tion. 

Inside the trailers, the volunteer company 
of 12 college students and 3 senior citizens 
sweltered in humid, 84-degree heat. Records 
were piled in old orange crates, which aug
mented secondhand furniture borrowed from 
local Unitarian and Roman Catholic 
churches. 

"We hope to have air conditioners running, 
sometime," Miss Patricia Roberts, the staff 
director, said. 

"HERE TO GET ACTION" 
Miss Roberts, a 21-year old senior at Doug

lass College in New Brunswick, N.J., said 
the group felt that "the problems of the aged 
have been defined long enough-we're here 
to get action." 

"There's not even a coherent list of Federal 
agencies dealing with the aged, although we 
suspect it's about 20 that administer about 
100 programs,'' the slim brunette said. "The 
point is we want to find out what the Federal 
Government is doing, what it is not doing, 
then tell Congress what should be done." 

Specific areas for study, she said, are the 
fragmentation of the administration of pro
grams for the aged and what she called the 
failure to implement governmental legisla
tion regulating nursing homes. She said 
the group would also come up with recom
mendations for legislative action. 
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"Why, do you know,'' she said to a visitor, 

"that in some states the owners of nursing 
homes have the right to obtain power of 
attorney from their patients?" 

3-MONTH TARGET 
Miss Roberts said her group hopes to com

plete its report in the next three months, 
with the assistance of Dr. Anna Mary Wells, a 
65-year-old professor of English at Rutgers. 

Glancing .around at the mini-skirted girls 
and George Teich of Rutgers, a history doc
toral candidate who is second in command, 
Dr. Wells said "I don't dare use the word 
'chaperone' but I sort of feel that's my 
function around here." 

Miss Nancy Blades, a 20-year-old Douglass 
senior from Avon, N. J., said she joined the 
group "as my way of protesting peace fully 
within the system." 

[From the Washington Post, July 15, 1971] 
THE ELDERLY IN ExILE 

(Poem from nursing home patient for 
Representative DAVID PRYOR) 

When the old, old, old lady finally, finally 
died; 

I was the only one, the only one who cried. 
"Why do you weep," said someone? 
"It is a good thing that she died." 
But oh, the lonesome, lonesome way
That is the reason I cried. 

(By Nick Kotz) 

"I guess this is our mobile government in 
exile down by the railroad tracks," Rep. David 
Pryor (D-Miss.) , 36, told his supporters yes
terday as he stood outside a house trailer 
parked on South Capitol Street within sight 
of the Capitol dome. 

"It's a fitting location," replied Pauil Schul
er, 67, a volunteer from the National Coun
cil of Senior Citizens. "The aging in America 
today are placed in exile." 

The conversation took place as the "House 
Trailer Committee on Aging" opened for 
business in two trailers parked at the C1ll!>itol 
View Service Station, near a railroad via
duct. 

Disturbed and frustrated that the collec
tive voice of 235 congressmen can't move the 
House of Representatives to form a new com
mittee to help the elderly, Pryor, a group of 
students, and some lively elderly Americans 
have launched a unique committee to serve as 
a listening post and voice for neglected old 
people. 

The trailer committee represents the lat
est development in Pryor's one-man con
gressional crusade to get the House to create 
a "Select Committee to Investigate the Care 
of the Aged in the United States." 

In Pryor's view, n.o single committee of 
the House focuses sufficient attention on the 
myriad problems of 20 million elderly Ameri
cans, whom he calls "the aibandoned genera
tion." He ,believes an "ombudsman-like" com
mittee is needed, similar to one in the Sen
ate, to help solve the special problems of 
old people related to work, housing, food, 
welfare, health care and transportation. 

After working last year as a volunteer in 
Washington area nursing homes, Pryor docu
mented instances of lack of care and horren
dous living conditions in a number of facili
ties. 

When the House Rules Committee buried 
his proposal for a select committee, Pryor 
roamed the halls of Congress lobbying among 
his colleagues. As of today, 235 congressmen
a majority of the House-have co-sponsored 
his resolution. 

But House Rules Committee Chairman 
William Colmer (D-Ark.), 81-elected to Con
gress two years before Pryor was born-still 
refuses to give the proposal a hearing. 

"If the resolution ever got to the floor, it 
would be approved," said Pryor. "But after 
13 months of waiting, of being patient, of 
trying to work Within the House system, we 
haven't gotten very far. There still is no 

House forum to take a comprehensive ap
proach to t h e problems of the elderly, and 
the problems are getting worse. The House 
stands naked and impotent to meet these 
needs." 

Chairman Colmer said he and Speaker Carl 
Albert agreed earlier this year "that there 
just isn't any physical space" to house any 
new committees, so "there wouldn't ,be any 
point in holding a hearing" on Pryor's pro
posal. 

Colmer said he has suggested to Pryor that 
a House Government Operations subcom
mittee conduct the requested study. Pryor 
doubts such a subcommittee would have the 
time or authority to play the advocate's role 
he envisions. 

"We are going to listen to old people and 
try to give them a voice in the Capitol," Pryor 
said of the 90-day trailer project. 

Chairman of the trailer committee is Pat 
Robert, 21, a Rutgers University senior who 
recruited seven classmates, and an English 
professor who will retire next year. Others 
working in the project include three June 
graduates of Miss Porter's school and a col
lege intern in Ralph Nader's summer pro
gram, a host of elderly volunteers and Pry- ., 
or's Wife, Barbara. 

Mrs. Grace Jacobs, 67, a black woman 
and a retired dean of Coppin State College 
in Baltimore, said: "This is a real thrill, to 
be working with young people who feel the 
same way we do. There are so many things 
to be done-there are hungry senior citizens 
and sick senior citizens not ,getting help." 

The project is financed by a $1,350 per
sonal loan that Pryor obtained himself and 
says Will ,be exhausted in two weeks. He 
hopes to raise more money to pay expenses 
for his volunteers by holding an "Arkansas 
fish fry" benefit at the trailer site. 

DISCUSSIONS ON SPACE 
COOPERATION 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration is continually working to 
expand international' space cooperation 
with other countries. Recently, NASA 
sent the Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences a summary of the results 
of the recent efforts in this area with 
the Soviet Union. The Soviet Academy 
of Sciences and the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration have agreed 
to undertake certain cooperative efforts 
in the areas of meteorological satellites, 
meteorological rocket soundings, the na
tural environment, the exploration of 
near-earth space, the moon and the 
planets, and in space biology and medi
cine. 

Knowing of the great interest of Mem
bers of the Senate in international' space 
cooperation and particularly in space co
operation between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Summary of Results of Dis
cussions on Space Cooperation Between 
the Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. 
and the U.S. National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Moscow, January 
18-21, 1971, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF DISCUSSIONS ON 

SPACE COOPERATION BETWEEN THE ACAD
EMY OF SCIENCES OF THE U.S.S.R. AND 
THE U.S. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
1. The Academy of Sciences of the U .S.S.R. 

(hereinafter called the Academy) and the 

U.S. National Aeronautics andi Space Ad
ministration (hereinafter called NASA) con
sider that the expansion of cooperation be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States 
in space research and exploration can speed 
acquisition of knowledge of the earth's en
vironment and surface features, increase op
portunities to apply that knowledge for the 
benefit of man on earth, contribute to the 
efficient planning of the scientific explora
tion of the universe, enhance the safety of 
man in space and permit application of bio
medical knowledge gained from manned 
space flight to the well-being of man on earth. 

2. Accordingly, the President of the Aoo.d
emy and the Acting Administraito,r of NASA, 
With leading representatives of other con
cerned agencies (a list of participants is 
attached), have held a series of meetings dur
ing the period indicated above to exchange 
views on possible directions for inoreru>ect. oo
operation between the Soviet Union and the 
United States in the exploration and use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes. During 
these meetings, they took note of the signif
icance of past agreements between them and 
ilil particular the understa.n.ding of October 
28, 1970 with regard to the question of pro
viding . for the compatability of rendezvous 
and docking systems of manned spacecraft 
and space stations of both countries. 

3. In the CU11rent series of meetings, the 
Academy and NASA have agireed to undertake 
certain coopers.ti ve actions and to consider 
jointly further possibilities for cooperation, 
including: 

In the field of meteorological satellites, to 
work jointly to make improvements in the 
current exchange of data and to COIIlSider 
alternative possibilities for coordinating 
satellite systems of both countries so as to 
achieve the economies and other advantages 
of complementary systems. 

In the field of meteorologioal roC'ket sound
ings, to formulate provisions for a program 
Of soundings along selected meridional lines 
in cooperation With other countries. 

Ln the field of the natural environment, to 
study the possibility of conducting co
ordinated surface, air and space research over 
specified international waters and to ex
change .results of measurements made by 
each country over similar land sites in their 
respective territories so as to advance the 
potential applicati'OllS of space and con
ventional survey techniques for investigating 
the natural environment in the common 
interest. 

In the fields of exploration of near-earth 
SJpQce, the Moon and the planets, to work 
jointly to define the most important scientific 
objectives in eaich area, to exchange informa
tion of the sictentific objectives and results 
of their national programs in these fields, to 
consider the possibilities for coordination of 
certain luna.r explorations, and, in partic
ular, to initiate an exchange of luna.r surface 
sa.tnples by performing an agreed exchange of 
sa.mples already obtained in the Apollo and 
Luna programs. 

In the field of space biology and medicine, 
to develop appiropriate procedures and recom
mendations to assure a more detailed and 
regular excha.nge of information including 
biomedical data obtained in manned space 
flights. 

4. The details of the considerations de
scribed generally in paragraph 3 ,are pro
vided in Attachments I-IV to this Summary 
of Results. These Attachments shall be 
understood to constitute an integral part of 
this Summary of Results. 

5. To provide for t~e specific actions with 
respect to agreements and further coopera
tive possibilities which are set forth in the 
Attachments noted immeddately a;bove, the 
Academy and NASA agree to designate rep
resentatives to Working Groups in connec
tion w;ith each Attachment. Such designa
.tions shall be made by the President of the 
Academy iand the Admin:istr.ator of NASA 
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at the same time that each acts to confirm 
this Summary of Results under the provi
sions of paragra;phs 6-8 below. Each Joint 
Workll.nig Glroup shall commence to oon
sider, ais 1a Group, the taisks a55Lgned it under 
the applicable Attaichment within 90 drays 
of the date that confirmation of this Sum
mary is estaiblished. After commencing 'it s 
a.sstgnment, each Joint Working Group wm 
report its required ootloDJS and Tecommenda
tions to the President of the Academy and 
the Administrator of NASA within a further 
per.lad of s ix months. 'Ilhe Joint Working 
Groups shall conduot their w~rk by corr~
spondence rand direct meetings 11n an expedi
tious manner within the schedules prescribed. 

6. The President of the Acaidemy and the 
Acting Admintl.strator of NASA have indi
cated their preUminrary ·agreement to this 
Summary of Results by initiaHng it below. It 
is agreed that they shall have ra f~her 
period of 60 diays fTom this drate .in which to 
prov!O.e for further considera"tl.on. By the end 
of that period, they shall communicate to 
each other their written ra nd final conftrma· 
tion of t his Summary, or, in the alternative, 
their possible specific proposals f?~ altered 
langu!lige to modify any of its prov•1-swns. 

7. In the case that full and mutual con
finmat ion shall be est ablished, the proce· 
dures pr·ovided in paragr.aph 5 .above for im
plementation shall automaltically go into 
effect. 

8 In the case that the President O!f the 
ACS:demy or the Administrator of NASA is 
not preprared to give full confirmation of t he 
SummaTy, he may confl.Tm certain At taich
ment.s and reserve confirmation with respect 
to others. In that case, the Attachm~nts 
which are mutually confirmed shall go mto 
full effect. The remainLng Attachments shall 
be cons·idered expeditiously by the President 
and the Administ11ator, by corr.espondence if 
posslble and by meetings rif nec·es•saTy, in or
der to reach agree·ment on chranges whrich 
wrill permit their early confirmation and im· 
plementation. 

[Attachment I] 
SPACE l'AETEOROLOGY 

I. METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITES 

A. Agreements and objectives 
The Aoademy and NASA noted the useful

ness of cooperation in the field of meteorology 
within the BUateral Agreement between AS 
USSR and NASA USA of 1962 and Memoran
da of Understanding of March and May 1963 
and June 1964 and the value of ·application of 
artificial earth satellites for global observa
tional information for the benefit of the 
meteorological services of both countries, 
and also for the World Weather Watch. 

For ·the purpose of further development of 
the cooperation in space meteorology the 
Academy rand NASA consider it useful to 
discuss and coordinate their activities in the 
following fields: 

1. Immediate steps to expand and improve 
the current exchange of information from 
US and USSR artificial earth satellites, 
specifically: 

To increase the volume and quality of 
original TV and IR pictures of clouds and 
surfooe transmitted; 

'Ila improve the fOTms of presentation of 
satellite information in combination with 
other types of meteorological druta; 

To improve further the technical perform
ance of the communication link between 
Moscow and W·ashington; 

To convert to high speed exchange of con
ventional data with resulting expansion of 
its volume; 

Coordination of the activity in data ex
change shall be arranged directly between 
the Hydrometeorological Service of the USSR 
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration of the USA to include the 
questions of schedules, data content, daita 
format, intern'8/tional communications pro
cedures to be followed, etc. 

B. Proposals for further discussion 
1. Cooperation in scientific investigations 

for further deve1opment of methods of 
meteorological measurements from satellites, 
data interpretation, data processing, and ap
plication of the data. Such problems as the 
following should be considered: 

Development and improvement of meth
ods for sounding of vertical temperature and 
humidity distribution, observation of pre
cipitatlon areas and intensity etc.; 

Developmerut of optimum methods for 
mathemaitical solution of inversion problem 
in satellite meteorology; 

Application of information from meteoro
logical satellites to numerical forecasting 
techniques; 

Methods of automatic data processing of 
meteorological satemte data. 

2. Cooperation in establishment of space 
meteorological systems with the purpose of 
sharing of effort. 

NASA and the Academy consider important 
the coordination of their efforts in the estab
lishment of complementary space meteoro
logical systems which take in:to account the 
requirements of the World Weather Watch. 
Exchange of opinions resulted in agreement 
to continue consideration of the problems in 
order to work out in the future decisions ac
ceptable to both sides. 

II. METEOROLOGICAL ROCKETS 

A. Agreements and objectives 
1. Cooperation in research on upper layers 

of the atmosphere by means of meteorological 
rockets. In this field NASA and the Academy 
agreed as desirable coordination of programs 
to conduct meteorological rocket firings along 
selected meridians in the Eastern and West
ern Hemispheres (,about 60°E and 90°W), 
together with other countries concerned. 

B. Proposals for further discussion 
NASA and the Academy agree to consl.der 

and coordinate the following problems, al
ways giving consideration to interest s of 
other countries involved: 

Definition of the scientific objectives of the 
two networks; 

Preparation of the necessary plans and 
procedures required to coordinate the 
launchings in the two networks and provide 
for the analysis of the data from both net
works on a synoptic basis; 

Determination of the appropriate measure
ment instrumentation systems and tech
n iques to be used. 

The two Working Groups (one for the 
problems of satellite meteorology and the 
other for meteorological rocket soundings of 
the atmosphere) shall consider and coordi
nate the problems mentioned in this attach
ment above in accordance with the procedure 
established in the document, taking into ac
cou nt also the appropriate recommendations 
of the World Meteorological Organization 
an d the International Council of Scientific 
Unions. 

[Attachment II] 
STUDY OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

A. Agreements and objectives 
1. The survey of a wide variety of earth 

features and conditions from space, pri
marily on a spectral basis, may be scien
tifically useful and economically advantage
ous. The capaibility to conduct such surveys 
is in an early stage and requires intensive 
surface, air a.nd space investigations, studies, 
testing, and intercomparisons on an experi
mental basis. 

2. In this fi.eld the Academy and NASA 
agr·ee to make every effort to develop coopera
tion in the following principal directions: 

a . Discussions, and the exchange of scien
tific information, on the use of space tech
nology for investigating the natural environ
ment; 

b. SGudies of different techniques of meas
uring parameters of the natural environ
ment, using space and conventional means, 

and studies of the interpr·etation of results 
of these measurements. In this regard, use 
will be made of the results of research con
ducted within the framework of existing in
ternational ·Space and ,conv·entional pro
grams; 

c. Study of questions involved in the use 
of instrumentation required for the registra
tion of electromagnetic radiation of Earth 
from outer space in various spectral ranges; 

d. The possibility of coordinating selected 
integr.ated experiments involving spac.e and 
conventional technology in selected areas of 
the international ocean; and also the ex
change of results of coordin ated research 
above .selected areas of the earth surface, with 
initial ·emphasis on veg.etation, carried out in 
accordance with national programs. 

B. Proposals for further discussions 
In performing its assigned tasks, it is sug

gested that the Working Group on the Nat
ural Environment shall: 

Review and consider results already ob
tained, 

Discuss additional data which appear to be 
required, 

Discuss the kind of instrumentation con
sidered nec.essary to achieve desired results, 

In the case of study of vegetation, rec
ommend the selection of similar sites in the 
USSR and the US, which each side on its 
own territory will u se for ground analysis 
and its own air and space surveys, 

In the case of study of the oceans, rec
ommend specific international ocean areas 
of prime interest for the conduct of research, 

Recommend the paramet ers to be measured 
and the kind of data to be gathered by both 
sides, as well as the formats and schedules 
which shall be used for data exchanges, 

Recommend a ·mechanism for the exchange 
by each side with the other of the surfac·e, air, 
and space data obtained by each for the 
agreed sea and its own land areas. 

Recommend a procedure and schedule for 
the joint review and consideration of such 
data in symposia open to other countries, 

Recommend mutually acceptable schedules 
for the coordinated programs. 

[A ttachm~m t III] 
EXPLORATION OF NEAR-EARTH SPACE, THE 

MOON AND THE PLANETS 

A. Agreements and objectives 
I. The Academy and NA,SA agree that their 

respective pIX>grams of sclentifio investiga
tion of the Moon can be substantially en
hanced by exchanges of samples and other 
scierutific information obtained from each 
side from the Moon. 

II. The Academy and NASA agree to ex
change small quantities of such materials to 
permit their comparative analysis in the lab
oratories of both countries, to make available 
to both sid·es materials from all sites visited 
on the Moon, anO. to facilitate analysis in 
unique or special f:aciliti·es which may exist 
in either country. The Academy will provide 
NASA about 3 grams of regolith brought 
back by Luna-16 from different parts of the 
core. In return NASA will p;rovide the Acad
emy about 3 grams from the regolrith in the 
core sample of Apollo 12 and about 3 grams 
from Apollo 11 samples. The samples to be 
selected in each case will be agreed by ap
propri'ate NASA -and Academy representatives. 

III. The Acrudemy and NASA agree to sup
port in their respective natiollial programs 
the "International Maignetosphere Survey" 
being organized by the IUOSTP-COSP AR 
Special study Group. 

IV. The Academy and NASA ragree to use, 
along with the existing international s·cien
tific channels, such as COSPAR, direct chan
nels for the exchange of scientific informa
tion in those cases where the existing chan
nels a.re inadequate or too slow for the pur
pose, and whe,re it is in the mutual interest 
to dO so. 

B. Proposals for further discussion 
The Acaidemy and NASA agree that the 

following points should be discussed by the 
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Working Group on the Exploration of Near
Earth Space, the Moon and the Planets: 

I. In the Study of the Magnetosphere: 
1. Define the problems of the Magneto

sphere which should be investigated in the 
next several years. 

2. Determine the ground-based observa
tions which each side could conduct durling 
the period of a particular satellite investiga
tion. 

3. Investigate the possibility of standaird
izing the presentation of data and methods 
of measurement in studies of the Magneto
sphere. 

4. Examine the possi'bility of joint analy
sis of data from two or more simultaneously 
operating satellites. 

5. Examine the feasibility of and steps re
quired to jointly produce a "standard mag
netosphere" for periods of minimrum solar 
activity. 

6. Arrange for periodic and timely joint 
reviews of the status of knowledge of X-ray 
radi'ation from the sun and the processes on 
the sun associiated with solar activity. 

II. Exploration andi Use of the Moon: 
1. Define the scientific problems of the 

Moon which should be investigated over the 
next seveml years. 

2. Recommended procedures for the recip
rocal exchange of future lunar samples and 
describe the documentation which wm be 
required. 

3. Recommend procedures for the recipro
cal exchange of lunar photographs, from both 
orbital and '1anded spacecraft. 

4. Conduct a joint study of the methods of 
analyzing lunar photographs and preparing 
lunar maps, and prepare an ·ag.reement on a 
standard 1 unar coordinate system. 

5. Rec·ommend procedures for a reciprocal 
exchange of data on lunar dynamic processes 
under observation. 

6. Discuss the possibility of a reciprocal 
exchange of information on the scientific 
problems under investigation in the Luna 
and Apollo programs, .so that NASA ·and the 
Aciademy can take advantage of their 
knowledge of the other's scientific objectives 
as they plan their specific lunar ftighrts. 

7. Initiate a joint discussion of the prob
lems of the use of the Moon for astrophysical 
studies. 

III. Exploration of the Planets. 
1. DiscUS!S the principal scientific problems 

in the exploration of the solar system. 
2. Arrange for periodic a.nd rapid exchange 

of scientific information from planetary ex
periments, so that NASA and the Academy 
can take these results into account in the 
planning of their future experiments. 

3. Examine the possibilities of one side con
ducting experiments in its program, which 
may be proposed for that purpose by the 
other. 

4. Examine the possibility of joint comple
mentary activity by one side during the 
conduct of planetary investigations by the 
other; such as radio occultation experiments, 
monitoring of solar activity, simultaneous 
sounding rocket or balloon observations, or 
ground-b~ed astronomical observations. 

[Attachment IV] 
SPACE BIOLOGY AND MEDICINE 
A. Agreement and objectives 

1. There are increased possi•b1lities for the 
extension o·f the exchange of space biomedi
cal data. This exchange should be expanded 
and made more regular in order to make 
maximum contributions to the safety and 
efficiency of manned space fiight and to gen
eral medical knowledge which ma.y be used 
for the benefit of all mankind. 

2. The Academy and NASA agree that a 
Working GVoup shall develop recommenda
tions and procedures to implement the ex
panded exchange of information. This Work
ing Grouip Will consider the arrangements 
for regular meetings of competent represent. 

atives for the detailed and timely exchange 
and evaluiation of data assooiated with 
manned space flight. This exchange sh!ould 
include srufficiently detailed pre- and post
flight daita, opel"aitiona.l tnformattlon, and 
other considerations necessary for full under
standing of the results obtained. 

3. The exchange of scientific information 
of mutual interest shall include: 

a. biomedical data charaicterizing the 
adaptation rof man to the cond!itions of space 
flight; 

b. the development of recommend,ations 
concerning the internal envirorunent of 
manned spacecraft; 

c. mcllation effects and considerations ap
plicaible to manned space flight; and 

d. directions and methods of biological in
vestigatAK>ns. 

4. The Ac·ademy and NASA further agreed 
that sulCh meetings shall take place as data 
accumulate but should occur at least once 
per year in the major problem areas recom
mended by the Working Group. The first of 
such meetings should be held as soon as 
-possLble aind should be dedicated to the 
examination of data ail1.d results IObtained 
from the Soyuz and Apollo programs. 

5. The Academy and NASA encourage the 
earliest possible completion of the joint pub
lication, Foundations of Space Biology and 
Medicine. 

B. Proposals for further discussion 
As new knowledge is .g,h'ared through this 

program, and new problems associated with 
manned space ftight develop, the Working 
Group should expand the scope of its recom
mendations :flor further information exchange 
accordingly. 

[Translation] 
ACADEMY OF SCIENCES, U.S.S.R., 

Moscow V-71, LENINSKIY PROSPECT 14, 
March 26, 1971. 

Dr. GEORGE M. Low' 
Acting Director, NASA, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR DR. Low: With this letter I want to 
inform you of the fact that the Academy of 
Sciences USSR has confirmed the summary 
document on the results of discussion of 
questions of cooperation in the investigation 
of outer space between the Academy of Sci
ences USSR and NASA of the USA, initialed 
by us in Moscow on January 21, 1971. 

With satisfaction I note that NASA has also 
confirmed this document. 

I agree to your proposal about the period 
of effect of the "summary document" and 
the possibility of its prolongation in the fu
ture according to the mutual understanding 
of the parties. 

As far as the personnel composition of the 
working group which are estaiblished in ac
cording with each supplement to the "sum
mary document," I will report to you in the 
near future the names of the Soviet members 
of these groups. 

Sincerely, 
M. V. KELDYSH, 

President, 
Academy of Sciences, U.S.S.R. 

FUR CITY 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, duri~g the 

week of June 7 to 11, Mayor Lindsay 
designated New York as "Fur City" in 
honor of the industry which has made 
New York City the fur capital of the 
Nation. This special week, created and 
financed iby the Joint Furriers Council, 
was celebl!atsd ·by events including a fur 
fashion show and the blocking off and 
decorating of part of Seventh Avenue for 
the enjoyment of pedestrians. I ask 
unanimous consent that the -text of the 
speech given at that time by Mr. George 

Stofsky, manager of the Furriers Joint 
Council of New York, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

SPEECH OF MR. GEORGE STOFSKY 
Mr. Speaker, New York City will be the 

scene of a colorful and attractive festival to 
be sponsored by the entire fur industry from 
June 7th through June 11th, 1971. 

Mayor John V. Lindsay has declared the 
event as "Fur Exciltemenrt; Week," which 
will be a salute to the outstanding contribu
tion the fur industry makes to the City of 
New York. 

To make the festival pleasant and more 
attractive to thousands of visitors who have 
been invited to attend the event, the Mayor 
has directed rt;hat Seventh Avenue between 
28th .and 30th Streets, be closed from noon 
to 2 P.M. daily during the week. 

At the same time, the entire industry will 
provide a festival atmosphere from 9 A.M. 
to 4:30 P.M. daily, by setting up kiosks 
and sidewalk cafes, for the public's pleasure 
entertainment. Refreshments will be served 
while musicians play both classical and mod
ern music. 

There also will be a show of fashions in 
furs, to be presented by leading merchants in 
cooperation with the Furriers Joint Council, 
consisting of the Associated Fur Manufac
turers, United Fur Manufacturers, Master 
Furriers Guild and Locals 2 and 3 of the 
Fur Dressers Union. 

The idea for the festival eminated through 
the Furriers Joint Council, whose manager 
is George Stofsky. A meeting was held in 
City Hall with Deputy Mayor Richard R. 
Aurelio and Administrative Assistant to the 
Mayor, Sid Davidoff. Plans were drawn up 
for the festival, which has immediately re
ceived the blessings and full support of Mayor 
Lindsay. 

The plans call for both sides of the A venue 
to be tastily draped with flags and bunting. 
Sidewalk cafes will be opened for local and 
out-of-town fur buyers, fashion editors and 
the general public. Park benches will be set 
up for the convenience of the public and 50 
trees will be planted in ithe two-block area. 
There will be runway for the fashion show 
en 7th Avenue. 

Kiosks, already taken by various sections 
of the fur industry's outstanding retailers, 
will be decorated. 

Mayor Lindsay will open the festival with 
the placement of new street signs. The name 
of 7, ~h Avenue will be changed to Fur 
Avenue. 

All traffic, including bus, will be stopped 
and diverted into side streets. 

The Furriers Joint Council, which repre
sents 7,000 workers, is financing the project 
in cooperation with fur manUfacturers. 

The national volume of the fur industry 
is $350 mUlion and New York City is <the 
nation's fur center. 

The Furriers Joint Council, which is affili
ated with the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, has re
cently been .presented with a scroll by the 
World Wildlife Fund, expressing apprecia
tion for agreeing to no longer cut, fashion or 
fabricate skins of such endangered species 
as leopards, cheetahs, ocelots and jaguars, to 
help protect these ani'mals from extinction. 

The fur industry has great faith in New 
York and is proud to have the fur center of 
the nation there. Holding the festival in New 
York will no doubt attract buyers not only 
from out-of-town but from abroad. No better 
fur fashions can be obtained elsewhere. The 
latest styles in fashions are de\'eloped in New 
York City. 

Both labor and :management are fully coop
erating in this event and will join with all 
New Yorkers to salute the fur industry dur
ing June 7 :through June 11th. 
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The Council is to be commended for its 

efforts and for being a vibrant force for prog
ress in New York City, the economic center of 
the nation. 

TRADE WITH CHINA 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, the de
cision of our Government to take steps 
to terminate U.S. controls on a large list 
of non-strategic U.S. products which may 
now be exported to the People's Republic 
of China may prove to be one of this Na
tion's most impartant diplomatic de
cisions of this decade. This decision could 
very well open the huge potential of the 
Chinese consumer market to American 
workers, and in addition pave the way 
for the reestablishment of the abundant 
good will which once made the United 
States and China the closest of friends 
and allies. 

While virtually everyone in the United 
States regretted the direction which the 
government o;f China took following 
World War II, we must admit that the 
belligerency which has been allowed to 
develop between our two nations has 
not been helpful to either. The Govern
ment of China still governs and will until 
and unless the people· of that nation 
make changes in their own way. 

The nonstrategic products which 
China has needed have been freely avail
able from other suppliers. For the 
United States to continue to prohibit 
its citizens from doing business with the 
Chinese would be extremely short
sighted. While there is little prospect 
of an overnight mushrooming of Chi
nese-American trade, the prospects for 
the future are virtually unlimited. Presi
dent Nixon's action of terminating ex
port prohibition on nonstrategic prod
ucts should hasten the day when the 
lives of both Americans and Chinese are 
enriched by commerce and communica
tions between citizens of both countries. 

DOCTOR SHORTAGE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of 

the most alarming problems in our heal th 
care system is the shortage of physicians 
in America. A recent article by Mr. Jack 
Star in the June 29 issue of Look maga
zine titled, "Where Have Our Doctors 
Gone?", explores the crisis in American 
health care. The shortage of physicians 
in America has been estimated .at over 
50,000 nationally. Many small communi
ties are without a doctor at all and there 
is little possibility of getting one. 

According to Mr. Star's article there 
are 334,028 doctors in the country today. 
But nearly 17 percent of our doctors do 
not practice. They are inactive, or in 
teaching, administration, research, or 
other non-patient pursuits. That leaves 
255,027 doctors to give patient care. Only 
188,024 doctors are office based, and only 
50,816 of those are general practitioners. 
The ratio of pediatricians is one for every 
5,625 youngsters under 15. There are 
10,310 pediatricians, but 58 million 
youngsters. 

As bad as these statistics sound, the 
real problem is found in the distribution 
of doctors. New York State has one doc
tor, offic~ or hospital based in patient 

care, f.or every 518 persons, but Missis
sippi has only one doctor for every 1,448 
persons. Thousands of communities have 
no doctor ·at all. The Sears-Roebuck 
Foundation has abandoned its attempts 
to lure doctors to small towns by financ
ing small clinics. Of the 162 clinics which 
the Foundation has 1built since 1956, 52 
are now vacant or being used as barber
shops, etc. 

Many people find that the hospital 
emergency room is the only point of en
trance into the medical care system in 
America. In Rochester, N.Y., 65 percent 
of the cases treated in the hospital 
emergency rooms were not emergencies 
and could probably have been better 
handled elsewhere. In Chicago, the figure 
is 90 percent. Emergency rooms used to 
be filled with black people and poor 
whites. Now, many middle-class whites 
find their only contact with a doctor 
comes from the community hospital's 
emergency room. The emergency room 
in many hospitals is probably the least 
efficient and worst staffed and worst 
equipped department of the hospital, but 
it is becoming the major provider of pri
mary medical care for millions of citi
zens. 

I believe Mr. Star's article, "Where 
Have Our Doctors Gone?", supplies im
portant information on the current 
health care situation in America. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From Look Magazine, June 29, 1971] 
WHERE HAVE OUR DOCTORS GONE? 

(By Jack Star) 
10:30 at night. I went to bed with a sore 

throat and unusual weariness. My sleep was 
restless.· When I arose next morning, I knew 
I was very sick. I needed a doctor. But like 
several thousand of the 30,638 men, women 
and children in the suburb of Park Forest, Ill., 
32 miles south of Chicago, I don't have a fam
ily physician, and I don't have much chance 
of finding one. 

I am a sort of general contractor for medi
cal services, seeking out an orthopedic sur
geon for a sprained ankle, a pediatrician for 
a child's mumps or an obstetrician for a 
blessed event-when the need arises. My 
family has no doctor to coordinate these 
services, so we get treated as persons, not 
diseases. At 9 a.m., my temperature was 
103.9, pulse racing, both sides of my chest 
hurt, and I coughed frequently, bringing up 
nasty-looking sputum streaked with bright
red blood. I dialed the number of a leading 
specialist in internal me<;licine, and a woman 
answered, perhaps an answering-service oper
ator. "Was I a patient of Dr. X?" Well, I had 
been seen several times by his partner, I 
replied between coughs, offering up my symp
toms. "It's Wednesday,'' she said. "The doc
tor's day off .... No, you can't speak to him." 
But she would call him and relay my symp
toms. She did too. An hour later, she phoned 
to say the doctor would have a dru,gstore 
send out some medicine. Shortly before noon, 
some pills arrived, unlabeled, but I had my 
12-year-old son look up the code number on 
the tablets in a drug reference book. They 
were an antibiotic. I popped a couple in my 
mouth and went back to bed. 

Friday, hardly able to hold my head up, 
I called the doctor's office and demanded to 
see the doctor or at least talk to him on the 
phone. I told the voice that answered that I 
thought I had pneumonia. "No, you can't 

talk to him." Too busy. And the earliest ap
pointment I could have was next Tuesday. 
Back to bed for a lost and feverish weekend. 
Monday morning (near death, or so I 
thought), I journeyed to the University of 
Chicago clinic 28 miles away to see a doctor. 
I had pneumonia in both 1 ungs. 

My troubles in finding a doctor are exceeded 
only by those of some neighbors. My Wife and 
children aa-e 1luoky at least to have had the 
same obstetrtc1an and pedi'a.trici.an for over 
20 years. Bwt the people who eire new in 
t'<>wn have a. iterrilble !time. 

Niki Scot.It, a wrl.lter for the Pairk Forest 
Reporter Wlho was researching the local doc
tor shortbage telephoned ;the six pediatricians 
in .the !l.mmedfate area and saiid her child 
h:ad e.n earacihe. Flouir of the dootors said 
they could not acce¢ a new palt1enlt under 
any circumstances. The ot'her two said they 
could eX'amine the child---'but not that day. 

Mr·s. SC'otit ithen c:a:Hed rthe rten iruternal
medicine specialists of the region, complained 
of a stomac!hache, a.nd said she was new in 
the area. Nine of ithem said they couldn't 
see a new .patienit immedia.tely, or at all, but 
two sai1d they might be able to examine her 
in two or three weeks I 

'.DMs same rerporiter oltes ·the case of a 
mother of rtwo who 1moved here loot August: 
"She was told tha;t heir children would not 
be 011lowed to aitltend sdhool un'til they had 
had a physical exsmina.tion. She called all 
the pedtaitxioi'ans ·in the a.rea, and was told 
by eaclh of them that tthey could npit accept 
new pat1ents. Desperalte, she cal1ed tthe Park 
Forest VHlage Hea;Lth Department. They gave 
her ra MSlt of physicians, all of whom she had 
ailready caHed. Mrter weeks of seatrching, she 
found a gen·era.l praOOitioner !in Ohicago 
Heights [an adjoining town] w'.ho would 
exam1ne her Cihildrren. 

Tha)t there is a shoritage of physicians, 
estimaJted. alt over 50,000 :niationailly, should 
not surprise anybody except the American 
Medical AssociMl:on, which dilSCovered only 
a few years ago ithait there were not enough 
dootors to go around. SeHg Greeruberg, in 
hits compelling new book, The Quality oj 
Mercy, nortes thait during the Depression of 
the 1930's, "The AMA Journal called edi
toriallly for '1professiona·l 'birth control,' and 
the medical schools obliged by materially 
reduo1nrg 11fu.eiT admissions." I.later, he says, 
the AMA a.cihieved the same results by "lob
by1ng strenuously 1n Cong·ress aJgainst Fed
eral a.id f1m- medicaJl education without 
which tihe schiOO'ls could not possibly ex;pand 
thei,r enrolrlment to any meaningful exite·nt. 
T~e palpably specious argument used to 
block such a.id was thrut it would endanger 
the 'freedom' of the medical schools." 

In recent yerurs, a number af new medical 
sohools have been opened, but many sohools 
are in deep flnanci·al trouble, and some have 
curtiailed !teaching programs. Though by the 
end Of ;t;Ms decade ithere Wi11 'be noticeably 
more graduates, so far the growth has been 
slow (6,934 gradurutes •in 1961; 8 ,946 tMs 
yeM'). Even if we double our graduates in 
20 yerurs, sayis an authority, deruths and '.!:'e
tirements wiH cause 'the total number of 
phy.sic.tans to change Uttle. 

'11he ·medical oohools still turn down over 
half of their applicants, and if it were not 
for fioreign-itvained doctors-who now make 
up nearly 1 7 percent · of our medics-we 
wou[d be shy another 3,000 new licensed 
doctors every year. As it is, OUl' teaching 
hospitals are currently short more than 12,-
000 'l'esidents and in.terns. WithouJt the fO'l'
eign illlterns, many hospiitruls would have to 
cl'ose their doors. 

At last count, America had 334,028 doctors, 
but neary 17 percent of them don't practice
they are inactive, or in teaching, adminis
tration, research, etc. (About nine percent of 
the total are federally employed, and we do 
not consider them here.) Of the 255,027 doc
tors giving patient care, only 188.924 are office 
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based, and only 50,816 of thos~ are GP's. The 
others, following the big trend of the time, 
are specialists. A surgeon or an anesthesiolo
gist isn't much use for a heart attack or a 
skin rash. Pediatricians are GP's in a way, 
but there are only 10,310 of them for 58 mil
lion children under 15, a ratio of one doctor 
for 5,625 youngsters! Specialists in internal 
medicine attempt to fill the void left by the 
GP's, but there is only one internist in office 
practice for every 8,845 persons! 

Bad as these numbers are, the real problem 
is how doctors are distributed around the 
country and the cities. New York state has 
one doctor-office or hospital based, in pa
tient care--for every 518 persons and Wash
ington, D.C., one for every 339, but Arkansas 
has only one for more than 1,300 persons, 
and Mississippi, one for every 1,448. 

Yet even these statistics don't reflect the 
stark reality. Several thousand communities 
don't have a single physician and little pos
sibility of get ting one. The Sears-Roebuck 
Foundation has had to give up on its project 
to lure doctors to small towns by helping the 
communities build small clinics. Of 162 clin
ics built since 1956, 52 are now vacant or 
being used as barbershops, etc. 

You can get a g],immer of the problem in 
Chicago. According to geographer Donald 
Dewey of DePaul University, the metropolitan 
area has one doctor in office practice for 862 
persons, and the city itself has one per 909. 
But where are they? 

Since 1950, thousands of doctors have fled, 
with the expanding black communities ex
periencing a 66 percent drop. Most of the 
MD's moved to the elegant suburban shop
ping centers. There are more doctors in a 
single North Shore medical building than in 
one entire West Side ghetto. The posh sub
urbs now have only 518 people per doctor
more than three times as many doctors as 
the South suburbs, with 1,724 people per doc
tor. Alas, I and nearly half a million others 
live south. 

Pierra de Vise, a distinguished urbanolo
gist an d researcher for the Illinois Regional 
Medical Program, explains why doctors have 
settled so heavily between Evanston and 
Lake Forest: "Doctors tend to select homes 
in the very highest income areas, those with 
the most prestige." I gulp as De Vise gives 
me some hard facts: "You live in a blue
collar, working-class area. There is little 
hope for increasing the number of doctors 
there." I suppose he is right. My town is 
middle-class, and a few nearby towns are 
super-affluent, ·but for the most part, South 
Cook County is a place for the workingman. 

Of 250 Chicago-area communities, the top 
25 in income have one doctor for every 500 
persons-the bottom 25 have three times as 
many persons per doctor. The 2'5 with the 
most •blacks have almost four times as many. 

What do sick people do when they can't 
get a doctor? Out my way, and everywhere 
else in the country. hospital emergency rooms 
are filling the void. In 1960, St. James Hos
pital in Chicago Heights had 8,696 emer
gency-room cases; last year, it haid three 
times that number. More significantly, "Non
emergency" medical cases treated in the 
emergency room shot up nearly fivefold. 

In other words, the doctcrless sick are tak
ing their bellyaches, flu and measles to 
where the auto-accident victims are sewed 
up. A recent study reported in The Journal 
of the AMA, says that emergency-room visits 
in the Rochester, N.Y., area "have increased 
five times faster than the general population 
and there is no reason to believe that the 
emergency department demand will not con
tinue to increase." Si~ty-five percent of these 
cases were not emergencies according to the 
study and could probably have been better 
handled elsewhere. In Chicago, this figure is 
90 percent. 

The emergency room is not a particularly 
good place to be treated. In the Chicago area, 

only a fifth of the departments have a paid 
full-time doctor in charge; nearly half de
pend en unpaid MD volunteers. Only half are 
routinely equipped to set simple fractures, 
remove stitches or take off casts. Only seven 
percent handle compound fractures. 

One of every three Chicagoans visited an 
emergency room last year, rtwice the national 
rate ·and twice Chicago's rate of 15 years ago. 
As De Vise points out: "The emergency room, 
the lea.st-efficient and worst-staffed .and 
equipped department of the hospital, is the 
major provider of prim.ary care .... " For 
years, the eme.rgency room has been a place 
where black persons and poor whirtes were 
supposed to get care (see Cook County Hot;
pital: The Terrible Place, LOOK, May 18, 
1971). But now, at institutions like St. J•ames 
in Chicago Heights, middle-class whites sit 
right next to poor folks in the emergency
room waiting seotion. They are in the same 
predicament. 

As emergency rooms go, St. James• isn't 
bad. A couple of nurses are there all the time, 
and something more than 100 of the 155 
doctors on the staff take turns supervising 
in twenty-four-hour shifts. Unfortunately, 
the doctors are usually not present. They run 
the room by telephone. The hospital hires 
moonlighting doctors, residents in .another 
Chicago hospital, to treat patients. They are 
paid $210 for a 12-hour shift. The emergency
room charge is, at a minimum, $20, but the 
hospital says it loses money. 

Dr. Peter T. Fagan, president of the medi
cal staff, is not entirely happy With the opera
tion of rthe emergency room. "We should have 
specialized emergency-room physicians," he 
says. "Medicine is too sophisticated to prac
tice down there the way we do now." Sister 
Georgette, the hospital administrator, is •also 
not happy: "We have patients coming into 
the emergency room who have no other po1nt 
of entry into the medioal system," she says. 
"One thing the South Cook County Medical 
Society should do is have a. roster of doctoirs 
who would see new patients." I put her idea 
to Dr. John E. Driscoll, a surgeon who is 
president of the South Cook county Branch 
o! the Chicago Medical Society. It has 250 
members. He scoffs at the idea o:f a physi
clans• roster. "It hasn't worked in Chicago," 
he says. "Why would it work here?" 

I complain to Dr. Driscoll thiait the qualirty 
of medicine is bound ·to suffer with so few 
doctors •and so many persoillS. Isn't a doctor 
inclined to take shor:rtcuts, with a roomful 
of patients waiting? Don't the laitest statistics 
show that doctors now treait 11 percent of 
all complaints by telephone? Dr. Driscoll 
agrees: "A good dootor can take care of only 
so many patients. Many have aJttempted to 
take care of more patients than they should, 
and they can't give quality care because 
they're overextending themselves. It's not 
that they're incapable of practicing good 
medicine. It's just a reflection of their being 
so swamped." The sad ·thing is that preven
tive medicine, including routine checkups, 
can prolong life by early detection of killer 
diseases. 

Are the doctors as busy as they claim? 
What about all those jokes about them play
ing golf on Wednesday afternoons? The AMA, 
which surveys 5,000 physicians regularly, 
found the average workweek is 44.7 hours
somewhat less than that of many business
men. But this is just for patient care. Te
dious chores can add hours to a doctor's work
week. "Just look at this pile of papers!" I was 
told by Dr. Emanuel M. Racher, a Park For
est internist, who indicated a stack of insur
ance forms 18 inches high. "I have to fill 
these out personally." 

What aJbout making life easier for the doc
tor, and extending his services, by using phy
sicians' assistants? There has been extrav
agant publicity for the last five years about 
the training of doctors' helpers, but the AMA 
notes that only 350 to 400 persons are cur-

rently enrolled in these programs. In the five 
years, only 75 aides have been graduated, and 
another 150 are finishing this year. 

In Illinois, there is not a single physician's 
assistant. The closest thing to one is the 
nurse who weighs you and takes your tem
perature before the doctor comes into the 
examining room. The licensing law is murky 
on the subject of assistants. What medical 
procedures should they be allowed to per
form? What about malpractice actions? 

Dr. Paul Ashley, president of the South 
Cook County Health Care Planning Associa
tion, would like to train his own helpers, 
right in his own office, and give them a lot of 
leeway. "I'm willing to .take responsibility for 
my aides," he says. "Ideally, if the law and 
malpractice insurance permitted, they could 
do all sorts of things that only I am allowed 
to do now: skin biopsies, electronic removal 
of m ole<1, sutur~ 'g of m iner wounds that are 
not cosmetic, aspiration of breast cysts, etc." 

Dr. Ashley would even let his aides do rou
tine physical exams. The trick would be for 
them to know when to stop and call in the 
doctor-where there is a fast pulse, shortness 
of /breath, abdominal pain, a lump in the 
breast, etc. The doctor says that perhaps a 
computer could be u sed for history-taking; 
this would automatically call the doctor's at
tention to dangerous symptoms. In fact, 
computers are already doin g this, but in 
limited numbers. 

A kindly man, who looks like a movie ver
sion of a country doct or, Dr. Ashley is a firm 
believer in group prc.cticc. F if t een percent c. f 
America's doctors now are members of 
groups--of these, 60 percent are in multi
specialty clinics. Dr. Ashley thinks that 
groups, because they are generally more effi
cient, are an answer to the doctor shortage. 
He heads a small one, with three obstetri
cians, two internists and two GP's. Recently, 
he negotiated the merger of this group and 
two others. The 20 doctors in the combined 
group, he hopes, will operate a nursing home, 
a shelter for released mental patients and an 
extended-care facility. Good facilities will 
help attract new doctors, but he wants to do 
more. 

"It used to be you could attract a doctor 
by saying, 'We'll give you a chance to treat a 
lot of sick people.' Nonsense! Doctors want a 
six-week vacation, $50,000 a year, profit-shar
ing, free medical care and hospitalization, 
free malpractice insurance ... .'' Dr. Ashley 
says his new group will provide all that. 

Next door •to Park Forest, a new town called 
Park Forest South is rising from the corn
fields. Eventually, 100,000 people will live 
there. Its planners hope to build a 220-bed 
hospital that would be staffed by a group of 
prepaid physicians. Most of them will come 
from the 'Illinois Central Hospital in Chicago. 
a facility that was started by the railroad 
and still treats many railroad workers and 
their families, as well as many Chicago peo
ple. If the project materializes, the Chicago 
facility will close down, and many neighbor
hood people will have no place to get treat
ment. And in Park Forest South, the medi
cal group, even if expanded, will do no more 
than offset the population-irf that. 

What is needed, says Hirman Sibley, ex
ecutive director of the Hospital Planning 
Council for Metropolitan Chicago, "is to en
roll everybody in America in a national 
health-insurance program of some sort. This 
will attract doctors to poorer areas." He 
urges the public "to work with sympathetic 
doctors to develop group practice. The com
munity by itself can't attract doctors-only 
doctors can." For rural areas, he envisions 
small groups in major shopping towns, tied 
to large group clinics in medium-sized cities. 

Dr. W·alter C. Bornemeier, outgoing presi
dent of the AMA, thinks the shortage of 
doctors and their maldistrlbution will soon 
be a thing of the past. He says the AiMA was 
right in curtailing the number of doctors 
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years ago "because I knew doctors then who 
were actually on relief." Nowadays, he says, 
the AMA is in the forefront when it comes ·to 
seeking increased numbers of physicians. 

"The solution is coming," predicts Dr. 
Bornemeier, perhaps a bit optimistically. 
"The law of supply and demand wil'l assert 
itself. As excessive numbers of doctors pile 
up in some areas, competition will force them 
to the places that need them. It will all be 
over by 19'80." 

Dr. Bornemeier says other changes will 
help: more group practice, national health 
insurance enabling persons to afford medical 
care and, perhaps, office apprenticeships for 
finishing interns that wil'l attract doctors to 
places they are needed. 

Dr. Driscoll, of my local medical society, 
also believes ithat the plhysician shortage is 
temporary. He notes that new medical schools 
are opening in Illinois and that the Univer
sity of Illinois, the largest of our five present 
medical schools, is in the process of doubling 
its graduating class to 450 a year. 

I am not so confident. Traditionally, 50 to 
60 percent of our state's graduates have left 
Illinois. Wouldn't we just be training more 
doctors for places like California? Its eight 
medical schools don't even produce enough 
doctors to replace those who die in the state. 
It imports doctors from Chicago. "No matter 
how many more doctors we produce," says 
Pierre de Vise, "ithe shortages will continue 
to exist where they exist now because the 
doctors will continue to settle where they 
settle now." 

How do you find a doctor if you live in a 
medical desert? I asked this question of a 
number of physicians. One way that some
times works is •to make an appointment for a 
physical ex:amination while you're still well
the doctor may then accept you as a patient. 
Another way, and I know it sounds cynical, 
is to move .away from where the docto;rs 
aren't: small towns, black ghettos and blue
collar neighborhoods. Follow the doctors! 

U.S. MARINES COME HOME 
FROM VIETNAM 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay special tribute to the U.S. 
Marine Corps. After 6 years of fighting 
in South Vietnam, during which the Ma
rines achieved great success in combat as 
well as in exemplary service t.o the civil
ian populace of that country, the Marines 
this month began final redeployment of 
their forces from Vi·etnam to other bases 
in the western Pacific and the United 
States. 

I ask unanimous consent that follow
ing the conclusion of my remarks a rec
ord of achievement by the Marine Corps 
in Vietnam be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I make this report to 
the Senate so that the illustrious record 
of the Marines in Southeast Asia can be 
better known and understood, for this is 
a record unlike that of any other mili
tary unit in any other war. This is a rec
ord not only of a long and difficult com
bat mission but of a nation-building mis
sion as well. 

As a member of the Marine Corps in 
World War II, I make this report with 
great pride. The Marine Corps has long 
been considered the elite arm of this Na
tion's security forces. The record of the 
Marines in Southeast Asia proves that 
that reputation is well deserved. 

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

For the United States Marine Corps, the 
conflict in South Vietnam is ending. This 

month, the last elements of a Marine force 
which at one time held the five northern
most provinces of South Vietnam against a 
determined enemy began the final journey 
out of Vietnam. By the end of June of this 
year, only a few hundred Marines from an 
air/ground force which at one time num
bered more than 81 ,000 will remain in Viet
nam. After six years of bitter conflict, the 
longest and the most difficult war in the 196-
year history of this fighting organization is 
ending, and the Marines are coming home to 
take up the challenges of the post-war era 
in their traditional role as our Nation's 
"Force in Readiness." The Marines' return is 
truly a milestone, for it was the Marine Corps 
which deployed the first U.S. combat forces 
to Vietnam in 1965 and whose return now 
underscores this administration's commit
ment to reduce forces in Southeast Asia. 

For more ithan six years, the Marines
together with other U.S. and Free World 
Forces-have supported the Government of 
Vietnam's efforts to develop a vlruble and in
dependent naition. I think, thrut as the 
Marines return home, it is appropriate that 
we review briefly their record in Southeast 
Asia and identify the varied roles of Marine 
forces in ·that commitment. 

Marine Corps participation lbeg;an on 27 
February 1965 when the Joint Chie!s of Sta.ff 
relayed PresidentLal 1awroval to deploy a. 
Marine air/ ground team, the 9th Marine Ex
peditionary Brigade, to South Vietnam. Nine 
days lruter, on the morning of 8 March 1965, 
the 3d Batta;Uon, 9th Marines conducted an 
unopposed amphilbious landing near Danang 
to spearhead the introduction of U.S. comlbat 
units into South Vietnam. On •the same day, 
the 1st Battalion, 3d Marines began to arrive 
at Danang by air from Okinawa. Within two 
months, additional Marine units had been 
landed at Hue/ Phu Bai and Chu Lai. Just 
prior to the amphibious landing at Chu Lal, 
Marine forces consisting of most of the 3d 
Marine Division iand the 1st Marine Aircraft 
wing were redesignated as the 3d Marine Am
phibious Florce (III MAF) . 

The III MAF strength steadUy increased to 
meet increased operational requirements, so 
that at ·the beginning of 1968, Marine forces 
consisted of two and two-thirds divisions, one 
reinforced aircraft wing and 14 fixed wing 
and 10 helicopter squadrons, and a composite 
of combat support and combat service sup
port elements designated as the Force Logis
tics Command. At one point, total Marine 
Corps forces in. South Vietnam totaled nearly 
two-thirds of the entire operrutiona;l forces of 
the Marine Corps ·and one out of every three 
Marines was serving either in South Vietnam 
or the western Pacific. 

The original mission of the III MAF was 
to protect the airfield and the port and 
communications facilities at Danang, and 
to develop and defend. subsidiary airfields at 
Chu Lai and Hue/Phu Bai. Subsequently, a 
limited offensive responsibility was added to 
assist in the conduct of operations to ensure 
the security of the Vietnamese people. These 
responsibilities eventually developed to en
compass the conduct of all combat operations 
necessary to counter enemy actions. 

By the end of five months in South Viet
nam, the Marines had expanded their areas 
of responsibility from an initial eight square 
miles with a civilian population of 1,930 to 
417 square miles enclosing a civilian popUla
tion of 1~8,840. These totals eventually grew 
to 10,700 square miles ail!Cl. over 2,800,000 
people during the period when III MAF had 
operational control over all U.S. forces in I 
Corps Tactical Zone, the five northernmost 
provinces in South Vietnam. 

From the outset, Marine operations in 
South Vietnam were oriented to the realiza
tion that defeat of VC/NV A units would 
contribute to the total effort, but that victory 
in the end must derive from freeing the 
people of enemy domination and bringing 
them security and tranquility. The Marine 

strategy to achieve these goals embraced 
three concurrent efforts. 

First, participation with the Government. 
of South Vietnam and other U.S. agencies 
in pacification, including local protection of· 
the people, revolutionary development. 
through civic action, and training of Viet
namese military and paramilitary forces. 

Second, conducting vigorous small unit 
operations, on a round-the-clock basis, aimed 
at driving the VC from the heavily popu
lated areas and destroying his local infra
structure, thus separating the enemy from 
the people. 

And third, continually seeking opportuni
ties to deal heavy and destructive blows upon. 
large VC main force and NVA units and their· 
bases in order to dissipate their military 
efficiency and diminish their logistical capa
bility. 

Thus, with support of pacification and 
revolutionary development as its core, Ma
rine programs of counterguerrilla and large 
unit operations were directed toward the 
objective of assisting the Government of 
South Vietnam to extend oontrol throughout 
I Corps and ultimately, to defeat the VC/ NVA 
forces. This strategy was effective, and I 
think it is well to examine the magnitude 
of the Marine programs and the results 
achieved in accomplishing the basic goals 
of this strategy. 

The patrols, ambushes, and company-size 
search and clear operations by the Marines 
complemented both the large unit operations 
and the revolutionary development process 
by concentrating on the destruction of the 
Viet Cong infrastructure. During the period 
8 March 1965 to 31 December 1970, Marine 
units each month conducted more than 
14,000 small unit operations. The damage 
inflicted on the enemy's guerrilla. effort was
more than just combat losses, however. The 
Viet Cong recruit potential was engulfed 
by the expanding and increasingly effective 
Government of South Vietnam influence, re
quiring the induction of additional North 
Vietnamese Army members into local guer
rilla units. This dilution resulted in a force 
composition lacking the cohesion and moti va
tion necessary for effective insurgency. 

In addition to the thousands of ambushes 
and patrols conducted each month by Ma
rine units, several innovative operations and 
techniques were introduced by the Marines 
and proved highly successful in combating 
the guerrilla. One of these was the Kit Car
son Scout program, which was initiated by 
the III MAF and which employs former Viet 
Cong in combat operations against their old 
units. These Viet Cong, who have rallied to 
the side of the GVN and then rigidly screened 
and trained, were highly effective. By the 
end of 1968, the Kit Carson Scout program 
had expanded to include 476 Scouts. During 
that year, they accompanied 18,615 patrols 
in combat operations and were credited with 
the apprehension of 851 enemy suspects and 
the detection of over 2,000 explosive devices, 
caves, tunnels and caches. Moreover, they 
established an exemplary record of loyalty 
and dedication to Marine forces. 

Another innovation were the Golden 
Fleece operations initiated by the Marines 
in 1965 and designed to provide security for 
local Vietnamese farmers during rice har
vesting periods. Conducted in close coor
dination with local Vietnamese officials, 
Golden Fleece operations effectively denied 
the Viet Cong a source of food which in 
many cases had been uncontested in pre
vious years. Although often carried out by 
Marine battalions or larger size units, these 
operations involved small unit saturation 
patrolling and ambushes in areas adjacent to 
harvest sites, providing security for the 
farmers to and from the fields, and assisting 
in the transport of the harvested rice to pro
tected areas. Golden Fleece 7-1, conducted in 
September of 1966, indicates the effectiveness 
of this rice denial concept. During the 10-
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day operation, Viet Cong units were driven 
off, 727 tons of stolen rice were uncovered 
in an enemy cache, and 113 tons of rice 
were harvested by the protected Vietnamese 
farmers. The total of 840 tons of captured 
and harvested rice was sufficient to feed 31,-
000 Vietnamese civilians for over a year. 

Another effective element of the Marine 
strategy in South Vietnam included the con
duct of sizeable (Battalion or larger) offen
sive operations launched to isolate and de
stroy large VC main force and North Viet
namese Army units and to neutralize their 
base areas. Marine Corps forces, fully sup
ported by Marine fighter/attack aircra:ft, 
helicopters, and tactical transport aircraft, 
not only defeated repeated enemy attempts 
to gain the initiative in I Corps but also 
inflicted repeated crippling blows to the 
enemy's lines of communication and sup
port complexes, and caused major enemy 
units to withdraw into North Vietnam after 
suffering prohibitive personnel losses. 

The enemy's 1967 dry-season offensive in 
the Demilitarized Zone is a case in point. 
The enemy launched four major combined 
arms offensives to establish a foothold in 
inorthern Quang Tri Province. Each was 
turned back with heavy losses. In 1968, III 
MAF large unit operations administered a 
series of sharp defeats to elements of five r~g
ular NVA divisions. These [osses forced the 
enemy to withdraw NVA units to sanctu
aries in North Vietnam and Laos and re
sulted, by the end of 1968, in almost total 
absence of major enemy units in northern 
Quan2 Tri Province. 

During 1968, the enemy also launched an 
all-out offensive, timed to coincide with the 
Tet holiday, at the principal I Corps popula
tion centers of Hue, Danang, Quang Tri City, 
and Hoi An. The most intense sustained 
fighting of the Tet offensive took pJace in 
the old imperial city of Hue. Marine, U.S. 
Army and Vietnamese forces ejected enemy 
lodgments in the city and inflicted substan
tial casualties on the enemy forces. These 
irreparable losses forced the enemy to reas
sess his strategy and redirect his war effort 
toward countering the significant progress 
being made by the Government of South 
Vietnam's pacification and revolutionary 
development programs. 

Marine forces continued their mobile, ag
gressive tactics through 1969, inflicting con
siderable losses on the enemy and seizing 
large quantities of enemy weapons, ammu
nition, and food which degraded the enemy's 
offensive capabilities and undermined his 
morale. One of the most effective Marine 
Corps operations was Dewey Canyon, in Jan
uary and February of 1969, which must be 
ranked among the most significant campaigns 
of the war in terms of concept and results. 
Despite marginal weather, an independent 
regimental operation was projected in the 
Da Krong/ Ashau Valley, 30 air miles from the 
nearest base , and was sustained entirely by 
helicopter through a month of heavy combat. 
In addition to extensive nersonnel losses, the 
enemy lost individual weapons, small arms 
ammunition, explosives, food, artillery pieces, 
trucks, and heavy equipment. 

Integrated with and complementing the 
success of the Marines' large unit operations 
were the Special Landing Forces of the U.S. 
Navy's Seventh Fleet. Taking advantage of 
the inherent flexibility in existing amphib
ious doctrine, the Special Landing Forces 
were capable of projecting their combat 
power ashore in either an independent opera
tion or in conjunction with an operation by 
shore-based III MAF units. 

In one such operation, Bold Mariner/ Rus
sel Beach early in 1969, two Special Dandling 
Forces each consistLng of a B'.'1.tta11on Land
ing Team and •a Marine lb.elicopteJ:" squadron 
conducted .simultaneous .a.rn:phibil.ous .and 
heH.copteroorne iassa.Ults agia.inst enemy 
fol"ces occupying the Batanag3.n Peninsula 
south of Chu Lai and Quang Nam Province. 

Also simultaneously, a U.1S. Army task tforce 
maneuvered to seal off the southern .bound
ary of the oper,ating a.rea. Thus, without 
warrnng, a hithe·rto enemy sanctuary was 
surrounded and then .systematically searched 
and cleaa·ed. The operation served not'ice to 
the enemy that no are!a •was secure from the 
mobile striking power of the Marine Corps' 
Special Landing Floroes .and the Navy's Am
ph1Jbious R•eady Groups. Adding to its sig
nificance, this SipecLal Landing Force opera
tion returned nearly 12,000 Vietnamese c'ivil
ians to GVN infiue.nce. 

As a c0:mplement to liarge scrule operations, 
the Marines commenced in 196·6 to employ 
smaill reconnaissance te.ams, 1both in the 
hinterland and in regions of the coastal 
pl1ain, to observe the enemy ·and direct iartil
l·ery, .air strikes, and navial gunfire on enemy 
fOO"Ces detected. caned Sting Ray patrols, 
these lightly armed 1and lightly equ~ped 
teams were generally inserted by helicopter 
near the objective :area ia.nd moved ovetland 
by stealth to 1a prese:J.ected pOS:ition. The im
pact of these tnnovativ·e oper.ati.ons on the 
enemy was .acknowledged by the extensive 
efforts the Vie·t Cong 1and North Vdetnaimese 
units e~ended in attempts to ~ocate the 
Sting Ray patrols •when they suspected one in 
a .parttcu1ar area. 

Other innovative contrl:butions to the con
duct of oper.a.tions ag1ainst the enemy in
cluded the arl'estlng gear developed ias part 
of the Short Airfield for Tact'~ca1 iSupport 
(SATS), developed to save ,airer.aft •and lives. 
Air support .radars and transponder iboo.
oons-deve:J.oped ·by the MarLne Gorps-were 
used to guide planes through bad weather 
and darkness to conduct accurate 1and dev
astating strikes on the NVA/ VC. These tech
niques were railso succes·sful'l.y emp1loyed in 
guiding transport helicopters to f.riendly 
ground units .. On the ground, new equip
ment ·and techniques such as sensors, Inte
grated Observation Devices, and the Surv1eil
lanice/Reconnaissance Genter were tested and 
emiployed during the confilct to aid in de
feating the enemy. 

However effective were the III MAF forces 
in combat operations, the real measure of 
the total Marine Corps effort in South Viet
nam were the enduring and significant re
sults ·attained in establishing security in the 
villages and hamlets and in the success 
achieved in support of the Government of 
South Vietna·m's pa-Oification and revolution
ary development programs. 

One of the most successful means o'f pro
viding continuous security to Vietnamese 
hamlets and villages was the Combined Ac
tion Program. This program, initiated, de
veloped, and expanded by the Marine Corps, 
combined a squad of specially trained Ma
rines with a platoon of local Vietnamese 
militiamen, or Popular Forces. Begun with 
just one such combined platoon in 1965, the 
program steadily expanded so that by June 
of 1970, some 2,000 Marines and 3,000 Popu
lar Force and Regional Force (PF and RF) 
soldiers were participating. These combined 
action units conducted thousands of com
bat patrols and night ambushes and joined 
with territorial forces on numerous occa
sions for combined missions. In addition to 
providing security, this combined action pro
gram also helped upgrade the military pro
ficiency of indigenous forces. As pacification 
of an area reached the level where local forces 
were able to maintain security, the Marine 
forces then moved to a new and unpacified 
village to renew the process. At the time 
when Marine 'forces began redeployment 
from Vietnam, more than 100 such platoons 
were in full operation. 

An outgrowth of this highly successful 
program was the Combined Unit Pacification 
Program (OUPP), which was initiated in 1969 
and was designed to extend the hamlet and 
village pacification effort ·along the populated 
littoral against NV A/VC counter·pacification 
ploys. Conceptually, a MMine rifle company 

was employed with its headquarters colocated 
with the Vietnamese District Headquarters 
and each rifle platoon then assigned to op
erate with the Popular Force platoon. The 
first Marine unit deployed units to three 
hamlets; at the end of 1970, Marines were 
continuing CUPP participation in 22• ham
lets throughout Quang Nam Province and 
providing security for more than 31,000 Viet
namese civilians. 

Drawing on skills developed through the 
Combined Action Program and the Com
bined Unit Pacification Program, the terri
torial force units continued to increase in 
number and caprubility. As evidence that 
these Regional and Popular Force units have 
been effective in numerous independeillt com
bat operations and have ·been able to assume 
responsibility for their own population se
curity is that f-act that of the 3.1 million 
people living in .the five nO'l'\thernmos!t prov
inces, more than 95 per cent now live in 
secure villages. .In areas where an element 
of danger to rthe individual soldier and his 
fiamily is still evident, this is significant
and reflects a commitment by the people to 
their country ·and t.ts development. 

Reestablishment and reconstruction of the 
Vietnamese social, economic, and political 
systems were considered 1by the Marine forces 
to ·be a prerequisite to final victory, so a 
broad-scale civic raction .program was directed 
toward this goal. This program encompassed 
a number of activities ranging from direct 
material assistance to villagers in the form 
of food and clothing to short and long-term 
projeots in education, public wovks, agri
culture, transportation, communications, and 
health and sanitation. 

It was recognized early that one of the 
most critical deficiencies in Quang Tri Prov
ince was the lack of adequaite medical f1acil
ties to s·erve the ever-increasing population. 
To help the people overcome this immediate 
need and provide a lasting tribute to Marines 
and Navy men who have ·been killed in com
bat while serving with the 3d Marine Division 
of the III MAF, plans for construction of the 
3d Marine Division Memorial Ohildren's Hos· 
pital were initiated at Dong Ha Combat Base. 
A porition of the U .8. Na val Company "D" 
Medical Facility at Dong Ha was converted 
to temporary use as a Children's Hospital 
and was officially dedicated on 1 Septembet 
1968. Another purpose the Children's Hos· 
pital served was the training of a Viet
namese staff for ultimate employment in 
the hospital, thus ensuring rthe training and 
experience required for continued operation 
of the new hospital by the Vietnamese. 

Another significant example of the Marine 
Corps Civic Acition Program in Vietil!am is 
the Hoa Khanh Children's Hospirtail J<lcated 
near Danang. This modern 120-bed hospiital 
started •as a wood and tin first-aid station in 
1965 in the hamlet of Hoia Khanh, as part 
of a Medical Civic Action Program (MED 
CAP) by U.S. Navy doctors and Corpsmen of 
the 1st Battalion, 3d Marines. When these 
Marines were deployed further nor.th, the 
Force Logistics Command of III MAF took 
over responsibility for the expanding fir.st
aid station. Eventually, to meet the grow
ing demand, la much larger faciility was con
structed inside the Force Logistics Com
maind compound northwest of Danang. 

Vietnamese craftsmen were hired to con
struct a stone 'building under the supervi
sion of Navy Seabees and Marine Corps Engi
neers. Assisted by voluntary contributions of 
$300,000 by Marines aind Navymen and their 
friends in the U.S. and Vietnam, the hos
pital is now one of the largest medicaJ facili
ties of its kind in Southeast Asia. The hos
pital is not only ·an institution for major 
surgery but also for tihe treatment of skin 
infections, tuberculosis, pneumonia, plague 
and other illness. lit also provides training for 
S'Ome 70 Vietnlainese nurses, aides, and tecrh
niciians. In runticil.pation of the eventual 
phase-out of Marines from Vietnam, the hos-
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pital was transferred to the World Relief 
Commission (WRC) in June of 1969. This 
transfer ensured the continued smooth oper
ation of the hospital and the continued 
training of indigenous aides until the Viet
namese can assume complete responsibility 
for its operat ions and fun ct ions. 

The Marines ralso realized that providing 
support for the education of Vietnamese chil
dren would not only benefit them as individ
uals but would also enable them to contrib
ute to the bulleting of a viable nation. 
Through the III MAF Scholarship Fund, the 
General Lewis W. Wailt Scholarship Fund, 
and numerous personal contrtbutions of Ma
rines and their families, over 136,000 ohil
dren in I Corps were a;ssisted in continuing 
their educaition. The U.S. Marine Corps Re
serve/CARE Civic Action Fund provided 
school kits consisting of pens, pencils, copy 
books and Vietnamese arithmetic tables. 
This fund grew to $748,000 by 1971. The III 
MAF also aided in the construction of 251 
schools and 171 churahes, pogodas, and tem
ples (also used by the Vietnamese in the 
educatll.on of their children) . 

A clear-cut indicatJion of the progress 
made in education within I Corps can be 
gained by the fact that in 1955 there were 
only aibout 400,000 children in school in the 
entire country; by 1971, there were over 310,-
000 children in schools of all types in I 
Corps alone. Addition:ally, by 1971, there were 
1,059 elementary schools and 126 secondary 
schools wirthin I Corps. 

In summary, as the Marine forces redeploy 
from Vietnam to oontJingency stations in the 
Western Pacific and to bases in the United 
States, they leave behind them a legacy for 
continued improvement by an independerut 
ueople. 

The continuing combat success of the 
Government of South Vietnam forces, the 
significant gains in pacification and rural 
development, and the great social improve
ments which have been made in South Viet
nMn a.re posit-ive indications that the efforts 
of Marine forces have materially assisted 
the Vietnaniese people to aichieve security 
and tranquillity. Marine Corps execution of 
the three-fold strategy has provided for such 
innovative Marine Corps concepts as the 
Combined Action and Civil Action Programs 
and Golden Fleece Operations. Mairine com
bat operations agaiinst NV A and VC main 
force units were characterized by highly 
imaginative techniques which emphasized 
the increased mobility provided by the heli
copter. 

The vertical envelopIIlent concept, devel
oped by the Marine Corps, was refined and 
expanded in operations throughout I Corps. 
Marine units conducted ibold, aggressive heli
copterborne assaults, continuously supported 
by Marine :attack aircraft and by establish
ment and sequential dlisplacement Of airtil
lery fire support bases, to defeat enemy 
forces 11.n the mountainous northern and 
western regions of I Oorps. 

Marine Corps heroism and gallantry has 
added new history to its illustrious past. Such 
names as Dewey Canyon, Khe Sanh, Union, 
Con Thien, and Hue standr proudly alongside 
those of other years-Belleau Woods, Guad
alcanal, Iwo Jim.a, and Inchon. Marine Corps 
actions in South Vietnam, through more 
than six years of dedication and services to 
the people of this country and the people of 
South Vietnam, epitomize the motto of the 
Marine Corps--Semper Fidelis-Alwa.ys 
Faithful. 

The role of the Marine Corps of the fu
ture, like the Corps of the past, rests secure
ly in the hands of Congress and in the hearts 
of the American public. U one asks what its 
objective will be in the years ahead, the 
answer could be reflected in the words of 
the Corps' 19th Commandant, General Clif
ton B. Cates: 

"The Marine Corps has no ambition be
yond the performance of duty to its country. 

Its sole honor stems from the recognition 
which cannot be dienied to a Corps of men 
who have sought for themselves little more 
than a life of hardship and the most hazard
ous assignments in battle." 

The Marine Corps departs South Vietnam 
with honor, leaving behind an enviable rec
ord of faithful service rendered with a high 
degree of professionalism and competency. 

A true "Force in Readiness,'' the Marine 
Corps has established new standards for 
dedication and devotion to the ideals and 
objectives of this country. 

AGE D]SCRIMINATION LAW 
IS THWARTED 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, with 
unemployment reaching its highest level 
in approximaltely 9 years, older workers 
and their families have been parrticularly 
hard pressed. 

Today nearly 1.1 million persons 45 and 
older have lost their jobs, 83 percent 
more than in January 1969. Nearly 404,-
000 unemployed persons in .this age c·ate
gory have been searching for work for 
15 weeks or longer. And 191,000 have 
been jobless for more than 6 months. 

Mass layoffs, plant shutdowns, out
moded skills, and lack of training oppor
tunities have added to ·the special em
ployment problems of the so-called older 
worker. To compound his dHemma, there 
is still a widespread at titude in our so
ciety that the mature job applicant may 
not be as desirable as a young person. 

This occurs in spirte of the fact that a 
measure 1to .outlaw .age discrimination in 
employment was overwhelmingly ap
proved by Congress nearly 4 years ago. 
Yet, most labor experts will candidly 
acknowledge ,today that job discrimina
tion on the basis of age-whether covert 
or ov·ert--still exists today. 

During the last 3 years, the Senate 
Committee on Aging of which I am chair
man, has sounded the alarm in its •annual 
report about the deficiencies in the en
forcement process and possible loopholes 
in the law. According ito the most recent 
data, only 40 court suits have been pros
ecuted under the statute. The first age 
bias suit was filed late in 1969, and it is 
still pending. It is ironic that, during this 
period of employment problems, the very 
law intended to deal with age discrimi
nation is being thwarted. 

In the very near future, the Senate 
Committee on Aging will continue its 
study of "Unemployment Among Older 
Workers." During these hearings, we will 
explore a number of legislative propos-
1als--including my Older Americans Com
munity Service Employment Aot· and the 
Middle-Aged and Older Workers Em
ployment Act-to help move unemployed 
persons off the job less rolls to the pay 
rolls. Additionally, we shall seek out fur
ther solutions to protect older persons 
f riom rage bias in 1employmenit. 

An article in the Wall Street Journal 
of June 16, 1971, provides an excellent 
discussion about the inadequate enforce
ment of the age discrimination Joaw. 

Mr. President, I commend this article 
to my colleagues, and ask unanimous 
oonsent thalt it be printed 1ait this point 
in the RECORD. 

There bein~ no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as foil.lows: 
FAVORING THE YOUNG : PROHIBITION ON AGE 

BIAS IN EMPLOYMENT PROVES DIFFICULT TO 

ENFORCE 
(By Jim Hyatt) 

Otto Ray says his problem began when he 
and his son Roger, then 24, applied for jobs 
at a GreenVille, S.C., warehouse of Great 
Atlant;ic & Pacific Tea Co. 

"The man at the warehouse said he could 
put Roger to work the next morning,'' :rvrr. 
Ray recalls. "But he said if he hi.red me, I 
wouldn't last two weeks" after perronnel offi
cials at A&P learned of his age- -56. So he 
wasn't hired. 

Mr. Ray persisted, howe•ver, aofter a friend 
told him the U.S. Labor Department would 
go to bat for him over the issue of age· dis
crimination. Indeed, after negotiations be
tween A&P and department officials, Mr. Ray 
was hired at the warehouse in late 1969 and 
paid $1 ,599 in back wages. 

About two weeks later, he found that get
ting a job is one thing; keeping it is another, 
A&P let him go, saying he wasn't qualified 
for medical and other reasons; the concern 
denied any age discrimination Ln the matter. 
Mr. Ray views it somewhat differently. "They 
fired me because they had to hi.re me," he 
insists. In mid-1970 the Labor Department 
sued A&P on Mr. Ray's behalf. Last March 
the matter was settled when the company, 
without admitting any legal wrongdoing, 
paid Mr. Ray another $500. Currently he is 
unemployed. 

THE PROBLEMS OF ENFORCEMENT 

Such mixed results are clearly less thran 
what Congress had in mind when it banned 
age discrirnfrnation in employment in 1967. 
But four years later, Labor Department offi
cials say enforcd.ng the law 11.s proving far 
more difficult than expected. They say many 
employers still aren't aware that it is illegal 
to refuse to hire, to promote or to lay 
off a worker because of his age. Moreover, 
some employers find ways to disguise delib
erate discriminations. "Employers for the 
large part still consider age in their decision 
on hiring new people," asserts an official of 
the Michigan Civil Rights Commission. 

Layoffs and thP. soft economy have aggra
vated the problems of older workers, and 
the law banning .age bias doesn't appear to 
promise any widespread relief soon, croitic.s 
say. S?me observers even question whether 
the law has any value. "Enforcing the age
discrimination cla~ is almost hopeless," 
says George G. Klein, a director of the Forty 
Plus Club of New York, which helps find jobs 
for older executives. "An employer can legally 
use the color of your necktie" as an excuse 
against hiiring, he says. 

Although 27 states have some form of age
discrimination law, few of these are actively 
enforced. The Labor Department says that 
in Ohio, Texas, Montana and Indiana, age
statutes don't even provide for penalties 
Some officials question the effectiveness oJ 
the national law, too. "It has prevented 
some people from being laid off,'' one fed· 
eral attorney says, "but it isn't having the 
effect that Congress hoped for." 

PHYSICAL FITNZSS 

Unemployment for older workers is un
questionably a serious problem these days. 
The number of persons over 45 out of work 
has almost doubled in the past year. "Any
one over 50 is really in trouble today," says 
Walter Mason, owner of a Cleveland employ
ment agency. "Some people still feel you 
have to be 22 and fit to fight in Madison 
Square Garden to carry a sample case,'' addi: 
Tom White, vice president of industrial re
lations and personnel for Bristol Myers Co., 
New York. 

Because of continued high unemployment, 
federal officials say the number of age-bias 
i:iompla.ints increased 30% in the year ended 
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last June 30 and is rising steadily. New York 
State's Human Rights Division had a record 
number of age-bias complaints in fiscal 1970. 

Filing a complaint, of course, doesn't auto
matically solve the worker's problem. Prov
ing age discrimination is difficult; the case 
often turns into a "swearing match" be
tween the worker and hts boss, one attorney 
says. So officials must try to find a general 
pattern of discrimination at specific firms 
or in given industries to bolster their case. 
For example, investigators have found firms 
imposing physical examinations on all work
ers over 40, without a similar requirement 
for younger workers. 

Faced with situations in which the facts 
are often hard to prove, the Labor Depart
ment has moved slowly in bringing age
bias cases to court. Only a few cases have 
been decided, and those haven't produced 
a high batting average for plaintiffs. The 
government didn't file its first age-bias case 
until late 1969, and that matter is still 
pending. 

AGE AS A SAFETY FACTOR? 

This lawsuit alleges that Greyhound Lines 
Inc., the bus-transportation subsidiary of 
Greyhound Corp., has refused to hire "many 
individuals" between 40 and 65 because of 
their age. Greyhound defends its policy of 
requiring that new drivers be at least 24 
but no more than 35, "for reasons of safety." 

Older workers are also finding that their 
age-discrimination cases take a long time 
to resolve and often involve a less than satis
factory settlement. Consider the problem of 
Robert L. Brown, a 48-year-old Orlando, 
Fla., television newscaster until he was fired 
in January 1969. Mr. Brown says that when 
he asked for an explanation, he was told 
the station wanted to create a more youthful 
image. 

Last October, on his behalf, the Labor De
partment sued the station owner, Cowles 
Florida Broadcasting Inc., a subsidiary of 
Cowles Communications Inc., seeking Mr. 
Brown's reinstatement and back pay. Now, 
however, Mr. Brown says he settled the case 
for $2,000 because he needed the money. 
"It's just a spit in the bucket," he says, 
"but time is working against me. When you 
need it, you need it." He says he has gone 
into personal bankruptcy and lost his home. 
Currently, he does charter flying and broad
casts traffic reports on a radio station. 

In replying to the lawsuit, the station de
nied it had violated the age-discrimination 
law. In talks with the Labor Department, 
station officials asserted they let Mr. Brown 
go because his on-the-air performance was 
deteriorating and he wasn't qualified for 
other jobs. 

Although the federal age-bias law a.Iso per
mits workers to file their own private law
suits, results there, too, have been less than 
earth-shiattering .from :the individuals' point 
of view. 

Even the feder·al government gets involved 
in age-discrimination matters for Us own 
employes. Earlier this year .the U.S. Oivil 
Service Commission and the Justice Depart
ment asked Congress for authority to permit 
the agencfes to administratively establish 
maximum age limits for hiring workers in 
certain jobs when a limit is a "bona fide oc
cupational qualification." At present federal 
exceptions to the age-,bias ban require special 
acts of Congress. Attorney General John 
Mitchell has suggested that maximum age 
limits might ·apply to such jobs as border 
patrol agents and crimiual investigators for 
the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs. 

Some people say they even have a bard 
time finding an attorney to take an age
discrimination suit. ("If a ·potential client 
walked in the door tomorrow, I'd probably 
turn him down," concedes an attorney who 
is handling one such case. "The law isn't too 
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much use to us a.t this point." He says an 
employer can use "too many other reasons" 
to get rid of older workers.) 

Althougih the federal and private lawsuits 
have produced no landmark decisions in 
favor o1 older work·ers, Labor Department 
officials insist some progress 'has been made. 
The age-bias law requires that the depart
ment conduct behind-the-scenes talks with 
the worker and the employer before going 
to court. Often that method solves the prob
lem. The department cites these ex:amples: 

-A California water company turned down 
a 62-year-old man for a meter-reader's job 
but finally agreed to drop its age limit of 50 
on the job, and paid the man $9'88 in back 
wages. He wasn't hired, however, ;because he 
had obtained other employment in the 
meantime. 

-A chain store, despite an age limit of 55, 
agreed to hire a 59-year-old couple to man
age one of its outlets and paid more than 
$'2,800 in back wages. The older couple's 
resume, the company agreed, was as "fully 
impressive as those submitted •by other ·aippli
cants." 

-At one supermarket three snack-·bar em
ployes aged 62, 55, and 50 were discharged 
because the 'boss wanted to hire "young 
chicks" to improve business. Eventually, the 
three workers were reinstated and paid a total 
of $4,3'17 in baic·k wages. 

Moreover, some age barriers have been 
dropped through informal contacts between 
the Labor Department and employers, adver-

. tisers and employment agencies. In reporting 
to Congress in January, Labor Secretary 
James D. Hodgson said "some potentially dis
criminatory bars rto employment because of 
age were eliminated from over 500,000 jobs" 
during the year ended last June 30. 

Companies, too, say they have changed 
some policies, partly as a result of the federal 
law. Mr. White of Bristol Myers says his com
pany doesn't ask applicants for their age in 
job ·interviews. "Nobody asks for age any 
more," insists Frank Plasha, president of the 
American Society for Personnel Administra
tion. "You inhibit the individual from reany · 
putting the best foot forward." 

One personnel man, however, confides that 
when his company removed the date of 'birth 
space on its job forms, he started looking at 
the high school gradiuation date to figure out 
aipproximate age. One corporate attorney says 
"every employer wonders what's going to 
happen if he lays off a man 1between the ages 
of 40 and 65. You've got to 'be damn careful 
or somebody's going to haul you on the mat.'' 

DR. GEORGE S. LANGFORD RETIRES 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, for the 

past 14 years, Dr. George Langford has 
been an outstanding leader in this Na
tion's battle to preserve and improve our 
environment. As State entomologist for 
the Maryland Board of Agriculture, Dr. 
Langford has had a career of quiet yet 
truly distinguished accomplishment, and 
his work during over 40 years of public 
service has brought him international ac
claim. 

Dr. Langford is now returning to pri
vate life, to be succeeded in his post by 
another very able man, Dr. Robert Alt
man. On behalf of the citizens of Mary
land, and indeed of people everywhere 
concerned about the preservation of 'our 
environmental heritage, I would like to 
offer the very deepest of thanks to Dr. 
Langford as he retires, and my best 
wishes to Dr. Altman as he assumes the 
important duties which his predecessor 
has discharged so well. I ask unanimous 
consent to insert into the RECORD at this 

point the following ar·ticle from the 
Mi;1,ryland State Board of Agriculture's 
Agricultural Review, detailing some of 
the highlights of Dr. Langford's long and 
productive career. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DR. LANGFORD RETIRES AS STATE ENTOMOLOGIST 

Every Marylander who has dug a garden, 
planted a tree, cultivated a rose, decorated a 
Christmas tree, or produced a crop is in
debted in some measure to a quiet, modest 
State Board of Agriculture (SBA) scientist 
who is retiring this month after 42 years 
of public service in Maryland. 

Long before it became so popul,a.r and 
pressing, Dr. George S. Langford was on the 
firing line of the battle to protect a.nd pre
serve our environment. 

State Entomologist since 1957, Dr. Lang
ford early in his career directed the biological 
control program that eliminated the Japanese 
beetle as a major pest in Maryland. 

An outst·anding example of the use of an 
insect disease (milky spore) -rather than 
chemicals-to control insects, the Japanese 
beetle control program brought national and 
internatiolllal recognition to Maryland and 
Dr. Langford. 

Also, living has been made a little more 
pleasant in many places-and possible in 
some-through the State's Mosquito Control 
Program which, under Dr. Langford's direc
tion, has grown to include more than 1,100 
Maryland communities in a cooperative war 
on the disease-carrying insects. 

Named by Governor Agnew in 1967 to a 
commission to study the need for control of 
pesticide use, Dr. Langford played an im
portant role in shaping Maryland's new Pes
ticide Applicators Control Law. 

"Dr. George Langford's leadership, his work 
and many contributions will have a continu
ing impact on the well being and welfare of 
his fellow men, the State and the Nation for 
a long time to come," Director of SBA Pro
grams Dr. Charles P. Ellington said. 

POPULAR SUPPORT IN MASSACHU
SETrS FOR COMPREHENSIVE NA
TIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

debate over national health insurance 
continues to increase in its proportions. 
One of the important areas of discussion 
is concerned with whether the Federal 
Government should administer the pro
gram, or whether private insurance com
panies should continue to retain the 
responsibility for the program. Too often, 
the needs and opinions of the people 
involved in the issue are not duly con
sidered. 

A recent poll, conducted by the Becker 
Research Corp. in Boston for the Boston 
Globe, indicates that 64 percent of the 
population in Massachusetts favors the 
position that the Federal Government 
should "take over the responsibility of 
providing medical care for all those who 
want it." Only 30 percent opPoSe the 
Federal Government's administering the 
program. Indeed, a majority of the peo
ple in each of the income groups sampled 
in the poll were in favor of the Federal 
Government's administering a national 
health program. 

I believe that the Massachusetts poll 
is an important indication of popular 
support for a Federal health care pro
gram. In fact, as the poll indicates, there 
is broad support for a complete Federal 
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takeover of the health system in the 
Nation. Thus, the people are willing to 
go far beyond any steps proposed in any 
pending legislation, and far beyond what 
many other Senators and I have pro
po.sed in the Health Security Act. 

I believe this poll will be of interest to 
all of us concerned with public attitudes 
on the health care issue, and I ask unan
imous consent that the Massachusetts 
poll be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the poll was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
MASSACHUSETTS POLL: BAY STATERS PREFER 

UNrrED STATES MEDICAL PAYMENT 

People in Massachusetts, by better than 
2 to 1, f·a.vor the Federal government's fur
nishing medical dare, according to the Mas
sachusetts Poll, conducted for The Globe by 
the Becker Research Corp. of Boston. 

The poll shows 64 percent for and 30 per
cent against changing the present system of 
medical care so that the Federal government 
would take over. 

Opinion tends to divide along partisan 
lines. Seven Democrats iand independents in 
10 support the idea, while· Republioans are 
divided, with 46 percent in fa vor and 49 per-

cent opposed. There also seems to be less re
ceptivity to the proposal among the more 
atHuent than among the lower-income groups. 

A Boston carpenter said: "In most Euro
pean countries it's a success." 

A Boston truck driver remarked: "The 
British use it and have seemed to be suc
cessful." 

A barber said: "The Federal government 
should move in on the hospitals, otherwise 
leave medLoal care a.lone; $110 for a hospital 
bed is too much." 

A Chelseia businessman called it "too much 
socialism, too high cost." 

A f·a.ctory worker from All.Slton said: "The 
government shouldn "t delve into those 
things ." 

A production manager from Dorohester, 
unemployed, said: "You s·tart to gert into so
clialized medicine." 

The poll was t aken by telephone between 
Feb. 5 and Feb. 12 among 1000 Massachu
setts residents 18 yerurs or older. 

The poll results: 
QUESTION PEOPLE WERE ASKED 

"Some people have proposed changing the 
present system of medical care in this coun
try so that the Federa l government would 
t .ake over the responsib111ty of p~oviding 
medical care for all those who want it. 
Would you favor or oppose this change?" 

Percent 

Favor Oppose 
No 

opinion Base 

Total Massachusetts public ___ __ ___ __ __ ______________ ___ - --- -- - ------ - _ 64 

65 
63 
64 

30 

26 
32 
29 

(1, 000) 

(506) 
(296) 
(198) 

Area of State: City of Boston __ __ ___ __ ____ __ __ ____ ___ _____ _______ ___ _______ ___ _ _ 
Boston suburbs 1 ___ ______ _________ ______ _____ ____ __ ____ __ ____ _ __ _ 
Rest of State ___ ___ __ ____ __ ___ ___ ________ _____ _____ ____ ___ __ __ __ _ 

Political party: Democrats ___ ____ _____ __ _______________ __ ___ ___ ________ __ _____ _ _ 70 
46 
67 

23 
49 
27 

(551) 
(223) 
(181) 

Republicans _____ ______ ___________ __ ________ _______ ___ ____ __ ____ _ 
Independents ___ ______ _____________________ __ ______ -- - - - --- ____ _ 

Sex: . Men ____ ___ ______ ___ ____ ____ ______ ___ - - -- -- ____ __ ____ ____ __ ____ _ 64 
63 

31 
30 

(499) 
(501) 

Women ___ _____ _____ ___ __ _____ ________ ____ ________ _____ ________ _ 

Income: Under $5,000 ____ _____ ___ __ _______ ___ ___ __ _________ ____ _________ _ 68 
71 
72 
64 
52 

24 
17 
22 
32 
45 

8 (184) 
(142) 
(192) 
(227) 
(146) 

$5,000 to $7,499 _____________ _______ ___ ____ _____ _________________ _ 
12 
6 
4 
3 

$7,500 to $9,999 _______ _____________ ______ __ ____ ___ ________ __ ____ _ 
$10,000 to $14,999 ____ _____________ ______ _____ _______ ____ ----- - __ _ 
$15,000 and over ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ _____ ___ _______ _____ __________ _ 

1 Counties of Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, Plymouth, and Suffolk, excluding Boston. 

AIR LINKS FOR THE NATION'S 
CAPITAL 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, today 
marks the 30th anniversary of Washing
ton National Airport, the country's out
standing example of a major airport con
veniently located for the community it 
serves. 

This conVt_nience of location is ex
tremely impo'ftant. Washington National 
is the principal air gateway for the Na
tion's Capital. The gateway is now used 
by about 9% million people annually. 
Whether they come here to visit historic 
shrines, to conduct business with the ex
ecutive branch or to express their views 
to their elected representatives, they all 
benefit from the airport's close-in loca
tion. 

The fact that Washington National 
is but a few minutes away from the Capi
tol Building saves time for the thousands 
who come here each year to testify on 
important matters. It also saves time for 
many Members of Congress. 

Government, of course, is the principal 
occupation of this area. But ranking next 
is tourism. In the Nation's Capital tour-

ism is-next to Government--the single 
biggest source of income. 

In 1970, 17% million visitors came to 
the District of Columbia. There were 680 
conventions here last year. Of the dele
gates to these conventions, about 300,000 
came here by air. They spent an esti
mated $55 million, including more than 
$22 million on hotel rooms, more than 
$15 million on restaurant meals, about 
$2.8 million on local transportation and 
more than a million dollars on sightsee
ing tours. 

A heavily used airport such as Wash
ingto'n National requires continuing ef
forts to insure that facilities are ade
quate. The airlines serving Washington 
National have made such ,an effort. 
Since 1967, they have invested more than 
$15 million there to increase terminal 
capacity by some 60 percent. Public 
parking space has been increased by 
37 percent. 

The Washington Metropolitan area is 
fortunate in having a well balanced air
port system. The primary role of Wash
ington National is to provide short-range 
and medium-range air transportation. 
More than half of the operations there 
involve cities within 300 miles of Wash-

ington and more than three-fourths of 
the flights serve cities within a radius 
of 500 miles. 

Dulles International is ideal as a gate .. 
way for long-range air trave,1, includ
ing transcontinental flights. In addition, 
Dulles is handling an increasing numbe·r 
of international flights. 

Friendship airport serves the entire 
State of Maryland, including Washing
ton's Maryland suburbs. 

Over the years, air travel to and from 
the Washington area is likely to increase 
substantially. Most of this increase will 
be handled by Dulles and Friendship. 
Yet, Washington National should remain 
an important gateway for the quick, 
short air trip. 

The airport's 30th anniversary should 
remind us of the importance of air links 
for the Nation's Capital and the impor
tance of adequate airport facilities here 

USE OF WASHINGTON NATIONAL 
AND DULLES INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORTS 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the Federal 

Aviation Administration's April traffic 
report reflects a continuing upward trend 
in the use of National Airport with a cor
responding decline in business at Dulles. 

Domestic air carrier operations at Na
tional in April were up 11.1 percent over 
the same month a year ago and up 2.5 
percent for the year to date. Similar air 
carrier operations at Dulles were up by 
3.6 percent in April but down by 4.9 per
cent for the year. 

The passenger figures for the month 
and year to date are in even sharper con
trast. In April, National Airport regis
tered an 18-percent increase over the 
same month a year ago and a 5.3-percent 
increase for the year to date. The num
ber of domestic airline passengers using 
Dulles was down by 3.4 percent in April 
and 12.5 percent for the year. 

Mr. President, the FAA cites the end of 
the National Airlines strike of last year 
as one factor in the increase at National 
this year. That strike, which lasted from 
February 1, to April 27, 1970, may have 
had some impact on the airport's busi
ness last year and thus would make this 
year 's t raffic appear to be growing much 
faster than it is, but I doubt that it was 
as significant as the FAA makes it out 
to be. 

In normal circumstances, National Air
lines accounts for approximately 9 to 10 
percen t of the airport's business. During 
the strike, National Airlines continued to 
account for 5.3 percent of Washington 
National's traffic, and it is almost certain 
that the other carriers absorbed most of 
the remaining business through higher 
load factors in overlapping routes. 

Mr. President, whether these traffic 
figures are directly related to the intro
duction of stretch jets at National Air
port as I am convinced they are, or 
whether they are the result of other fac
tors as well, one thing is clear: National 
Airport is rapidly expanding its traffic at 
the expense of Dulles Airport. The FAA 
continues to disregard its responsibilities 
to the people of this area and to the 
American taxpayers, and I believe it is 
time that its promotion of the airlines' 
interest to the exclusion of all else was 
brought to an end. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at this point in my remarks 
there be printed in the RECORD the FAA's 
April traffic report together with a cover 
letter from the Department of Transpor
tation and my letter of reply. 

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

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 
TRANSPORTATION, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WILLIAM B. SPONG, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPONG: Attached is the ac
tivity sheet you requested from the Federal 
Aviation Administration on Washington Na
tional and Dulles Airports. 

For your information, the rather marked 

increase shown by Washington Nllltional Air
port is due to the fact that in April of 1970, 
National Airlines was on strike. This strike 
ended in May, therefore, when comparing 
this year's activity with that of last year, the 
percent of increase does not reflect a 'true 
comparison of the actual usage which would 
normally occur. 

Sincerely, 
LAURENCE J. BURTON, 

Director, Office of Congressional Relations. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION-NATIONAL CAPITAL AIRPORTS 

WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIR.PORT ACTIVITYt 

April Year-to-date 

Percent Percent 

1971 
change from 

1970 1971 
change from 

1970 

Operations: 
18, 665 +11.1 71, 092 +2.5 Air carrier _________________ 

General aviation ____________ 9,677 +4.7 32, 631 -10.3 
Military. ___________ • ______ 118 -41.9 558 -35. 7 

Total operations __________ 28, 460 +8.4 104, 281 -2.2 

Cargo (thousand. pounds): a 
Airmail: 

April 

1971 

Percent 
change from 

1970 

Year-to-date 

1971 

Percent 
change from 

1970 

Domestic______________ 3, 168 +20.1 12, 552 +23. 3 I nternationaL _______ ---- ______________________________________________________ _ 

Total air mail_ ______ _ 
1st-class mai'-------- - -----

3, 168 
2, 886 

-!-20. 1 
-19.9 

12, 552 
11, 108 

+23.3 
-21.7 

Passengers: 
Domestic airlines___________ 930, 919 +18.0 3, 130, 145 +3. 5 Freight: 
International airlines _____ --------_ -- --- _ -_ --- ____ - _ --- _ -- -- ___ - -- _ - - ___ -- - - -- -- -- -- - Domestic______________ 6, 207 -15. 8 23, 914 -3. 8 

Total airlines ___________ ._ 930, 919 
All others2 ________________ 44, 128 

Total passengers _________ 975, 047 

Operations: Air carrier_ ________________ 5, 124 
General aviation ____________ 7, 940 
Military __ --------- - -- -- --- 4, 818 

Total operations __________ 17, 882 

Passengers: 
Domestic airlines ___________ 146, 441 
International airlines ________ 26, 670 

Total airlines _____________ 173, 111 
All others 2 ________________ 17, 084 

Total passengers _________ 190, 195 

Operations: 
Air carrier ______ ----------- 23, 789 
General aviation ____________ 17, 617 
Military. --- -- -- -- -- --- ---- 4, 936 

Total operations __________ 46, 342 

Passengers: 
l, 077, 360 Domestic airlines_-- - -- __ ---

International airlines ________ 26, 670 

Total airlines _____________ 1, 104, 030 
All others2 _________________ 61, 212 

Total passengers _________ 1, 165, 242 

1 Total of inbound and outbound traffic. 
2 General aviation and military. 

+18.0 
+43.1 

+19.0 

+3.6 
-1.1 

+74. 7 

+13.6 

-3.4 
+23.3 

-.9 
+11.8 

+.9 

+9.4 
+2.0 

+66.7 

+10.4 

+14.6 
+23.3 

+14.8 
+32.7 

+15.6 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE O.N COMMERCE, 

Washington, D.C., June 14, 1971. 
Mr.LAURENCEJ.BURTON, 
Office of Congressional Relations, Department 

of Transportation, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BURTON: Thank you for sending 

my office the monthly report on traffic at 
Washington National and Dulles Airports. 

I have noted your reference to the National 
Airlines strike and it m ray 1be a factor in the 
tremendous increase in Nati001al Airports 
business. However, it is far from explaining 
the whole 18 pe:rcent growth in domestic 
airline passenge:rs or the 11 .. 1 percent inc:rease 

I nternationaL _____ ------ ______________________________ _______ __ _______________ _ 
3, 130, 145 +3.5 

146, 406 +23.1 Total freight_ ________ 6, 207 -15. 8 23, 914 -3.8 
Express. __________________ 1, 303 -40. 4 7, 317 +2.2 

3, 276, 551 +4.2 Total cargo ______________ 13, 564 -14. 2 54, 891 -2.6 

DULLES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT ACTIVITY 

Cargo (thousand pounds): s 
19, 890 -4.9 Airmail: 
25, 617 -13. 2 Domestic ______________ 1, 098 -2.8 4, 143 -9.8 
17, 912 +59.8 International_ __________ 290 +42.2 1, 579 +133.6 

63, 419 +2.9 Total air mail__ ______ 1, 388 +4.0 5, 722 +8.6 
1st-class mail__ ____________ 957 -30.1 4, 205 -17.8 

498, 678 -12. 5 
83, 607 +9.3 Freight: Domestic ______________ 1, 783 -14.5 7, 036 -1.5 

582, 285 -9.9 International__ _________ 1,492 +3._3 5, 325 +13.0 
60, 232 +8.9 

Total freight_ ________ 3, 275 
642, 517 -8.4 

-7.3 12, 361 +4.3 

Express ________ ----------- 120 -55.6 485 -25.9 
Total cargo ______________ 5, 740 -11.8 22, 773 -.5 

TOTAL WASHINGTON AIRPORTS ACTIVITY 1 

90, 982 +0.8 
Cargo (thousand pounds): a 

Air Mail: 
-11.6 Domestic _______ ------- 4, 266 +13.2 16, 695 +13.0 
+52. 9 International__ _________ 290 +42.2 1, 579 +133. 6 

58, 248 
18, 470 

167, 700 -.3 Total air mail. _______ 4, 556 +14. 7 18, 274 +18.3 

First-class mail. ___________ 3, 843 -22. 7 15, 313 -20. 7 
+1.0 3, 628, 823 

83, 607 +9.3 Freight: 
Domestic ______________ 7, 990 -15. 5 30, 950 -3. 3 

+1.1 I nternationaL. ________ 1, 492 +3.3 5, 325 +13. 0 
+18.6 

Total freight_ ________ 9,482 -13. l 36, 275 -1.2 
+1.9 

3, 712, 430 
206, 638 

3, 919, 068 Express ___________________ 1, 423 -42.1 7, 802 -.1 
Total cargo ______________ 19, 304 -13. 5 77, 664 -2.0 

a Partially estimated. 

in air carrier operations. And it does nothing 
to shed light on the 12.5 percent decline in 
domestic passengers at Dulles. 

In fact, the National Airlines Sltl'ike ended 
on April 27th and not in May. ':Dhe work stop
page did not totally shutdown the airline's 
operations, burt merely reduced them from 
the normal 10 percent of the airport's traffic 
to aJbout 5.3 percent. In any event, it is al
most ceritatn that the other air carriers 
picked up the slack through much higher 
load factors over the srune gen.e:rraJ. routes 
than they otherwise would have had. 

Airline strike nQIW when it was nOit even men
tioned as ia factor in the FAA stretch jet eval
uaition l®St winter. In thrat T·eporrt; much was 
made of the fact thrat National .Alirpor;t 1traffic 
had declined during the study period rby 5.3 
percent. Had the loss of traffic on Nattonal 
Airlirnes (Which was struck at that time) 
been taken into •account, National Airport 
would have been shown aibout even with 1969 
figures, notiwithstanding the economic reces• 
sion. This all seems to me a very selective 
use of the facts .. 

I am curious as to how it is that the FAA 
places so much emphlllSis on the Nat1o·nal 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM B. SPONG, Jr. 
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SUBSIDY FOR LOCKHEED 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in the 

weeks ahead, the question of the appro
priations of a Government subsidy for 
Lockheed Aircraft Corp. will confront 
every Member of the Senate. I have con
cluded that such a subsidy cannot be 
justified. I believe, however, that every 
bit of information on this corporation 
and its history can benefit the Senate. A 
most excellent story, written by H. L. 
Schwartz III, of the Associated Press and 
presenting the historical background of 
Lockheed Aircraft Corp., should benefit 
the Senate in its deliberations. 

I ask unanimous consent that this arti
cle by H. L. Schwartz III, of the Asso
ciated Press, be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

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

[From The News & Observer, June 13, 1971] 
LoCKHEED STRUGGLES To STAY IN THE 

"BLUE SKY" 
(By H. L. Schwartz III) 

BURBANK, CALIF.-When A. Karl Kotchian 
first walked into a. Lockheed Aircraft Corp. 
plant three decades ago "it was the busiest 
place I ever saw." 

"All the lights were blazing," recalls the 
tall, white-haired ex-accountant, now ithe 
company's president. "Papers were scattered 
everywhere, even on the :floor." 

The year was 1941 and although the United 
States was not yet at war, Lockheed already 
was churning out the first of 19,000 m111tary 
aircraft, including the famed P38 Lightning, 
only U.S. fighter to serve throughout World 
War II. 

The lights stm burn all night at Lockheed's 
biege-colored Burbank headquarters, but for 
a different reason. 

Now Kotchlan, Board Chairman Daniel J. 
Haughton ,and others in a much-criticized 
management are trying with help from the 
Nixon administration to save Lockheed, the 
nation's 33ird largest corporation, from col
lapsing into bankruptcy. 

Haughton, most visible symbol of the com
pany as he zips about the country in his 
10-seat Jetstar, is optimistic. "There's blue 
sky up there," said the 59-year-old executive 
in an interview. 

FEDERAL LOAN 
Haughton insists that Lockheed can reach 

that blue sky only if Congress approves Presi
dent Nixon's proposal for $250 million in fed
eral loan guarantees. That, he said, would 
tide over the company until it can make fii'st 
deliveries next spring on the Tristar, its 
whaleshaped, 400-passenger LlOll airbus. 

But 101S hearings be~an lMt week in the 
Senate Banking Committee, the outlook ap
peared no bette,r than 50-50 that Congress 
would come to the aid of the company. 

Less than five years ago Lockheed Aircraft 
Corp., was earning money hand over fist, 
nearly all of it in government work. 

LEADING CONTRACTOR 
For nine of the past 10 years Lockheed 

has been the nation's leading defense con
tractor. It still is. But from record earnings 
of $58.9 million 1966 it has plunged to losses 
of $32.6 million in 1969 and $86.3 Inill1on 
last year. 

Anxious to cut back its share of an in
creasingly depressed defense market, Lock
heed is despera.te to get back into <'Otnmer
cla.l work, a field it abandoned in 1960 after 
db;astrous losses on the Electra. Turboprop. 

The immediate cause of the company's 
new troubles wa.s the bankruptcy Feb. 4 of 
Rolls Royce Ltd., which is making the jet 
engines for the Trl,Star. 

The Rolls collapse has delayed scheduled 
delivery of the first 27 Tristars for which 
Lockheed this fall would have received final 
payments of $10 IniUion a,piece. 

Already reeling from $484 milllon in losses 
on four government contl'\acts, Lockheed ls 
in debt to a consortium of 24 banks which 
refuse to lend another cent unless the gov
ernment guarantees they'll get it back. 

If the company goes under, says an in
dustry source, ,i,t may simply ,be a case of "live 
1by the sword, die by the sword." 

SPORTY COURSE 
Steeped in a tradition of fierce competi

tion and super.salesmanship-there 1's one re
ported incident where customers physically 
barred their dioors--Lockheed has made ene
mies among rivals in a hotly competitive 
business once described by Northrop Chia.lr
man Tom Jones as a "sporty course to run." 

Among other things, Lockheed has been 
accused, in Congress and elsewhere, of de
liberately underbidding competitors for gov
ernment business, particularly on the C-5A, 
one of the four contracts ,which went sour. 
Haughton and other Lockheed executives 
f1atly deny it. 

So far, Aerojet General of Call.fornia ls 
the only competitor <to openly oppose the 
loan guarantee, ibut two executives of Lock
heed's biggest rival in the commercial field, 
McDonnell-Douglas, have written "private 
citizen" letters from their homes to con
gressional committees opposing the Nixon 
proposal. They, like Ae<rojet General, contend 
rthe government shouldn't bail out any prd
vate business. 

Lockheed's tradition of derring-do goes 
back to 1913 when two barnstorming 'broth
ers, Allan and Ma.lcolm Loughead (pro
nounced Lockheed) built · a seaplane and 
flew it over San Francisco Bay et 60 miles 
.per houcr. 

EARLY PLANES 
In 1916 they founded a company that was 

to build some of the most famoua airplanes 
of all time. 

Before going bankrupt in the Depression 
the Loughea.ds produced the Winnie Mae, 
a single engine Vega in which one
eyed Wiley Post circled the globe. Amelia 
Earhart set a nonstop a-ass-country record 
for women in another Vega. Anne Morrow 
Lindbergh flew another model Lockheed 
across the Bering Strait to Tokyo. 

In 1932, Robert E. Gross, a Harvaird-edu
cated Boston socialite, and six associates 
paid $40,000 for bankrupt Lockheed. "I hope 
you know what you're doing,'' said the judge 
who appW'Ved the sale. 

Flor awhile it looked like Gross didn't. In 
the first six months Lockheed gold only 
$23,000 in spare parts. Then Gross conceived 
the plane he would fly to riches. 

It was the Electra 10, a twin-engine, all
meta.l, 10-passenger oraft with the highest 
proficiency and lowest price, $36,000, of any 
comparable airplane of its time. 

WAR'S IMPETUS 
With order backlogs soaring from $535,000 

in 1935 to $6.1 Inillion in 1938, the stage was 
set for World War II to turn a going concern 
into a giant. 

In 1938 Lockheed won a $21 million order 
tJo build needed bombers for embattled 
Britain. 

The plane was the rugged Hudson. Since 
the United States was not at WM", the U.S. 
Neutrality Act forbade either U.S. or British 
citizens from ferrying the bombers from 
American son. 

At the suggestion of Courtlandt Gross, who 
had come west to join his elder brother in 
the I.Jockheed. executive suite, the company 
bought a. North Dakqta wheat !arm on the 
Caniadian border. Hudsons were flown to the 
farm, hitched to horses and drawn across 
the border. Canadians unhitched them. Brit
ish pilots flew them home. 

During the war Lockheed's 93,000 em
ployes-there were 64 when Gross went int.IC> 
business-turned out P38s at the rate of 15 
a dla.y along with Hudsons, Venturas, Har· 
poons, Lodestars, Boeing-de$gned Bl 7 flying 
fortresses and the Constellation, a f'our
engine airliner which would dominate com
mercial aiir t:riavel into the 60s. Near the end 
of the WBll", it began building the F80 Shoot
ing Star, first operational U.S. jet fighter. 

WEAPONS CONTRACTS 
With its background in Inilitary hard.we.re 

and. a reputation for excellence, Lockheed 
won an ever increasing share of weapons con
tracts. 

In 1954, it developed the F104 Starfighter, 
and! peddled irt so aggressively around the 
world that two West German politicians 
claimed they had to physically bar their doors 
to Lockheed salesmen. 

Although 11 NATO nations appear well 
pleased with the plane, and 2,496 have been 
builrt abroad, <there · were severe troubles 
adapting it to German demands. The planes 
crashed so often that many German pilots 
refused to :fly them. 

Still "the missile with a man in it" set 
world records for speed, alUtude and! time-to
climb, and exports of rthe plane accounted 
for $1.4 b11lion of the nation's 1965 trade 
sur.plus. 

Lockheed, '.however, sold only 297 of <the 
Fl04s directly to the U.S. Air Force. In a 
dramatic example of the hazards of defense 
work, the Air Force insisted it needed the 
plane, then changed its tactical concepts. 

PROFITABLE PRODUCTS 
Lockheed, nevertheless, continued to churn 

out profitable products; the Polaris missile, 
the C130 Hercules transpOTlt, the U2 spy plane 
and its successor, the SR71, and the Agena 
rocket. 

In 1959, even ,as Lockheed was getting ever 
more involved in defense work that soon 
would represent 90 per cent of its business, 
then President Courtla.ndt Gross already was 
talking about commercial supersonic trans
ports and a wide-bodied air-bus. 

"The supersonic 'airliner is definitely com
ing," said an internal ,1960 Lockheed memo. 
"It is going :to be a remarkable boon to air 
travel 'andl the passengers will love it." 

Lockheed bid for the SST con<traict, believ
ing the billion-dollar federal plum would 
open the way to $20 billion in commercial 
sales. It lost to Boeing in what rturned out 
:to be an astounding piece of luck, even 1f 
it did prove Lockheed forecasts wrong. Con
gress killed the program this year aflter spend
ing $800 million. 

Ill bidding on the SST, Lockheed was al
ready trying to overcome the results of a de
cision rthat had! written it out of the com
mercial market. 

SMALLER PLANE 
In 1954, Lockheed marketing analysts de

cided the era of full jet airliners was a long 
way off. 1So while Boeing wa.S planning to 
build the 707, Lockheed opted for a smaller 
plane powered by a turbo-prop to hang onto 
the airline business it had won with the 
Constellation.. 

The success of Boeing's 707 and the similar 
Douglas DCB is part of aviation history now. 
So is the story of the Electra Turboprop 
which began to come apart in the skies in 
1959. 

The plane•s defects were corrected at a cost 
of $25 million, and while the craft is in serv
ice around the world today, in 1959 Lock
heed sold only 176 civilian copies instead of 
a projected 400 and eventually wound up 
writing off $250 million. 

With the 1959 Electra. disaster, plus $31 
million in losses on its executive Jetsta.r, 
Lockheed went $43 million into the red in 
1960, and retreated almost entirely into de
fense work. 

It proved to be a bad time for the plunge. 
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While there had always been large risks in de
veloping and producing weapons that could 
become obsolete overnight, the government 
had traditionally assumed much of the cost 
overruns. 

PENTAGON CHANGES 

The risks, however, began to increase dra
matically as the Pentagon, under fire from 
critics of defense spending, began to seek 
fewer but more complex weapons systems 
under revamped contracting procedures that 
shifted more of the risk to the contractors. 

Lockheed pulled out all stops for new bus
iness, enhancing its reputation for purpose
ly underbidding-called "buying in"-and 
for reaching too far in promising techno
logical results. 

Most notable examples of this are the C5 
Galaxy, the Cheyenne helicopter and the 
motor for the Short Range Attack Missile, a 
nuclear-tipped air-to-ground weapon. Infla
tion, unforeseen technical difficulties and the 
tightest military contracts ever awarded 
proved too much. On Feb. 1 this year Haugh
ton reluctantly signed an agreement with the 
Pentagon accepting $484 million ln losses on 
these programs, plu s some Navy shipbuilding 
contract s. 

About $200 million of this loss was incur
red on the C5, designed to airlift huge 
amounts of military cargo to trouble spots 
anywhere In the world. 

WINS CONTRACT 

In the fierce bidding, Lockheed won the 
contract to build 115 planes for $1.9 billion
$400 million below Boeing and $100 million 
under Douglas, later forced to merge with 
McDonnell. 

"You have heard statements raising the 
question of whether Lockheed 'bought in' on 
the 05 program with a knowingly low bid," 
Haughton told ;the House Armed Services 
Committee on June 17, 1969. "The simple 
answer 'Ls that we did not buy in." 

Nevertheless, within two months o! the 
final contract signing in 1966 the 05 began 
experiencing cost overruns which, according 
to an Air Force cost analyst, would total $2 
billion. Instead of 115 planes, the Air Force 
decided to buy only 81. 

In testimony, news conferences and inter
views Haughton repeatedly has said Lock
heed did not anticipate this inflation caused 
by escalation of the Vietnam war. 

He and other Lockheed executives admit 
to other miscalculations but say the most 
Important was their belief the government 
would honor its contracts instead of cutting 
back on the C5 and cancelling the Cheyenne 
helicopt er. 

OVERREACHING SEEN 

"If you're asking where our troubles be
gan,'' said Haughton, who became chairman 
in 1967, "they began with us doing a new 
type of contracting and to be sure we were a 
party and we are responsible. But there's 
another side of it and they were responsible, 
too." 

While the C5 is cit ed as the prime example 
of underbidding, the Cheyenne helicopter, 
which the Pentagon cancelled for default, 
and the SRAM motor, on which Lockheed 
has been forced to take a $30 m1llion loss, 
a.re pointed to as examples of overreaching. 

"Look,'' Haughton told an interviewer, 
"We've had development difficulties in this 
business since we started and the only thing 
that's going to keep you from having de
velopment difficulties is to (1) not reach far 
enough and (2) take the development so 
slow you may not get what you want in 
time." 

Despite its massive difficulties, Lockheed 
executives predict the company can regain 
its health by selling a.t least 409 TrlStars 
even though it has only 178 orders so far, 
needs 220 to break even and air travel is way 
off industry predictions. 

TRISTAR ORDERS 

In 1968, Lockheed 1announced the first or
ders for TriStar, designed Ito carry 400 pas
sengers on flights too short to be economical 
for the giant Boeing 747. 

The announcement, a month before Mc
Donnell-Douglas announced first orders for 
its competing DClO, created a sensation. 
Lockheed stock jumped 20 points. 

Wit h long experience in the commercial 
field, however, McDonnell-Douglas caught up 
fast In orders for the $15-milllon planes and 
now has 50 more than Lockheed with first 
dellveries scheduled next month. 

McDonnell-Douglas ls using General Elec
itric engines while Lockheed, in opting for 
Rolls Royce, may itself have become a victim 
of supersalesmanship. 

The British maker of luxury cars, pursuing 
what one Rolls executive has called a "con
stant and unwavering ambition" to put a 
major engine in a major U.S. commercial 
plane, won the $2.6-billion Lockheed contract 
after a frantic price-cutting war With GE, 
offering to sell three engines at $840,000 
apiece. They are now expected to cost $1.1 
million. 

MADE MISTAKES 

"I wouldn't itell you we hadn't made any 
mistakes, you know,'' Haugh:ton said, "Some
body could accuse me of making a mistake in 
selecting ithe Rolls engines. We don't think 
we made a mistake. We think the engine 
clearly won the competition." 

Lockheed also may suffer from its long ab
sence from commercial aviation. 

The company sank $55 million into a 
gleaming new assembly line alt Palmdale, 
Calif., where it has turned out three ma
chines that fly, itwo that are being ground 
tested, and bits and pieces of 12 other air
craft. 

McDonnell-Douglas, using parts shipped in 
from plants as far away as Montreal and 
·st. Louis, has completed six planes at Long 
Beach, Calif., where it has been bullcLing 
DC8s and DC9s for more than a decade. 
Thirty-five other planes are in various stages 
of construction. 

With all its troubles and admitted errors 
in past predictions, Haugh:ton was asked 
what made him think Lockheed projections 
for the future would prove any more 
accurate. 

"I think we're smarter than we were," he 
said. "I sure hope so." 

HEARING ON PRESIDENT'S ENERGY 
MESSAGE 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, earlier 
today the Senaite Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee held its initial hear
ing on the establishment of a National 
·Fuels and Energy Policy. The senior 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
RANDOLPH) serves as an ex o:ffi.c,io mem
ber of the Interior Committee for pur
poses of this study. At this morning's 
hearing he presented a statement on the 
President's energy message which is of 
general interest. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR RANDOLPH 

Mr. Chairman, in response to your invita
tion, I express apprecla tion for this oppor
tunity to paritlci'Pate dn this higbly signif
icant heairing on a subject which merits the 
high priority which you and your colleagues 
of the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee have esta:blished. In fact, the Senate, by 

adopting Senate Resolution 45 which you, 
Mr. Chairman, and the Senator now speak
ing co-sponsored, gave your Committee the 
authority to prescribe the priority on which 
you are moving into consideration of a na
ti.onal fuels and energy policy. 

I 1believe you have acted wisely and with 
appropr:iateness by not moving formally 1nltlo 
the study authorized by S. Res. 45 until after 
the President of the United Sbaites had 
delivered his "Clean Energy" Message to the 
Congress. And I think you are equally wise 
and appropriate in now convening your 
Committee to begin the national fuels and 
energy policy study by holding this hearing 
on that message by the President. 

It is my request that I be permitted to 
comment briefly on the message and then be 
allowed to expand my views in a lengthier 
statement for insertion in the record of the 
heartng followtng these verbal comments. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that, With 
a few exceptions, the President's energy 
message stresses the pursuit of a series of 
pr:ograms on the hypothesis that a valid na
tional fuels a.nd energy policy already exists. 

But there is not such a national fuels and 
energy policy-at least not a 'coherent, syn
chronized policy-and the Presidential mes
sage did not include several important topics 
which, it seems to me, should be considered 
in the development of such a policy. I ruc
pand on these assertions in the additional 
comments which I wlll not take time to 
express verbally, but which I offer for the 
record. 

Primary among the deficiencies to which 
I alluded is the matter of the relwtlonship 
between energy demand and national pro
ductivity. For the past several years, the 
annual energy oonsumption in the United 
States has grown at a fa.ster pace than the 
annual level of productivity. Hence, increases 
in productivity require increasing am()!Ullts of 
energy. If demand is related to productivity, 
this situation makes it almost lmpoSSlible to 
forecast energy requirements---even for the 
very neao: future. 

While economic growth is obviously neces
sary, the ability to meet energy dema.nd&
especially demand for electric power-ls be
coming increasingly difficult. The use of 
energy throughout the Amertican economy 
must be evaluated more p'l'eelisely so that the 
trend toward economically inefficient use of 
energy can be reversed. 

The lack of corirelaition between energy 
consumption and productivity in the past 
couple Of yea.rs indicates tha.t dt might be 
not only possible but desirable to decrease 
energy consumption Withourt; adversely a!
fecting productivi:ty. If, on the other hand, 
an increasingly larger share Of energy is be
ing used for personal convenience, rather 
than for lncrea.sing the standwrd Of living, 
then thds use must be recognized so that 
necessary goals are not compromised by a. 
lack Of energy. 

I believe, too, that we must consider how 
muob. of our national fuels demand should 
be supplied from foreign sources, both on a 
regional basis and on a naitio!llal basis. While 
it is desirable to supply energy at the lowest 
envdronmental quiallty requirements, it can 
be potentially harmful, in my opinion, to 
develop an unbalainced dependence on for
eign fuels. 

An exatrlple is thie trend toward more and 
more rellance on foreign residual oil for 
~ledtrtc power plants on the East 000.St. 
Severe problems might be created for the 
future by this increasing dependence on for
eign sources, considering the vagaries of 
producer-country policies and the decreasing 
yield Of residuaJ. oil from domestic refilllertes. 

More and more of the national generat
ing capacity is moving in this direotion. It 
is ipossible that imports from Canada would 
relieve our fuel supply problems only on a 
very sbiort term basis. 
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In this connection, I feel it would ·be ap

propriate to examd.ne rthe desirability of, or 
need for, a power grid covering the entire 
Nonth Amer ioa coI11tinent. 

A third consideration is whether or not 
we should estrublish a specific fuel mix for 
various energy purposes-an end-use policy. 
Prior to the consideration of such a policy, 
there would be a defining of the mix of 
energy sources and uses, to the extent possi
ble. For instance, an elect rified mass transit 
system to effeotuate reduced reliance on in
dividual motor vehi:Clle, eleotrical power as 
opposed t o fossi1l fuels for space heatd.ng, and 
so on. Such a definition perhaps would en
hance resource development plans, s.s well 
as the research ·and development pTograms 
needed ·to stimulate a betteir utilization ot 
all resources. 

The current practices of using fossil fuels 
on a full-steam-ahead basis could lead to a 
depletion of the total supply, thus denying 
certain fuels ito processes in which !they can 
best be u tilized. 

A fourt h element to be addressed is the 
desirability and/ or feasibility of maintaining 
and continually improving the efficiency of 
energy conversion processes. Until recently, 
the fuel use. In the cases of oil and coal-fired 
steam electric plants, however, the efficiency 
is remaining essentially constant. This re
sults from a combination of fuel pricing, 
plant efficiencies, and the richness of lthe fuel 

· itself. 
A specific instance of decreasing efficiency 

in fuel use is seen in the decreasing ratio of 
transpotration miles per unit of fuel. Im
provements in the energy-conversion effic
iency trends could be achieved through tech
n ological controls or administrative controls 
and incentives-probably a combination of 
the two. 

A fift h concern would detail the required 
procedures and practices for the orderly de
velopment of indigenous potential, or un
discovered, resources. Geological surveys in
dicat e that vast quantities of fossil fuels re
main to be discovered and can eventually be 
made comme.reially available at varying costs. 

An indication of the ab111ty to meet lon g
term requirements is the reserve""lto-produc
tion ratio. For petroleum and natural gas, 
this ratio has been generally declining due 
to both increased demand and decreased ad
ditions to the proved reserve. It would be 
imprudent to allow this ratio to become too 
low. To maintain long-term industry and 
consumer stability, it is apparent that the 
annual reserve additions must grow. Poten
tial administrait ive technological procedures 
must be developed properly to improve the 
discovery and recovery of natural resources. 

We also must address ourselves to the dis
tribution of future population increases, es
pecially with respect to local requirements 
for all types of energy. The whole question 
of people and energy-with all its ramifica
tions (per capita consumption, personal 
safety, mobility, security, dependence on 
energy, etc. )-should be discussed in the 
light of land use, mass transit, and power 
plant location policies. Future population 
locations, if allowed to develop unguided, 
could result in ever-expanding megalopol
itary patterns. The increased demands for 
energy in all segments of the economy in 
such a situation would place unwarranted 
burdens on all fuel and energy sources, pri
marily on their transmission and locations. 

The six elements I have discussed should 
not be the only features of a national 
policy-nor should they be considered as per
fect expressions. But, they are indicative of 
the level of discussions that must be opened 
before specific development programs pro
ceed, such as those mentioned in the Presi
dent's message. 

If the nation continues as at present, inept 
policy eventually will be forced on us as the 
result of a series of uncoordinated programs. 

FUNDING 

The President's message delineates certain 
increases in funds to be included in the FY 
'72 budget for a series of research and de
velopment programs. It is not clear how 
these funds are related to recent authoriza
tions and expenditures; thus, their poten
tial contributions are unclear. The following 
t able list ing increases in requested funds 
should be appropriately completed in order 
t o fully understand their thrust. 

[In millions of dollars) 

Program 

Sulfur oxide cont rol tech-nology _______ ______ ____ _ 
Nuclear breeder reactor ____ _ 
Controlled fusion research __ _ 
Nuclear reactor safety ___ ___ _ 

Presi
dent's 
men- Actual Actual 

tioned expendi- expendi-
increases tu res in tures in 

in fiscal in fiscal in fiscal 
year 1972 year 1971 year 1970 

15 ---------- - - - -- - ----
27 - - --- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -
2 --------------------
3 ------------ --- --- --

Addit ionally, t he m essage lists FY '72 
budget levels for other programs. Again, it 
must be determined how these levels com
pare to recent expenditures. These programs 
are listed below: 

Program 

(In millions of dollars) 

Request 
for 

fiscal 
year 
1972 

Actual 
expendi

tures, 
fiscal 
year 
1971 

Actual 
expendi

tures, 
fiscal 
year 
1970 

Coal gasification _____ __ ____ _ 
Coal mine health and safety __ 

20 -------- - ---- - --- -- -
30 - ------------ -------

The message further lists development 
programs that are either on-going or wm · 
soon be implemented. It would be very val
uable to know their recent levels of expendi
tures, as well as to have some idea of 
planned future expenditures. These pro
grams are listed below: 

Program 

Actually 
spent fiscal 

year-
Planned for fiscal 

year-

1970 1971 1972 1973 1972- 76 1 

~0~b 1~~~!~~~g1~s~~=== = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = 
Underground electric transmission ____ ___ ___ _____ __ ___ __ ______ ________ ___ __ _ _ 
Advanced reactor concepts _____ ____ __ __________ ___ ___ _____ _ 
Solar energy ___________ _____ __ _________ __ _____________ ___ _ 

i Cumulative. 

In order to fully assess the eftlcacy of the 
proposed energy programs, the omissions in 
the above three tables should be completed 
with the most accurate information that can 
be determined. Who will supply it? 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAM 

The President's proposed energy program 
combines technological efforts and adminis
trative procedures. I have attempted to de
termine how long it will take for each ele
ment to start to exert a signficant effect on 
the overall fuels and energy problem. These 
time estimates are admittedly approximate 
but they are primarily based on available 
information related to the expected per
formance of each element. 

This analysis indicates that the total 
realistically significant effects will be felt in 
5 to 15 years from now but closer to the 
end of this period. The program elements 
that will have significant impact within 
the next five years include: 

a. Incentives for industry to search for 

new sources of natural gas; and stepped-up 
coal gasification; and, 

b. Facilitating imports of natural and 
liquified gas from Canada and other nations; 
and, 

c. Improving trade in crude oil with 
Canada. 

The success of these elements is very much 
dependent upon the amounts of fuels that 
are available, both immediately and later, 
assuming that these elements are to be con
tinuous. What is lacking is a good estimate 
of the additional amounts of these fuels to 
be made available from these elements as 
opposed to continuing current practices. 

A further gross omission in the message is 
the interrelationship, in time, of the in
dividual elements. For example, what will 
be the impact on the coal gasification pro
gram priority if incentives and increased 
imports of naturitl gas do make large quanti
ties of less-expensive gas available? Con
versely, what will happen if the gasification 
program results in large quantities of gas at 
prices competitive with domestic natural 
sources and imports? 

Perhaps the most important element miss
ing in the message is that of oil imports from 
nations other than Canada. Without a com
plet e discussion of this and lacking a. fuller 
understanding of import relationship with 
all the elements now a nd in the future, the 
message lacks cohesion. 

TIME ANALYSIS OF THE PRESIDENT'S ENERGY MESSAGE 

Item 

Sulfur oxide control 

Period of years from now 
when specific item will have 

signi ficant effect 

more 
0- 5 5- 15 . 15- 30 than 30 

technology _________________ ____ __ X ------ - -
Nuclear breeder reactor_ __________________ X 
Coal gasification ____________________ X --------
Coal mine health and safety___ _ (') ------------- -Controlled fusion research ___ ________ ______________ X 
Coal liquefaction ____ ___ __ __ _________ X 
MHD power cycle ____ __ ____________ _ X 
Underground electric 

transmission___ __ __________ (1) ------ -- ---- - -
Nuclear reactor safety_________ (1) ------ - ---- - - -
Advanced reactor concepts __ ____ __ __ _ X 
Solar energy __ ___ - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- - X 
Outer-shelf leasing ________ __________ X ----- - - -
Oilshale ___ _ ------ - --- -- ---- -- ----- X Geothermal energy ______ ________ ____ X 
Natural gas supply: 

Accelerated leasing ___ ___ _________ X 
Gasification demo ____ _____________ X 

Incentives ___ ______ ______ X --------------
Imports ____ ________ -- --- X ------------- -
Nuclear stimulation ______________ : ____ X 

Imports from Canada __________ X --------------
Timely supplies of nuclear 

fuels _____ ---------- - -- - -- -- --- - - X 
Energy conservation: 

Increased efficiency ___ ______ X --------------
Environmental pricing_ __ __ __ (2) --------- - --- -

~~~~~~e~n;~~~~~o~--= = = === ===- --(2)-- ~ ---======== 
Developing measures________ (2) ------------- -

Powerplant siting __________ ___ ______ X 
Sulfur oxide emission charge __ _______ X - - ------
Reorganization_ __ __ __________ (2) ---- - --- -- - ---

i Not available. 
2 Indeterminate. 

PROTECTING OUR HERITAGE 
OF WILD ANIMALS 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the 
United States occupies lands and is sur
rounded by waters which nature richly 
endowed with hundreds of noble species. 
Many such species should have been long 
ago protected by law. It is tragic that our 
Nation has rapaciously exploited this 
natural inheritance by killing animals 
far beyond the need for food, clothing, 
and shelter. In our zeal for profit, we sac
rificed wealth. 
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But in recent years, the environmental 

crisis has aroused in us 'what Albert 
Schweitzer called "reverence for life." 
And it is in the spirit of reverence for life 
that I speak on behalf of three meaisures 
concerning animal protection: Senate 
Joint Resolution 84, S. 1315, and S. 1116. 

Senate Joint Resolution 84 establishes 
a Tule Elk National Wildlife Refuge. I am 
delighted to have joined Senator CRAN
STON of California and Senator NELSON 
of Wisconsin in introducing this reso~u
tion. Moreover, we have aicted in close co
operation with Representative DINGELL, 
of Michigan, who introduced the same 
measure in the House. 

The tule elk, which once flourished in 
the grasslands of the Sacramento and 
San Joachim Valleys of California, are 
near extinction. Only about 290 survive-
far fewer than the 2,000 conservationists 
believe necessary to insure survival of the 
species. 

In their struggle to survive, the tule elk 
have been hunted by fur trappers, 
slaughtered by meat producers, pushed 
from their grazing lands by settlers and 
developel"s, and forced by ranchers to 
compete 'with livestock for food. In 1885, 
their numbers fell as low as 28. The elk 
survive today, not in their native terri
tory, but in areas where they were trans
planted in previous efforts to save them. 
Their future still remains in question. 

Senate Joint Resolution 84 authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to increase 
the size of the tule elk herd to at least 
2,000 members by acquiring lands for 
refuge, relocating elk when necessary, 
and cooperating with the State of Cali
fornia in managing the herd. 

The second measure, S. 1315, protects 
ocean mammals. I joined Senator HAR
RIS of Oklahoma in introducing this bill 
to limit the unnecessary killing of whales, 
seals, otters, sea lions, porpoises, and 
polar bears. 

s. 1315 prevents U.S. citizens and ships 
from taking ocean mammals and pro
hibits the importation of ocean mammals 
or their parts into the United States. It 
provides that international negotiations 
be undertaken toward banning the dec
imation of ocean mammals. And it es
tablishes ·a Commission to assist the 
Aleuts of the Pribilof Islands in develop
ing an economy to take the place of the 
slaughter of seals. 

As the most affluent Nation, consuming 
the largest portion of products made 
from ocean mammals, we should be the 
first Nation to curb the abuses of afflu
ence. There was a time when products of 
ocean mammals were necessary for day 
to day living in some parts of our coun
try. But today, no product of these ani
mals is essential to human welfare or 
survival. Indeed, we are becoming in
creasingly aware that human survival 
itself is partially dependent on the sur
vival of these mammals in sufficient num
bers to maintain ecological balance. 
Therefore, it is time to halt the brutal 
slaughter of ocean mammals, whose prod
ucts may be afforded only by the afflu
ent, but whose preservation can benefit 
all mankind. 

The third measure is S. 1116. I joined 
Senator JACKSON of Washington in intro
ducing this bill which would end the kill-

ing of wild horses and burros on public 
lands. 

Once there were more than 2 million 
wild horses and burros roaming the West. 
Today there are less than 17,000. Once 
these animals played a major role in ·the 
exploration and settlement of the West. 
Today they are being used for target 
practice, hunted for dog :food, ·and har
assed by sadistic profiteers. 

This bill requires the establishment 
·and main·tenan·ce of at least 12 refuges 
by the Secretary of ithe Interior. It re
quires the 1Secretary to cooperate with 
local governments 1and landowners to 
protect the animals, and it stipulates 
penalties for violation. 

1Surely the thundering hooves of wild 
horses are the drumbeat of the Western 
American spirit. But without immediate 
Federal action, ·their power and grace, 
their majestic beauty will be lost for
ever-in only 10 years. 

That would be an irreconcilable trag
edy. Our children would inherit a West 
without wild horses. And ·that would be 
no Wes·t at all. 

Mr. President, wild horses and burros, 
ocean mammals, and tule elk are three 
groups of animals with much in common. 
They are warmblooded animals that 
have been coldbloodedly killed by man, 
often imprudently for profit or perverse 
pleasure. Th·ey are intelligent animals 
that have been slain relentlessly by man, 
so long ignorant thait their existence con
tributes to his own. And they are noble 
animals whose continued slaughter can 
only annihilate our 1aspirations to 
nobility. 

Surely our growing reverence for these 
free and ·wild creatures reflects our fin
est human impulses. And it is time to 
turn 1these impulses into legislation that 
will enrich our own experience and pro
vide a natural inheritance of which our 
children can 'be proud. That is why I 
support these three measures. 

UTILIZATION OF FORT DETRICK 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we are all 

deeply concerned about the urgent need 
to establish legislative initiatives to ex
pand the national effort to conquer 
cancer. 

I introduced with Senator KENNEDY, 
chairman of the Health Subcommittee 
of the Committee on La.bor and Public 
Welfare Committee, of which I ·am rank
ing minority member, S. 34, the Conquest 
of Cancer Ac1t which has the bipartisan 
support of more than 50 Senators. 

Pres'ident Ni~on's deep commitment to 
expand the national effort to conquer 
cancer is well known to all Americans. 
The President launched a successful 
campaign for an extra $100 million for 
cancer research, and the President's 
legislative program to conquer cancer, 
S. 1828, has been introduced by Senator 
DOMINICK. 

If we are to achieve the goals recog
nized by S. 34 1and S. 1828, we will need 
f'acilities capable of producing large 
amolln'ts of biological raw materials for 
various ongoing cancer research pro
grams. Another major requirement for 
J.iaunching the drive against cancer is 
specially equipped laboratories, capable 

of protecting personnel against extreme 
biological hazards, and experts who are 
trained in the handling of dangerous 
material. 

The utilization of the facilities at Fort 
Detrick now facing a decision to supply 
such needs and help to 1achieve the de
sired results, has been proposed by Sena
tors MATHIAS and BEALL. I ask unanimous 
consent that ·an editorial in the recent 
issue of the Frederick Post entitled 
"Detrick Deadline Nears" be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

[From the Fredertck (Md.) Post, 
May li8, 1971] 

DETRICK DEADLINE NEARS 

We heartily sulbsoribe to the sentiments of 
Senator Charles Mee. Mathias in his recent 
ill:uminating stwtement on the floor of the 
upper chamber of Congress tha.t it is time 
that Congress and the Nixon AdminiSltration 
decided to fish or cut bait on .the future of 
Fort Detrick. 

iA.s the deadline for the start of the next 
fiscal yeair on July 1 approaches despite all 
of the efforts of Senwtor Ma.t hias, Senator 
J. Glenn Beall Jr. and 'Oongressma.n Goodloe 
E. Byron, the ifuture of a large part of t he 
mulitim.illion dollar research fa cUities in 
Frederick are still obscured in mystery. 

Mathias urges passage of Senate Bill 34 
which would create a National Cancer Au
thority to search for a cure for the dread 
disease and aid President Nixon in aittaining · 
one of his "six great goals." 

The bill is of speci·al interest to Senatorrs 
Mathias and Beall, tboith of 'W'hOill want Presi
dent Nixon t o include Fort Detrick in his 
overall plans. 

Both Senator Mathias am.d Senator Beall 
requested in a letter sent to the President 
in February thwt he consider the use Of Fort 
Detrick as research headquarters and Sena
tor Maithias made the same request in his 
speech on the Senate floor last week. 

Mathi1as said, there has as yet been no re
. sponse from either President Nixon or Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare El
liot Richardson. 

Nothing is so important to the economy 
of Frederick Couruty as a firm determination 
of the fate of Fort Detrick. 

An'<:l certainly the 18 months anxious wait
ing following :the announcement of President 
Nixon that the U.S. would halt the produc
tion of offensive biological weapons to which 
the efforts of Fort Detrick's highly skilled 
scientific team was dedicwted has been a sad 
illustrwt1on of bureaucratic fumbling and 
fu:tility. 

In taking the Senate floor to Jiaud President 
Nixon's pledge that his aidministration is 
dedicated to an all-out effort to find a cure 
for cancer, Senator Mathias well polruted out 
th8/t the highly sophisticated laiboratories at 
Fort Detrick are ideally available as the 
locus of such a national crusiade. 

Quottng President Ni~on's statemerut that 
he "feels it is importaint that this campaign 
to find 1a cure for cancer be identified as one 
of our highest p:r:iorities and ;that its poten
tial for Telieving human suffering not be 
compromised by ,the ·familiar dangers of bu
reaucracy and red tape," Frederick County's 
senior senator expressed to his colleagues in 
sober but pointed language the .growing fear 
that in actuality this is just what may occur. 

"I should like to call to the attention of 
the Senate," he said, "that there is an insti
tuti.on operated by the United States Army 
called Fort Detrick. 

"The ,people of America hlave invested one 
quarter of a billion dollars in real estate and 
scientific equipment at its laboratories for 
the purpose of developing the awesome 
science of biological wad'are. 
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"In November of 19'69, President Nixon on 

the advice of the National Security Council 
renounced offensive biological warfare. 

"And in the succeeding 18 months except 
for some defensive studies, the sophisticated 
laboratories with $185 million dollars worth 
of equipment and the highly talented scien
tific team which operates them has been 
without a mission." 

Senator Mathilas said that he has been 
reliably informed that of this $185 million 
dolla.rs worth of equipment already owned 
by the governmenrt that at least $100 m1111on 
dollars worth of it could be easily converted 
immediately to start this cancer reseiarch 
program. 

"For some reason," he told the Senate," 
which I think the President has well iden
tified as bureaucracy and red tape no de
finitive decision has been made in the past 
18 months as to the eventual fate of Fort 
Detri·ck, its costly equipment, and its su
perbly talented scientific team. 

Frederick's senator added that he is grave
ly concerned because when the halt in the 
production of biJological weapons was first 
announced that he interceded with the De
p:artment of the Army to keep the scientific 
team intact pending a decision by the g01V
ernment on the eventual use of the facilities 
at Fort Detrick. 

"Unfortunately," he added, "although a 
simple telephone call" would have immedi
ately mobilized this 100 million dollars 
worth of equipment iand its talented. opera
tives nothing has OC'curred. 

The result, as he well pointed out, is th,a,t 
for 18 months the Department of the .Army 
has allowed this gigantic facility and its per
sonnel to "drift along without a definitive 
mission." 

As Senator Mathias points out this con
stitutes a reflection upon the efficiency of 
the United States Government. 

Putting the case mo!I'e bluntly, it repre
sents a terrible waste of millions of dollars 
in salaries to hcighly paid biologists and other 
scientific supporting personnel who have 
been allowed to drift along on a stand-by 
basis without any definitive progr·am upon 
which t .hey could be usefully employed. 

The result has also been, in part, a shat
tering of morale, a le~-down of efficiency, a 
gnawing fear of unemployment on the part 
of several hundred employes, and a dark 
oloud over the economy of Frederick County. 

While we realize thrat in these days of 
multi-b111ion dollar budgets and deficit fi
nancing that there is a tendency in Wash
ington to belittle such small items as have 
been wasted at Fort Detrick we agree with 
Senator Mathias that the situation does not 
reflect credit upon the Nixon administration, 
the Department of the Army, or any other 
of the involved agencies. 

Senator MBlthias points out that the pay
roll at Fort Detrick prior to this year had 
run up to ia total of $10 m11lion dollars an
nually. 

On this basis, he told the Senate, "I should 
conservatively estimate that the Department 
of the Army has spent no less than $15 mil
lion dollars of the taxpayers' money in agree
ing to my request that they keep intact 
Fort Detrick's scientific team pending a fill!al 
decision on the future of the facility. 

"And to date this $15 mlllion dollars in 
payroll has been wasted because the work
ers have had no assigned progr8.'Ill." 

The senator, it see.ms to us, is on sound 
ground when he adds that this $15 milllon 
dollars worth of highly sk1lled scientific ef
fort by skilled scientists could hrave been ezn
ployed in the last 18 months in !launching 
the program to conquer cancer which Presi
dent Nixon hss pledged to inaugurate. 

There is still no definite word that the 
Nixon Adm1n:lstration, despite the reOO?n.
m.endation of nationally recognized scientists 
1n the field of cancer lt'esearch has any ln-

tention of locating the new flacility at Fort 
Detrick. 

But if they do not, as Senator Mathias 
warned his colleagues, it will mean that ·the 
United States Government will have to build 
from scratch a similar installation to Fort 
Detrick at the cost of countless millions of 
doll!ars in some other area. 

Now is the time of decision. 
The new fiscal year starts on July 1-

less than six weeks awa.y. 
It is unthinkable that the Department of 

the Army will continue to pump millions of 
dollars into a facility with no stated objec
tives simply to perpetuate further the highll.y 
talented staff at the local facility. 

If Fort Detrick is to be retwi.ned as Flred
erick County's greatest economic asset, what 
Nixon labels "bureaucracy and red tape" 
must be sublimated into dynamic action. 

And the decision in the final analysis lies 
in the hands of President Nixon. 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL ROLE OF 
THE U.S. SUPREME COURT IN OUR 
GOVERNMENT 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 

distinguished Senator from North Caro
lina <Mr. ERVIN) delivered a scholarly 
address to the Walter F. George School 
of Law at Mercer University, in Macon, 
Ga., on April 30. His speech was a.n 
eloquent ·and provocative discussion of 
the constitutional role of the U.S. 
Supreme Court in ow· Government. 
I congratulate my friend and col
league, and I know that his remarks were 
well received at the Mercer School of 
Law, that was named for the late Senator 
from Georgia, Walter F. George. 

This speech was originally made by 
Senator ERvIN· in a debate with former 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark on the 
query, "Role of the Supreme Court: 
Policymaker or Adjudicator?" The de
bate was held under the auspices of the 
American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Policy Research, 1200 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C., and the entire debate 
of which this speech constitutes Senator 
ERVIN'S opening statement only, has been 
printed by such institute in 'book form, 
bearing the title "Role of the Supreme 
Court: Policymaker or Adjudicator?" 
The speech was made by Senator ERVIN 
at the Law Day ceremonies a.t Mercer 
University, Macon, Ga., and is inserted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD with the 
-consent of the American Enterprise In
stitute for Public Policy Research, the 
owner of the copyright on such book. 

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

There being no objectlon, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ROLE OF THE SUPREME 00URT: 
POLICYMAKER OR ADJUDICATOR? 

In discussing the question whethe·r the 
role of the Supreme Court is that of policy
maker or that of adjudicator, I will use the 
term "founding fathers" to designate the 
men who drafted and ratified the Consti
tution. 

The Constitution answers this question 
with unmistakable clarity. There ils not a 
syllaible in it which gives the Supreme Court 
any discretionary power to fashion policies 
based on such considerations as expediency 
or prudence to guide the course Of action o! 
the government of our country. On the con-

trary, the Constitution provides in plain and 
positive terms that the role of the Supreme 
Court is th.at of an adjudicator, which deter
mines judicially legal controversies ·between 
adverse litigants. 

In assigning this role to the Supreme 
Court, the founding fathers were faUhful to 
the dream which inspired them to draft and 
ratify the Constitution, and to their action 
in re•jecting in the Constitutional Conven
tion repeated. proposals that the Supreme 
Court should act as a council of revision as 
well as a court and in its capacity as a coun
cil of revision possess discretionary power to 
veto all acts of Congress the Justices deemed 
unwise, no matter how much those a:cts har
monized with the Constitution.1 

These things do not gainsay that some 
Supreme Court Justices have been unhappy 
with the role assigned •them by the Consti
tution and have unde·rtaken to usurp and 
exercise policymaking power. But their usur
pations have not altered the rightful role of 
the Supreme Court. Murder and larceny 
have been committed in every generation, 
but that fact has not made murder meri
torious or larceny legal. 

THE DREAM OF THE FOUNDING FATHERS 

The founding fathers had absorbed the 
lessons taught by the history of the struggle 
of the people against arbitrary power for the 
right to be free from tyranny. Hence they 
comprehended some ete·rnal truths respect
ing men and government. 

They knew that those who are entrusted 
with powers of government are susceptible 
to the disease of tyrants, which George 
Washington rightly diagnosed in his Fare
well Address as "the love of power and prone
ness to abuse it." For this reason, they real
ized that the powers of public officers should 
be defined by laws which they as well as the 
people are obligated to obey. 

They also knew the truth subsequently 
embodied by Daniel Webster in this aphor
ism: 

"Whatever government is not a govern
ment of laws is a despotism, let it be called 
what it may." 

For this reason they realized that liberty 
cannot exist except under a government of 
laws, Le., a government in which the con
duct of the people is controlled by certain, 
constant, and uniform laws rather than by 
the arbitrary, uncertain and inconstant wills 
of the men who occupy public offices, and in 
which the laws accord to the people as much 
freedom as the commonweal permits. 

They likewise knew that Thomas Hobbes 
had proclaimed an unalterable principle 
when he said: 

"Freedom is political power divided into 
small fragments." 

They knew, moreover, the political truth 
afterwards phrased by Woodrow Wilson in 
these words: 

"Liberty has never come from the govern
ment. Liberty has always come from the sub
jects of it. The history of Liberty is a history 
of the limitation of governmental power, not 
the increase of it. When we resist therefore 
the concentration of power, we are resisting 
the processes of death, because concentra
tion of power is what always precedes the 
destruction of human liberties." 

For these reasons, they realized that the 
powers of government should be diffused 
among different repositories, that "local 
processes of law are an essential part of any 
government conducted by the people", and 
that "no national government ... can be 
as closely in touch with those who are 
governed as can the local authorities in the 
several states and their subdivisions" .2 

The founding fathers also understood that 
a nation which disregards the lessons of his-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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tory is doomed to repeat the mistakes of the 
past. They desired to spare the nation they 
were creating this tragic experience. 

These things inspired the founding fathers 
to dream earth's most magnificent dream. 

They dreamed they could enshrine a gov
ernment of laws conforming to the eternal 
truths taught by history in a written consti
tution, and make that government operate 
in accordance With their intent by entrust
ing the interpretation of that constitution 
to a Supreme Court composed of fallible men. 

To this end, they framed the Constitution, 
which they intended to last for the ages and 
to constitute "a law for rulers and people" 
alike at all times and under all circum
stances.3 

THE CONSTITUTION 

Let me indicate what the founding fathers 
did in the Constitution to give our nation a 
government of laws and to preserve for them
selves and their poster! ty the blessings of 
liberty. 

To make our nation "an indestructible 
union composed of indestructible states'',' 
they delegated enumerated governmental 
powers to the federal governmerut, and re
served all other governmental powers to the 
states. To further fragmentize polit
ical power, they allocated federal legds
lative power to the Congress, federal execu
tive power to the President, and federal 
judicial power to the Supreme Court and 
"such courts as the Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish." 5 · 

To further forestall tyranny, they forbade 
federal and state governments to do spe
cified thin gs inimical to freedom, and con
ferred upon individuals enumerated liber
ties enforceable against government itself. 
And, finally, to make government by law 
s~cure, they made the Constitution and laws 
enacted by Congress pursuant to it the su
preme law of the land, and imposed upon 
all public officials, both federal and state, as 
well as upon the people the duty to obey 
them.6 

While they intended the Constitution to 
endure throughout the ages as the nation's 
basic instrument of government, the found
ing fathers realized that useful alterations 
of the Constit ution would be suggested by 
experience. Consequently, they made provi
sion for its amendment in one way, and one 
way only, i.e., by concurrent action of Con
gress and the States as set forth in Article 
V.7 By so doing, they ordained that "nothing 
new can be put into the Constitution except 
through the amendatory process" and "noth
ing old can be taken out Without the same 
process." 8 

THE ROLE OF THE SUPREME COURT 

A policy is a definite or settled course of 
action adopted and followed by government. 
The power to make policy is discretionary in 
nature. It involves the making of choices on 
the basis of expediency or prudence among 
alternative ways of acting. 

The power to make policy in a government 
of laws resides With those who are authorized 
to participate in the law-making process. 

The founding fathers made policy when 
they ordained and established the C'onstitu

. tion, which determines the fundamental 
policies of our country. 

Since Article I of the Constitution grants 
Congress the power to make laws and re
quires every bill passed by it to be presented 
to the President for his approval or disap
proval before it takes effect, the Congress and 
the President have policy-making power. 
Moreover, Article V confers upon the Con
gress and the States, acting in conjunction, 
limited policy-making power, i.e., the power 
to amend the Constitution. 

Article III denies the Supreme Court pol-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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icy-making power in plain ·and positive terms. 
It does this by making the Supreme Court 
a court of law and equity and by granting to 
it "judicial power" only. Under this Article, 
the Supreme Court has no power whatever 
except the power to hear and determine cases 
between adverse litigants, which are within 
the scope of its original or appellate juris
diction. 

Article III denies the Supreme Court pol
icy-making power in another way. When it is 
read in conjunction with the supremacy 
clause of Article VI, Article III obligates su
preme Court Justices to base their decisions 
in the cases they hear upon the Constitu
tion, the laws, and the treaties of the United 
States, and thus forbids them to take their 
personal notions as to what is desirable into 
account in making their rulings. 

For this reason, Supreme Court Justices 
are endowed with power to interpret any 
provision of the Constitution or any law or 
itreaty which is determinative of the issue 
arising in a case coming befqre them. 
THE POWER TO INTERPRET THE CONSTITUTION 

The power to interpret the Constitution is 
an awesome power. This is so because, in 
truth, constitutional government cannot 
exist in our 1'and unless this power is exer
cised aright. 

Chief Justice Stone had this thought in 
mind when he stated this truth concerning 
Supreme Court Justices: 

"While unconstitutional exercise of power 
by the executive and legislative branches of 
the government is subject to judicial re
straint, the only check upon our exercise of 
power is our own sense of self-restraint." o 

The power to interpret the Constitution, 
which is allotted to the Supreme Court, and 
the power to amend the Constitution, which 
is assigned to Congress and the States acting 
in conjunction, are quite different. The power 
to interpret the Constitution is the power 
to ascertain its meaning, and the power to 
amend the Constitution is the power to 
change its meaning. 

Justice Cardozo put the distinction be
tween the two powers tersely when he said: 

"We are not at liberty to revise while pro
fessing to construe." 10 

Justice Sutherland elaborated upon the 
distinction in this way: 

"The judicial 'function is that of inter
pretation: it does not include the power of 
amendment under the guise of interpreta
tion. To miss the point of difference between 
the two is to miss all that the phrase 'su
preme law of the land' stands for and to con
vert what was intended as inescapable and 
enduring mandates into mere moral reflec
tions." 11 

America's greatest jurist of all times, Chief 
Justice John Marshall, established these 
landmarks of constitutional interpretation: 

1. That the ·principles of the Constitution 
"are designed to be permanent." 12 

2. That "the enlightened patriots w)ho 
framed our Constitution, and the people who 
adopted it, must be understood ... to have 
intended what they have said." u 

3. That the Constitution constitutes a rule 
for the government of Supreme Court Jus· 
tices in their official action.1

' 

Since it is a court of law and equity, the 
Supreme Court acts as the interpreter of the 
Constitution only in a litigated case whose 
decision of necessity turns on some provi
sions of that instrument. As a consequence, 
the function of the C'ourt is simply to ascer
tain and give effect to the intent of those who 
framed and ratified the provision in issue. If 
the provision is plain, the Court must gather 
the intent solely from its language, but if 
the provision is ambiguous, the Court must 
place itself as nearly as possible in the con
dition of those who framed and ratified it, 
and in that way determine the intent the 
language was used to ex.press. For those rea
sons, the Supreme Court is duty bound to 

interpret the Constitution according to its 
language and history.15 

When they dreamed their magnificent 
dream, the founding fathers realized that 
some dreams come true and others vanish. 
They knew that whether their dream would 
share the one fate or the other would depend 
on whether Supreme Court Justices would 
be able and willing to lay aside their own 
notions as to what is desirable and interpret 
the Constitution according to its real intent. 

They did three things to make their dream 
come true. 

They decreed that Supreme Court Justices 
should be carefully chosen. To this end, they 
provided that no man should be elevated to 
the Supreme Court until his qualifications 
for the office had been twice scrutinized and 
approved, once by the President and again by 
the Senate. 

They undertook to free Supreme Court 
Justices from the personal, political, and 
economic ambitions, fears, and pressures 
which harass the occupants of other public 
offices by stipulating that they should hold 
office for life and receive for their services a 
compensation which could not be reduced 
during their continuance in office. 

They undertook to impose upon each Su
preme Court Justice a personal obligation to 
interpret the Constitution according to its 
real intent by requiring him to take an oath 
or make an affirmation to support the 
Constitution. 

Their overall aim was to make Supreme 
Court Justices independent of everything 
except the Constitution and require them to 
accept that instrument as the sole rule for 
the government of their official action. 

THE WARREN COURT 

During most of our history, Supreme Court 
Justices were faithful to the dream of the 
founding fathers. They accepted the Con
stitution as the rule for their official action, 
and decided constitutional issues in accord
ance with its precepts. 

Unfortunately, however, this has not been 
t;rue during recent years. Shortly before 1953, 
Supreme Court Justices began to substitute 
their personal notions for constitutional 
provisions under the guise of interpreting 
them, and provoked one of their colleagues, 
Justice Robert H. Jackson, into making this 
righteous outcry. 

"Rightly or wrongly, the belief is widely 
held by . the practicing profession that this 
Court no longer respects impersonal rules 
of law but is guided in these matters by 
personal impressions which from time to 
time may be shared by a majority of the 
Justices. Whatever has been intended, this 
Court also has generated an impression in 
much of the judiciary that regard for prece
dents and authorities is obsolete, that words 
no longer mean what they have always 
meant to the profession, that the law knows 
no fixed principles." 1e 

With the advent of the Warren Court, this 
practice increased in frequency and inten
sity; and the Supreme Court decisions ir
reconcilable with the Constitution became 
in Milton's colorful phrase as "thick as 
autumnal leaves that strow the brooks in 
Vallombrosa" . 

I use the terms "Warren Court" and "Jus
tices of the Warren Court" to designate Chief 
Justice Warren and Justices Douglas, Bren
nan, Goldberg, Fortas, and Marshall who 
repeatedly undertook to revise the Constitu
tion while professing to interpret It. Candor 
compels the confession that despite his elo
quent protests against their misuse of the 
due process clauses of the Fifth and Four
tenth Amendments. Justice Black often 
aligned himself With the Justices of the 
Warren Court; and that although the other 
Justices who served at various times during 
the incumbency of Chief Justice Warren, 
namely, Justices Reed, Frankfurter, Jackson, 
Burton, Clark, Minton, Harlan, Stewart, and 
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White, were rather steadfast in their ad
herence to the Constitution, some of them 
joined the Warren Court on some occasions 
in handing down revolutionary decisions in
consistent with the words and history of that 
instrument.17 

The tragic truth is that under the guise 
of interpreting them, the Warren Court has 
repeatedly assigned to constitutional pro
visions meanings incompatible with their 
language and history. 

By so doing, it has impeded the President 
and his subordinates in the performance of 
their constitutional duty to execute the laws. 

At times lt has undertaken to abridge the 
constitutional powers of Congress as the na
tion's law maker, and a.t other times it has 
undertaken to str,etch the legislative powers 
of Congress far beyond t heir constitutional 
limits. And sometimes it 'has thwarted the 
wm of Congress by imput ing to congressional 
acts constructions which cannot be harmo
nized with their words. 

What the Warren Court has done to the 
powers allotted or reserved to the States by 
the Constitution beggars description. It has 
invoked the due p'.rocess and equal protection 
claiuses of the Fourteenth Amendmen t as 
carte blanche to invalidate all State action 
which Supreme Court Justices t hink undesir
able. 

This is tragic, indeed, because nothing is 
truer than this observation attrtbuted to Jus
tice Brandeis by Judge Learned Hand: 

"The States are the only breakwater 
against the ever pounding surf Which threat
ens to submerge the individual and destroy 
the only kind of society in which personal
ity can survive." 

Besides, the Warren Court has twisted some 
constitutional provisions awry to deny in
dividuals basic personal and property rights. 

All of the decisions of which I complain 
have tended to concentrate power in the fed
eral government in general and the Supreme 
Court in particular. 

The time presently allotted to me does not 
permit me to analyze or even enumerate these 
decisions. 

These things mean little or nothing to 
those who would as soon have our country 
ruled by the arbitrary, uncertain, and incon
stant wills of judges as by the certain and 
constant precepts of the Constitution. But 
they mean everything to those of us w'ho love 
the Constitution and believe it evil to twist 
its precepts out of shape even to accomplish 
ends which may be desirable. 

If desi·rable ends are not attainable under 
the Constitution as written, they should be 
attained in a forthright manner by an 
amendment under Article V, and not by 
judicial alchemy wh'i.ch transmutes words 
into things they do not say. Otherwise, the 
Constitution is a meaningless scrap of paper. 

Nobody questions the good intentions of 
the Justices of the Warren Court. They un
doubtedly were motivated by a determination 
to improve and update the Constitution by 
substituting their personal notions for its 
principles. But candor compels the confes
sion that their usurpations call to mind these 
trenchant observations of Daniel Webster: 

"Good intentions will always be pleaded for 
every assumption of power. It is hardly too 
strong to say that the Constitution was made 
to guard the people against the dangers of 
good intentions. There are men in all ages 
who mean to govern well, but they mean to 
govern. They promise to be good masters, 
but they mean to be masters." 

Those who champion or seek to justify the 
activism of the Warren Court assert with 
glibness that the Constitution is a living 
document which the Court must interpret 
with fiexibility. 
-when they say the Constitution is a living 

document, they really mean that the Con
stitution is dead, and that activist Justices 
as its executors may dispose of its remains as 
they please. I submit that if the Constitution 

is, indeed, a living document, its words are 
binding on those who pledge themselves by 
oath or affirmation to support it. 

What of the cliche that the Supreme Court 
should interpret the Constitution with fiexi
bility? If those who employ this cliche mean 
by it that a provision of the Constitution 
should be interpreted with liberality to ac
com plish its intended purpose, they would 
find me in hearty agreement with them. But 
they do not employ the cliche to mean this. 
On the contrary, they use the cliche to mean 
that the Supreme Court should bend the 
words of a constitutional provision to one 
side or the other to accomplish an objective 
the provision does not sanction. Hence, they 
use the cliche to thwart what the founding 
fathers had in mind when they fashioned the 
Constitution. 

The genius of the Constitution is this: the 
grants of power it makes and the limitations 
it imposes are infiexible, but the powers it 
grants extend into the future and are exer
cisable with liberality on all occasions by the 
departments in which they are vested. 

SAVING THE CONSTITUTION 

As the r esult of the assumptions of power 
of the Warren Court, the people of our na
tion are now ruled in substantial areas of 
t h eir liv·es by the partial wills of Supreme 
Court Justices rather than by the impartial 
precepts of the Constit ution. 

George Washington, who presided over the 
Convention which framed the Constitut ion, 
harbored the dream of the founding fathers 
in his h eart. He was wise enough to know 
that usurpation is the customary weapon 
by Which free governm.ents are destroyed, 
and for that reason admonished America 
that the meaning of the Constitution should 
not be distorted by usurpation. 

It is obvious to those who love the Con
stitution and are willing to face naked real
ity that the Warren Court has taken giant 
strides down the road of usurpation, and 
that if the course set by it is not reversed, 
the dream of the founding fathers will 
vanish and the most precious liberty of the 
people-the right to constitutional govern
ment~will perish. 

Despite their pe·rilous state, the dream of 
the founding fathers can be rekindled and 
the precious right of the people to constitu
tional government can be preserved if those 
who possess the power will str.etch forth 
saving hands while there is yet time. 

Who are they that possess this saving 
power? 

They are Supreme Court Justices.. who 
are aible and willing to exercise self restraint 
and make the Constitution the rule for the 
government of their official action; Presi
dents, who will nominate for membership on 
the Supreme Court persons who are able and 
willing to exercise self restraint and make 
the Constitution the role !for the government 
of their offic'ial action; and Senators, who 
will reject for Supreme Court membership 
nominees who are eit her unable or unwilling 
to exercise self restraint and make ·the Con
stitution the rule for the government of their 
official action. 

And, finally, if Supreme Court Justices, 
Presidents, and Senators fail them, the peo
ple may employ their own . saV'ing power. 
Through Congress and the States, they may 
adopt a constitutional amendment similar 
to my proposal which would compel Presi
dents and 'Senators to m·ake appointments to 
the Supreme Court from among persons rec
ommended to them by the Chief Justices 
of the States. The people can rely upon the 
Chief Justices of the States to restrict their 
recommendations to persons who revere the 
federal system ordained by the Constitution 
and who will not sanction the concentration 
of power which always precedes the destruc
tion of human liberties. 

Let me add that lawyers who love the Con-

stitution can aid the cause .by practicing 
this preachment of Chief Justice Stone: 

"Where the courts deal, as ours do, with 
great public questions, the only protection 
against unwise decisions, and even judicial 
usurpations, is careful scrutiny of their ac
tion, 'and fearless comment upon it." 

In closing I make a conditional prophesy. 
If those who possess the power to rekindle 
the dream of the founding fathers and to 
preserve the r ight of the people to constit u
tional government do not a ct, Americans will 
learn with agonizing sorrow the tragic truth 
taught by Just ice Sutherland: 

"The saddest epitaph which oan ·be carved 
in memory of a vanished liberty is that it 
was lost because its possessors failed to 
stretch forth a saving hand while yet there 
was time." 
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INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY 
CONFERENCE ON THE ENVffiON
MENT 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
problem of man's relationship to the 
natural environment will 'be examined 
in detail in Stockholm next June at the 
United Nations Conference on the Hu
man EI11Vironment. This extremely im
portant conference is for the executive 
branch of the governments that will con
vene there. Recognizing that legislators 
have a special responsibility in environ
mental matters 'an International Parlia
mentary Conference on the Environ
ment was held in Bonn on June 2-4, 
1971. Unfortunately, previous commit
ments prevented my attending. How
ever, Representative ROBERT McCLORY of 
Illinois, one of the U.S. members of the 
Inter-Parliamentary ·Union, was aible to 
attend, and has reported the excellent 
results of that Conference. 

The Conference objectives included 
identification of some of the environ
mental principles which should guide our 
nations, and obtaining among parlia
mentarians a consensus on the priorities 
for environmental problems. The 55 par
liamentarians from 21 countries who met 
in Bonn were there in their individual 
capacities. They represented a broad 
spectrum of developed and developing 
nations- And they met to support and 
affirm the positive aictions taken to pro
tect the environment by organizations 
such as the Inter-Parliamentary Union. 

out of the 80 problem statements that 
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were submitted by the conferees before 
the Conference, a draft motion was writ
ten, which became the focal point for 
discussion during the 2 ~-day Confer
ence. Priorities were ranked 'according 
to those deemed to require first, im
mediate and effective international ac
tion; .second, urgent international con
sultation and action; and third, urgent 
research and discussion with a view to 
arriving at international action if and 
when necessary. 

Mr. President, the motion adopted by 
the Conference is an important docu
ment tha.t deserves our careful study and 
action. I hope that this is but the first 
of many such international gatherings 
of parliamentarians to discuss and agree 
on courses of action to take on environ
mental problems. And I 'ask unanimous 
consent that the motion adopted by the 
International Parliamentary Conference 
on the Environment in Bonn on June 4, 
1971 be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the motion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a.s fallows: 

MOTION 

The International Parliamentary Confer
ence on the Environment adopts the follow
ing motion on June 4, 1971, in Bonn: 

Whereas, effective actions are urgently 
needed to conserve ithe natural resources 
of our one ,world in order to insure an ecologi
cally healthy environment ·and the social, 
economic, scientific and cultural progress of 
·all mankind which depends on such an en
vironment; and 

Whereas, we recognize the significant 
studies, measures and :results achieved by 
v,arious nations, which have shown the need 
for and provided much of the information 
and public .awareness necessary for effec
tively coordinated international action; and 

Whereas, current international official de
cision-making bodies primarily represent the 
executive branch of government, and we be
lieve that legislators should al.so make a 
major contribution to the formulation of en
vironmental ,policy at the international level; 
and 

Whereas, we support and affirm the posi
tive actions taken to protect ithe environ
ment 'bY many international non-govern
mental organizations, including the Inter
Parliamentary Union, and wishing to con
tribute to these actions; and 

Whereas, we recognize that the worldwide 
effort to achieve the wise use of the environ
ment would benefit from establishing a list 
of priorities of present and emerging prob
lems as well as from some proposals for their 
solution; 

Therefore, we have reached a consensus 
that the following items require immediate 
and effective international action. 

Governments should begin international 
negotirutions to establish a.ppropriate sys
tems foil" strict pollution controLs suitable to 
individuial locations. Such systems should be 
designed so as not to distort international 
economic competition, but to develop com
mon environment al st!andwrds applicable to 
the oontracting nations. Appropriate use 
should be made of internationally agreed 
limits (including yearly mean, 100-day mean, 
and an absolute daily limi·t) of intake of 
specified substances by human beings, ani
mals, or vegetation. Governments should 
begin international negotiations ito estab
lish international health, product, emission 
and environmental standards applicable to 
products entering into international com
merce. 

Interna.tional environmental research pro
grams, as well as coordinated national re
search programs, in all aspeots of environ-

mental problems should be sponsored by the 
United Nations system, in close co-opera
tion, whenever iappropriate, with the con
cerned non-governmental international or
ganizations. Relevant organizational changes 
of the United Nations system should be 
carried out in order that these research pro
grams may be undertaken as soon as possible. 

The environmental effects of development 
assistance and of foreign investment pro
grammes should be carefully studied and 
considered by all parties concerned before 
such projects are initiated. Developing coun
tries should be granted technical assistance 
in training environmental managers and 
scientists. 

The international transport of hazardous 
or polluting substances shouldi be subject to 
specific regulations permitting among other 
things the establishment of liab111ty in case 
of degradation of the environment. A sys
tem of compulsory insurance should be estab
lished to cover the risks incurred by the 
transporter. No international transport of 
hazardous substances should be 01uthorized 
unless such substances are accompanied by 
a notice describing in particular the meas
ures to be taken in cases of danger or ac
cident. 

All nations should ratify the International 
Convention Relating to Intervention on tlie 
High Seas in Cases of 011 Pollution Casualties 
and the International Convention on Civil 
Liab111ty for 011 Pollution Damage (IMCO, 
Brussels, 1969) as well as the amendments 
to the International Convention on the. Pre
ven tion of Pollution of the Sea by Oil 1954. A 
convention setting forth a supplemental com
pensation .fund, which fund is to be estab
lished by transporters and owners of oil 
cargoes, and which increases the limits of 
liability for oil spills, should be negotiated, 
signed, and ratified as soon as possibe by 
all nations. 

In addition to the subjects spelled out in 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
there should be added the right to a high 
quality environment indispensable to Man's 
physical, mental and social well-being, as 
well as to his cultural development. 

We have reached a consensus that the fol
lowing items require urgent international 
consultation and action: 

International rules and procedures should 
be establ,ished so that international treaties 
will be examined for the impact they may 
have on the environment. This should con
cern both proposed new treaties as well as 
treaties already in force. 

Treaties when submitted to national par
liaments for ratification should be accom
panied by a report on their potential en
vironmental effects. As soon as the procedure 
mentioned above is operating this repoirt 
should show that it has been followed. 

A convention which would prohibit the 
dumping of oil and toxic wastes, and would 
regulate the dumping of other wastes at 
sea, should be drafted, signed, and ratified 
as soon as possible. 

In each international river basin the ri
parian states should strive to conclude agree
ments enabling them jointly to examine and 
to deal with environmental and nature pro
tection problems relating to the river con
cerned. These agreements shoultl in particu
lar provide for a system of control and sanc
tions. 

There should 'be an international a.gree
ment requiring each nation to test speoifl.ed 
products and processes, particulady those 
containing non-degrada:ble, non-recyclable, 
or toxic components for their potential effeClts 
on the environment, and to publlish the 
results of these tests before the products 
are introduced on the mrurket. Such an agree
ment should also provide for a standard1sia
tion of testing procedures. 

A world netWOir·k o! protected areas under 
international sponsorship should be esta.b
lished under an international convention in 

order to preserve endangered species of 
fauna aind flora ras well as outstanding na
tural •animal and plant communities. 

International agreements for the conserva
tion of endangered migratory species should 
be concluded. The states should ooznm[t 
themselves to provide, over and above what 
is already provided 1by non-governmental or
ganizations, rthe financial means necessary 
to implement a global policy for fio~a and 
fauna. 

The I.U.C.N. draft "convention on the im
port, export, and transit of ·certain species 
Of wild animals and plants," which is de
signed to control the interruational traffic 1n 
endangered and decMning species and their 
products should be signed and ratified by 
all nations as soon as possible. 

Information on public environmental pro
grammes a.nd their implementation both at 
national and international levels should be 
centr.alized 1n order to give easy access to 
procedures and techniques which can be of 
potential benefit to the environment. 

As far as overpopulated count:r':l.es ·are con
cerned p'opulation control research and pro
grammes should be effectively coordinated 
at the international level and all possible a-e
tions should be undertaken to enable prac
tical implementation of family planning; for 
that purpose special 'attention and support 
should be gdven-financially and otherwise-
to family planning education. 

Governments should enter into such ar
r:angements as are necessary to prevent in
dustrial and other enterprises from obtain
Lng concessions under J11ational environment 
laws by ,threatening to trransfer new invest
ment to other countries. 

An international system for the monitor
ing of water and .air pollution should be set 
up. Such a system should include a. list of 
the substances ,to ·be determined, detection 
methods, and the standards that are to be 
est·ablished. 

An d.nternational poH ution Data Bank 
whose function it would .be :to collect infor
mation on pollution, to interpret J.t and make 
lit aviaila.ble to all countries, should .be estab
lished. 

We have agreed :that the following items 
require urgent research and discussion wt.th 
a. vie'w to arriiving at international 1action if 
and when necessary: 

National land rand iwater use plianning pro
grammes should be coordinated w:ith neigh
bouring .nations when pairt of such pro
igr,a;mmes 1are likely ,to affect the env·ironment 
of such neighbouring nations. 

A study should •be made of the le~l means 
ope.n ito persons having suffered damage 
caused by harmful env,ironmentaJ. ootivities 
ordiginating in another country to briing legal 
acti·on a~ainst those Tesponstble for these 
a.ctiivi·ties. 

Major projects which may have harmful 
effects on the envJ.ronment of the earth, and 
in particular on its climate, should be fully 
.assessed for their ,internat ional environ
mental limpUcatdons before the projects can 
proceed. 
PARLIAMENTARIANS PARTICIPATING IN THE IN

TERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE 
ON THE ENVIRONMENT, BONN, JUNE 2-4, 1971 

Aner, K. Riksdag (Schweden). 
Bardens, H., Bundestag (Deutschland), 

Ausschuss fuer Jugend, Familie und Gesund
heit, Obmann, IPA-Kommission fuer Um
weltfragen. 

Bay, H., Bundestag (Deutschland), Auss
chuss fuer Jugend, Familie und Gesund
heit, IPA-Kommission fuer Umweltfragen. 

Burhenne, W. E., Secretary-General 
(elected), IPA Chairman, IUCN Committee 
on Environmental Law, Governor, Interna
tional Council of Environmental Law. 

Chtourou, A., Assemblee Nationale (Tu
nisie) , Commission des Affaires Politiques. 

Corbin, E. G., House of Commons (Cana
da), Parliamentary Secretary, Department 
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of Fisheries and Forests, Special Commit
tee on Pollution and the Environment. 

Decker, R., Landtag (Baden-Wuerttem
berg), Ausschuss fuer Verwaltung und Woh
nun gswesen, IPA-Kommission fuer Um
wel tfragen. 

Demuth, A., Bundesrat (Oesterreich), 
Verfassungs- und Rechtsausschuss, Kon
sumentenforum des Bundesmin. fuer Han
del, Gewerbe und Industrie. 

De Zeeuw, D., Eerste Kaimer der Stiaiten
Genera.al (Netherlands), Permanent Com
mittee on Education a.nd Science; Social Af
fairs and Public Health. 

Dichgans, H., Bundestag (Deutsohland), 
Rechtsausshuss, Stellv. Vorsitzender IPA. 
. Digvijay Sinh, Y., Gujaret State Legislative 

Assembly (India), Chaiirman, Gujaret Eco
logical Council. 

Doumba, J. C. Secretaire-General, Assem
blee Nat ionale Federale (Oameroun). 

Dupont-Fauville, H., Assemb!ee Nationa:le 
(France) , Commission de la Production et 
des Eohianges. 

Fortuit, J. C., Assemb!ee Natione.le 
(France) , Secreta.ire de la Commission de la 
Production et des Eohanges. 

Fox, E. M. C., House of RepresentaJtives 
(Australia). 

Garcia Orcoyen, Cortes Espanolas (Spain). 
Gl,atz, G., Buergerschaft Hamburg, Bauaus

schuss, Verkehrsausschuss, Ausschuss fuer 
Ernaehrung und Landwirtschaft. 

Gruhl, H. Bundest ag (Deutschle.nd), In
nenausschuss, IPA-Kommission fuer Um
weltfragen. 

Hanzlik, H., Bundesra;t (Oesterreicih). 
Hirsch, M., Bundestag (Deutschland), 

Rechtsausschuss, Vorsitzender IPA. 
Hofbauer, G., Beobachter (Oesterreich). 
Kabas, H., Beoba.chter (Oesterreich). 
Kebassa Maleba, Assemblee Nationale (Re-

publique Democratique du Congo). 
Kennet, Lord, House of Lords (England), 

Chairman, Pollution Working Party of Envir
onment Group of the Parliamentary Labour 
Party, Chairman, Committee on Oil PolJu
tion of the Sea. 

Kerstnig, H. Nationalrat (Oesterreich). 
Klanjscek, V., Federal Assembly (Yugosla

via). 
Kubanek, H., Bundesrrut (Oesterreich), Fi

nanzausschuss, Gesohaefts ordnungsauss
chuss, Ausschuss fuer Verfassungs-und 
Rechtsangelegenheiten. 

Lemass, N. T., Dail Eireann (Ireland), Par
liamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fi· 
nance. 

Liedl, 0., Bundesrat (Oesterreich) , Sooia.
laussohuss, Wirtsohafts!aussohuss, Gemein
samer Ausschuss. 

Luembe, G. P., Assemblee Nationale, Sous
Commission des Travaux-PUJblics et Amen
agement du Terrltoire (Republique Demo
cratique du Congo) . 

Marigoh Mboua, President, Assemblee Na
tionale Federale (Cameroun). 

McClory, R., House of Representatives 
(U.S.A.). 

McMullin, Sr. A. M., President of the Senate 
(Australia). · 

Moussa, Yaya, Vice-President, Assemblee 
Natt:onale Federale (Oameroun). 

N'Gom, I. M., Assemblee Nationale (Sene-
gal). · 

O'Fori, B. B., National Assembly (Ghana), 
Committee on Agriculture, Land and Mineral 
Resources. 

Orth, E., Bundestag (Deutschland), Aus
schuss fuer Ernaehrung, Landwirtschafit und 
Forsten, IPA-Kommission fuer Umwelt
fragen. 

Pena, Urmeneta, J. ~ .• Cortes Espa.nolas 
(Spain), C'ommission de Agricultura. 

Pohl, J., senat, (BeJgique), La Commission 
de la Sante Publique. 

Poma, K., 'senat (Belgique). 
Pringle, M. E., House of Commons (Can-

ada), Committees on Agrioulture, Transport, 
aind Communications. 

Romalho, T., Camera des Deputados (Bra
sil). 

Rimawi, K ., Vice-President, House of Rep
resentatives (Jordan). 

Reus Cid, A., Cortes Espanola.s (Spain) , 
President, Sindicato Na.clonal de Cereales. 

Sawyerr, H. R., National Assembly 
(Ghana), Committee on Agriculture, Land 
and Mineral Resources. 

Sayn-Witgenstein-Hohenstein, Prinz zu, 
Bundestag (Deutschland), Haushaltsauss
chuss, IPA-Kommission fuer Umweltfragen. 

Sinnecker, W., La.ndtag Nordrhein-West
falen, Landwirtschaftsausschuss, Staedte
bauausschuss, IPA-Kommission fuer Um
weltfragen. 

Stewart, R., House of Commons (Canada) . 
Tobe, E., Reichstag (Schweden), Zivilaus

sachuss, Generaldirektion fuer die Zivilver
waltung, Reichsamt fuer Staedteplanung 
und Bauwesen. 

Tona-Maseka, P., Assemblee Nationale, 
Sous Commission de l'Energie (Republique 
Democratique du Congo) . 

Uren, T., House of Representatives (Aus
tralia). 

Veder-Smit, E., Tweede Kamer der Staten 
Generaal (Netherlands). 

Versloot, H., Eerste Kamer der Staten
Generaal. 

Whelan, E., House of Commons ottawa 4, 
Ontaria, Canada. 

Yewchuk, P., House of Commons (Canada). 

EIGHTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF COLE 
PORTER'S BffiTH 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, June 9 
marked the 80th anniversary of the birth 
of the late Cole Porter, a fellow Hoosier 
who was one of the most talented and 
creative individuals of the American 
musical theater. 

I would like to take this time to pay 
tribute to Cole Porter's outstanding con
tribution to our musical heritage by 
focusing the attention of the Senate on 
an article by Robert E. Kimball, curator 
of the Cole Porter Archives at Yale 
University. 

I ,ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from his article be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

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

Cole Alberrt Porter, one of America's fore
most composer-lyricists, was born in Peru, 
Ind., on June 9, 1891, the only child of Kate 
Cole and Samuel Fenwick Porter. As a Yale 
undergvaduate, he won accl'aim as the wri~ 
of two of ihis alma Jll.alter•s most famed foot
ball anthems, "Bull Dog" and "Bingo Eli 
Yale," but his Broadway debut as the co
author of "See America First" in 1916 was a 
fiasco. From World War I until the end of 
the 1920's, he lived primarily in Europe and 
was thought by many to be little more than 
a. playboy expatriate. 

In reality, Porter, a thoroughly trained 
musician who had studied with d'Indy at 
the Schola Cantorum in Paris, had embarked 
on an unceasing quest for new places and 
fresh experiences which heightened the qual
ity of ht.s art and provided him with the 
inspiration for many of his most enduring 
works. The candor and humor he displayed 
concerning love and sex in such songs as 
"Let's Do lt"-dating back to 1928--a.nd "But 
in the Morning, No," helped free the Ameri
can songwriter from self-censorship and the 
undue restraints imposed by society at large. 

He also broke many conventional rules by 
extending the length of a song well beyond 
the traditional 32 bars. 

During the 1930's, even after he had suf
fered the crippling riding accident which 
necessitated over 31 operations and kept him 
in constant pain for the rest of his life, he 
brought boundless joy to a depression-ridden 
world with a bountiful harvest of delightful 
scores for the stage and screen including 
"Anything Goes," "Red, Hot and Blue," "Du
Barry Was a Lady," "Born To Dance," and 
"Rosalie." His jaunty spirit and resolute de
:termination helped him .t o bounce back from 
a period of public disfavor in the mid-1940's 
to write "Kiss Me, Kate"-1948-"0ut of 
This World"-t195C>-"Oan-Can"-1953-and 
"Silk Stockings"-1955-for the stage, and 
"High Society"-1956-and "Les Girls"-
1957-for film. 

His creative genius, which seemed so 
effortlessly attained, was the result of a life
long dedication to his profession and nights 
and days of the most intense labor were 
required to achieve the elegance and refine
ment which characterize his most dis
tinguished work. His melodies, full of har
monic richness and rhythmic subtlety were 
mated to lyrics of wit, ingenuity, and 
sophistication. He wrote the words and music 
simultaneously, generally working from the 
beginning and ending of a song back toward 
the middle to reach an artistic unity which 
is as subtle as it is unique. These very 
special qualities often delayed public ac
ceptance of his work. 

Today, the songs which so splendidly 
evoked the times in which they were written, 
possess a timelessness which is a precious 
part of our cultural heritage. Seven years 
after his death in 1964, his reputation has 
risen to even greater heights than it achieved 
during his lifetime. A courageous man and 
a great artist, Cole Porter lef·t an imperish
able legacy of glorious song and human valor 
for which we honor him on the occasion of 
the 80th year of his birth. 

"THE BALLOT IS STRONGER THAN 
THE BULLET": GRADUATION 
SPEECH BY WILLIAM D. WOODS 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it 

was my pleasure recently to have read 
the graduation speech by William D. 
Woods, the valedictorian Of Washington 
High School in Phoenix, Ariz. 

Looking at this speech was like sensing 
a breath of clear air from the West. It 
was refreshing to see a young person 
advising adherence by his peers to the 
social code of rule by the majority and 
according to peaceful processes. 

Mr. President, I cannot believe the 
majority of American youth is repre
sented by the ugly, shouting radicals of 
the left who are so often portrayed across 
our television screens and news pages 
Rather, I believe, the great majority of 
today's young generation is marked by 
intelligent and thoughtful behavior. In 
fact, I have often expressed my opinion 
that this is the finest generation I have 
seen in my lifetime. 

My belief in this was strengthened 
recently when I received a copy of the 
excellent speech delivered by William 
Woods. As I viewed his eloquent, per
suasive appeal for living by the common
sense rule of sta:bility and order, ac
cording to the chosen decisions of the 
majority-while at all times preserving 
the freedom of peaceful dissension-I 
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was proud, proud of this young man and 
of our educational system which has 
taught him to think so soundly and 
brilliantly on his own. 

Mr. President, I also am proud to ask 
unanimous consent that the remarks of 
William D. Woods, a young Arizonan, 
shall be printed in the RECORD. 

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

GRADUATION SPEECH 

(By William D. Woods, valedictorian of 
Washington High School, Phoenix, June 
3, 1971) 
Tontght, I have come to protest. I would 

like to ca.II your attention to what I feel ls 
an unfortunate situation 11.n the United 
States today, that is, the increasing use of 
violent means to promote change in Ameri
can society. 

'I1he foremost reasons for my feeling lie in 
our own Constitwtion, which outlines the 
principles of Amer:ican demociracy. These 
principles essentially include the guarantees 
thait the wm of the majority shall !I'Ule
that a minority, even as sm.all as one person, 
may attempt to sway the majordlty opinion
and that all Jiaws, once made, are binding on 
all persons in the society. 

Finally, our country 1s founded on the 
basic principle that any major change in 
government may be instituted only through 
a vote of the people or their elwted repre
sentatives. 

Fortunately for all of us, there is no pro
vision for violence in our governmental proc
ess; if there were, social stabflity would be 
impossi'ble. Today, howeveT, some pel"Sons 
hiave ignored the foundation upon which 
American self-government is built. In an ait
tempt to change our society, rtoo many have 
resorted to violent civil disolbedience. Grant
ed, our country, as any country, has many 
problems---ipoverty, crime, racial discord, the 
Viet Nam war. It ls essential that these is
sues be brought into focus through peaceful 
dissension; however, dissension ends where 
others' righits begin-th&t ls to say, legiti
mate protest ends where violence 1begins. 

Thie irresponsible destruction of prope1"ty 
and lives is just as mega.I as peaceful dls
agreemerut ls legail. Furthermore, civil hostil
ity ~s pointless--Lt ctoes not gain support by 
its obviousness, rather, it Joses public sup
port by its offensiveness, and to forfeit pub
lic sympathy ls to abandon the only possi
b111ty of correcting the problem-a vote of 
the people. In this way, civil strife defeats 
its own purpose. It was once said that "civil
ity costs nothing and buys everything"; this 
statement is nowhere more true than in a 
democratic society such as our own. 

Because our Constitution provides no P'lace 
for vtolent destructive disagreement in 
American society, it must, by necessity, pre
sent a peaceful, constructive alternative. 
Such an alternative is what we call "the right 
to vote." This procedure guarantees every 
mature person the opportunity to express his 
opinion, whatever it may be, and also en
sures that the majority opinion will tn the 
end prevail. 

By voting, a democratic society not only 
may choose how it is governed and by whom 
it is governed, but adso may reject those 
measures by which it does not want to be 
governed; therefore, a minority which must 
resort to violence to tnfiuence the majority is 
oilily making the feeble admission that its 
aims are what society does not want. To 
effectively exert its influence, a minority 
must first prove the validity of its aims to 
the majority and thereby sway t'he ba.lance 
of society to d.:lls 'oause. Through this process, 
the American people may secure much-

needed oha.nge and stm a. void needless 
violence. 

Fellow gira.diuates, our society ls in need of 
many changes a.nd it is up to each of us to 
effect those changes, bwt may I urge you to 
resort, not to violence, but to the peaceful 
processes outlined in our Uni.ted States Con
stitution. I challenge you to verify the truth 
in Abraham Lincoln's statemerut: "The 
ballot 1s stroiliger than the bullet." 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is concluded. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer (Mr. SPONG) laid before the Sen
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nom
inations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate 
proceedings.) 

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE 
SERVICE ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair 
lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Calendar No. 95, H.R. 6531, a bill to amend 

the Military Selective Service Act of 1967; to 
tncreMe miUtary pay; to authorize military 
active duty strengths for fiscal year 1972; 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SAXBE). The question is on ·agreeing to 
amendment No. 143. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
that the time be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
15 minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield to me for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from West Virginia 
with the understanding that the time 
not be counted against my time. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that time 
on amendment No. 149, offered by the 
Senator from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY) 
be limited to 1 hour rather than the 3 
hours previously ordered, the time to be 
equally divided between the mover of 
the amendment and the manager of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
EQUALIZATION OF TIME TODAY ON AMENDMENT 

NO. 143 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that as of 
the time when the unfinished business 
was laid before the Senate today, the 
time on the' amendment No. 143 be equal
ized so that both sides may have equal 
time today thereon. 

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, yes
terday I addressed the Senate in a 
lengthy speech to express my reasons for 
opposing the amendment. Today, I would 
like to reiterate some of the major points 
and add some new ones to reaffirm my 
position that this amendment is a fatal 
mistake. It would remove the last incen
tive for the Communists to negotiate a 
settlement and to resolve the tragic 
prisoner-of-war problem. A vote for this 
amendment is a vote for the enemy. 

It is inconceivable that some of my dis
tinguished colleagues fail to weigh the 
facts. These facts are that all evidence 
demonstrates to the world that the 
U.S. participation in the war is rapidly 
coming to an end. Proponents of the 
amendment refuse to admit this, or to 
allow the President-our Commander in 
Chief-a few additional months to com
plete a successful and orderly withdrawal. 
They refuse to recognize that success is 
being achieved. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTS SUCCESS 

Mr. President, I would like to repeat 
some of these facts I stated yesterday to 
convince any skeptics who doubt that 
U.S. involvement is coming to a success
ful end. These facts are: 

A total of 365,000 troops will have been 
withdrawn by December. Over 66,000 will 
be withdrawn in the next 5 months. 

Less than 184,000 will be left on 
December 1 compared to 549,000 in Viet
nam when President Nixon took office in 
January 1969. 

In October, the Commander in Chief 
will announce the schedule for addi
tional thousands to be withdrawn. Our 
national interest will determilne the 
timing of these withdrawals and not the 
national interest of North Vietnam. 

The United States will announce the 
final withdrawal date when our Govern
ment is sure that the prisoners are going 
to be released. 

The U.S. ground combat role will end 
this summer. U.S. advisers will no longer 
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be ·assigned to all Vietnamese battalions 
as of next month. 

American air sorties have been reduced 
by more than 50 percent of the peak 
levels. 

South Vietnam will assume full respon
sibiility for the DMZ within the next few 
weeks. 

War costs have been cut in half. 
ECONOMIC AND GOVERNMENT STABILITY 

Irrefutable facts show also that Viet
namization and related economic and 
political programs are suooessful and 
staibility in South Vietnam is being 
achieved. I would like to cite examples of 
this significant economic and political 
progress with the following highlights: 

By far the greatest majority of the 
rural population of South Vietnam feels 
the increased security in the countryside. 

Over 1,450 miles of roads have been 
built. 

Ownership of about 2,250,000 acres 
have been vested in more than 500,000 
rural families. 

Despite economic problems and infla
tion, the Vietnamese farmers are getting 
higher prices for their rice and real in
comes have risen significantly. 

"Miracle" rice--a fast-growing, dis
ease-resistant variety-was cultivated on 
more than 700,000 acres in 1970. Expan
sion of this production is expected to 
reach 1,858,000 acres in 1971-72. 

Election of Senators, provincial coun
cils and local officials took place in 1970. 

This year, the Vietnamese are sched
u1ed to elect the entire 137-seat Lower 
House and the President and Vice Pres
ident. 

More than 60 percent of the rural 
population now feel the way to remove 
ineffective or unpopular officials is to 
vote them out in the next election. 

Mr. President, I submit that the prog
ress made in the last 2 years is phe
nomenal. The Communists are being de
feated on all fronts. Yet, some of my col
leagues tum their backs on these amaz
ing achievements. Instead, they demand 
that we quit when we are winning; they 
demand that we risk jeopardizing suc
cess; they insist that we undermine the 
President's withdrawal operation; and 
they want the Senate to vote in favor of 
the enemy. They refuse to allow the Pres
ident the opportunity for success by 
blindly insisting on the passage of this 
unrealistic and ill-conceived amendment. 

Mr. President, our Nation has taken 
every conceivaJble ·unilateral action to 
settle the conflict. The Communists
especially the Soviet Union and Red 
China who are supporting North Viet
nam to the hilt-have not taken one 
measure ·to show good faith to end the 
war. Now, this amendment would allow 
the Communists a final chance for vic
tory after our Nation has lost over 45,000 
of our courageous men for the free world 
and our Nation's security. In my judg
ment, the supporters of this amendment 
fail to see that it will jeopardize our Na
tion's security and national interests. 
U.S. CONCESSIONS FOR A JUST PEACE REJECTED 

Mr. President, permit me to list some of 
the many measures offered by our coun
try for a settlement of the conflict which 
the Communisrts have ignored or rejected. 

President Ndxon's offer for a just peace 

has been proposed time and time again 
through all channels of communications 
with the Communists. He has proposed: 

First, an internationally supervised 
cease-fire in place throughout Indo
china. 

Thlis was rejected. 
Second, he has proPosed the estaiblish

ment of an Indochina Peace Conference. 
This was rejected. 
Third, he has proposed negotiation of 

an agreed timetable for the complete 
withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Viet
nam on the basis of North Vietnamese 
reciprocity and international verifica
tion. 

This was rejected. 
Fourth, he has proposed a flair political 

settlement reflecting the will of the 
South Vietnamese people and of all the 
political forces in South Vietnam. 

This was rejected. 
Fifth, he has1 proposed the immediate 

and unconditional release of all prisoners 
of war by all sides. 

This was rejected. 
Mr. President, it should be obvious to 

the world that the Communists will not 
negotiate or settle the conflict on rany 
terms except their own. This1 amendment 
would help them aClhieve a settlement 
on their terms. Consequently, the Presi
dent has adopted the only · course of ac
tion which wlill end our involvement and 
still achieve the objective for which over 
45,000 Americans died. Let it not be said 
they were allowed to die in vain because 
of an argument over a disengagement 
timetable when ian honorable end of the 
conflict is clearly lin sight. 

ALLmS IN VIETNAM 

Mr. Presd.dent, apparently some of my 
distinguished colleagues have not given 
any consideration to our allies who have 
stood by the United States. They, too, 
have lost their youth in the war against 
aggression and communism. HaVie my 
colleagues who support this amendment 
consulted with the Korean Government 
whose soldiers have fought valiantly in 
Vietnam? I doubt it. At the current with
drawal rate, our Korean friends, who are 
facing a constant threat of their own, will 
soon have more troops in Vietnam than 
the United States. 

Have my colleagues consu1ted with 
Australia, Thailand, the Philippines, and 
New Zealand? I doubt it. These are our 
friends whose security was also jeop
ardized when North Vietnam committed 
aggression against South Vietnam. If the 
sudden withdrawal called for by the 
amendment is passed, then the approxi
mately 66,400 allied troops in South Viet
nam have no alterna:tive 'but to with
draw. This will add to the mass confu
sion and chaos, if the amendment is ap
proved. 

AMENDMENT IS LEGISLATIVE MADNESS 

Mr. President, in summary, I wou1d 
like to list some major points of my re
marks yesterday to show that this 
amendment is legislative madness. 

If this amendment is approved, it could 
jeopardize the lives of our fighting men 
and cause thousands of militairy and 
civilian casualties. 

It is militarily impractical and logisti
cally unrealistic. 

It is ambiguous in that it states the 

President must provide for the safety of 
our men, but, nevertheless, he must with
draw 80,000 men in the next 2 months 
which is contrary to the advice of the 
President's military experts. 

It would sacrifice a tremendous invest
ment. 

It would break the faith with all those 
brave Americans who have given their 
lives for our country. 

It favors the enemy and threatens the 
success of Vietnamization. 

It breaks faith with South Vietnam 
and our allies. And last, 'but most im
portant of all, ft provides no assurance 
on the release of prisoners, which is the 
objective of the amendment. 

SUMMARY 

Mr. President, in closing, let me say 
again that ·this amendment in terms of 
life is cruel. In terms of military opera
tions, it is ridiculous. In terms of inter
national affairs, it is a mockery. It makes 
the !Senate a command post and Ameri
can prisoners political pawns. It defies 
the President of the United States. It 
purports 'to accomplish through legisla
tive means what the world's best diplo
mats have been unable to accomplish 
through endless negotiations. It ignores 
the reality of the world in which we live. 
It ignores the fact that in South Viet
nam-like Berlin, Korea, Cuba, and the 
Middle East-Communist aggression to 
dominate the world must be stopped, if 
we and the free world are to survive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. President, on Monday of this week 
I addressed myself to the issue of the 
safety of American forces during the 
withdrawal period envisioned both by 
this amendment, the so-called McGov
ern-Hatfield amendment, and also the 
formula sp:ened out by the President in a 
policy that has come to be known as Viet
namization. 

On yesterday I addressed myself to the 
issue of the relative chances for the re
lease of our prisoners under these two 
alternative formu1as. 

Today I would like to direct my re
marks to the deepening constitutional 
crisis in the United States, centering on 
the issues of war and peac.e and the prop
er role of the Congress in relation to the 
Chief Executive. 

Mr. President, as I have studied the 
growing tendency of Congress to sur
render its war powers to the President, 
I have been increasingly convinced that 
we are in danger of falling into one-man 
rule in this Nation with referenc:e to the 
all-important decisions of war and peace 
that affect the lives of our people; and 
especially the lives of the young men of 
the United States. 

The pending amendment not only 
seeks to terminate U.S. military involve
ment in the affairs of the people of Indo
china, but, in the long run, it seeks to 
r:eassert, perhaps even more importantly, 
the congressional powers which I believe 
the constitutional fathers intended us to 
shou1der as elected representatives of the 
people. 

The reverse view I felt was expressed 
very bluntly recently by former Secre-
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tary of State Dean Aclleson when he as
serted the premise of exclusive Executive 
war powers to the Senate Armed Services 
and Foreign Relations Committees some 
two decades ago. This is what Mr. Ache
son said: 

Not only has the President the authority 
to use the Armed Forces in carrying out the 
broad foreign policy of the United States and 
implementing treaties, but it is equally clear 
that this authority may not be interfered 
with by the Cong·ress in the exercise of powers 
which it has under the Constitution. 

That position-a mistaken position, in 
my view-has 1been taken by the present 
administration in language that is strik
ingly similar. Its comments of March 10, 
1969, on the national commitments reso
lution give the Department of State's 
view as follows: 

As Commander in Chief, the President has 
the sole authority to command our Armed 
Forces, whether they are within or outside 
the United States. And, although reasonable 
men may differ ·as to the circumstances in 
which he should do so, the President has the 
constitutional power to send U.S. military 
forces abroad without specific congressional 
approval. 

Mr. President, I submit that those two 
statements, one of them by a Democratic 
Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson, the 
other by a spokesman for this adminis
tration, a Republican, literally stand the 
Constitution on its head. They facilitate 
what that document seeks to impede. 
They brand as congressional "interf er
ence" the very powers which the Found
ing Fathers saw as among the most im
portant prerogatives of the Congress. 

INTERPRETATION OF THE FOUNDERS 

Alexander Hamilton, a strong advocate 
of Executive power, interpreted the Office 
of Commander in Chief as amounting to 
"nothing more than the supreme com
mand and direction of the military forces, 
as first general and admiral of the Con
federacy." 

The clause, therefore, places a civilian 
at the top of the military command 
structure. Each man in uniform is an
swerable to him. It says nothing about 
the purposes he can pursue with the 
Armed Forces under his command. 

But Madison's notes of the debates at 
the Constitutional Convention shed im
portant light on this matter. An early 
draft provided that the Congress should 
have the power to "make" war, and that 
proposal did attract some support. The 
record says, for example: 

Mr. Sharman thought it stood very well. 
The Executive should be able to repeal and 
not to commence war. "Make" better than 
"declare" the latter narrowing the power too 
much. 

But Mr. Madison and Mr. Gerry 
moved "to insert 'declare,' striking out 
'make' war; leaving to the Executive 
the power to repel sudden attacks." 

The substitute language was approved, 
giving the President authority to meet 
an emergency attack in the absence of 
congressional action. But here also arises 
the first very substantial reason to sup
pose that unilateral Executive power un
der the Constitution is quite limited. The 
framers expressed themselves clearly on 
one instance in which an Executive deci-

sion could stand alone, and they men
tioned no others, that one instance 'being 
in the case of a sudden attack or an 
emergency situation. 

1surely, Mr. President, no one can argue 
that we face that kind of an emergency 
in Indochina. We are far from it. These 
decisions have come about after agoniz
ing months and years of evaluation as to 
what our course should be, and it would 
be a very strange interpretation of the 
Constitution, indeed, to say that the kind 
of situations that faced us at each stage 
of the escalation of this war in Indo
china were emergency situations or sud
den attacks that did not provide time for 
debate and discussion in the Congress of 
the United States. 

The actual situation is that we per
mitted those decisions to be made, al
though there was ample time for proper 
review and discussion and public debate 
in this body that could have involved the 
American people in a broad way in deci
sions that affected their lives. What we 
now see, in the revelations of the docu
ments coming to light in the past few 
days through publication in the New 
York Times, is that even the senior Mem
bers of this body and members of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
Armed Services Committee were kept to
tally in the dark as to a series of decisions 
made in secret in the executive branch, 
accompanied by public rhetoric that was 
designed to mislead and deceive the Con
gress of the United States and the Amer
ican people, rather than involving them 
in these decisions as intended by the 
Constitution. 

Mr. President, the scope of this one 
single warmaking power that was given 
to the President, that he can assume 
unilaterally in emergency situations, is 
not precisely defined, and it is a matter 
of some dispute. Certainly, the President 
can use all of the forces at his command 
to defend the Nation's shores. 

If this country were .attacked, as we 
were at Pearl Harbor in 1941, there would 
be no doubt of the President's authority 
in responding tJo meet that attack, and 
yet even in that instance President 
Roosevelt came to Congress and asked 
for a declaration of war from this body. 

Doubtless the President needs no per
mission to direct ·t'he protection of Amer
ican military forces wherever deployed, 
if they .are in immediate, perceivable 
danger. An 1act of Congress purporting 
to prohibit such action would be a nullity. 

It is much less clear whether he can 
order offensive operations ·based on the 
fear that an enemy is about to attack. 
The terms used in the motion during the 
constitutional debate-"repel" and "sud
den"--seem to imply that congressional 
approval should lbe sought in any case 
where ·the 'threat is not immediate, ·and 
they also suggest that the amount of 
force used should be as much as is suf
ficient to remove the threat or cancel out 
the immediate emergency situation. 

More substantial questions are raised 
by the logical consequences of a 'broader 
power. While in Congress, Abr:aham 
Lincoln provided a compelling analysis 
on this point in a letter to his parltner, 
Herndon: 

Allow the President to invade a neigh.bor
ing natLon whenever he sha;tl deem it neces
sary to repel an inva.sion, and you a:llow h'im 
to do so whenever he may choose to s.ay he 
deems it necessa.ry for such a purp·ose, and 
you allow him to make w,ar at h'is pleasure. 
Study to see .iif you can fix any limit to his 
power in this respect, after hia.Vling given him 
so much power as you propose. 

But Executive prerogatives on issues 
of war and peace do not stand alone. 
Against them 1are .arrayed an extensive 
listing of legislative powers and duties. 
Under article I, secti·on 8, it falls to ithe 
Congress to "declare war," to "make rules 
for the Government and regulation of 
t'he land and naval forces," to "provide 
and maintain a Navy," and to "provide 
for the common defense and general wel
fare of the United States." The Constitu
tion further provides that "no money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury, but 
in consequence of appropriations made 
by law." And, in the case of .appropriia
tions to support armies, ·and only in that 
case, it limits those appropriations to a 
duration of 2 years. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
drafters of the Constitution were so de
termined that Congress would have the 
power to review military appropriations 
at least once in every session of Con
gress-once every 2 years-that they sin
gled out the matter of military appropri
ations as the only one in the Constitu
tion that must be reviewed by Congress 
at least once every 2 years. 

Abraham Lincoln also supplied an ac
curate description of the rerusons why 
Congress was so explicitly designated as 
having the money power over military 
operations. He stated: 

The provision of the Constitution giving 
the warmaking power to Congress was dic
tated, as I understand it, by the following 
reasons: Kings had always boon involving 
and impoverishing their people in wars, pre
tending generally, if not always, that the 
good of the people was the object. This our 
convention understood to be the most op
press! ve of all kingly oppQ'essions, and they 
resolved to so frame the Constitution that 
no one man should hold the power of bring
ing oppression upon us. 

The framers of the Constitution wrote 
with the benefit of shan> hindsight upon 
two centuries of contest between Eng
lish Kings and Parliament. What is most 
relevant here is that Parliament had 
successfully employed its power of the 
purse to prevent and halt royal adven
tures abroad. When everything else 
failed, Parliament finally turned in des
peration to the money power, and cut off 
funds for wars that they felt were not in 
the interest of the English people. 

In fact, a legislative forerunner to the 
pending amendment was passed in 1678, 
when Parliament specified that the 
Charles army in Flanders be disbanded 
by a date certain. And this is what we 
propose to do by this amendment. The 
framers clearly intended that Congress 
should have at least that much power, 
and they added more by requiring con
gressional action to initiate war as well as 
allowing congressional action to stop it. 

Hence, the conclusion drawn by Mr. 
Ellsworth in the Constitutional Conven
tion, again from Madison's notes: 

Mr. Ellsworth: There is a material dif
ference between the cases of making war 



20178 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE June 16, 1971 
and making peace. It should be more easy 
to get out of a w.ar than into it. 

Mr. Mason also expressed support for: 
"Clogging rather than facilitating war, 
but for facilitating peace." 

In other words, these men made clear, 
in the notes kept in the constitutional 
debates, that what they were trying to 
do was to make it more difficult for one 
President or one leader to commit this 
Nation to war and to make it easier for 
Congress to bring a mistaken military 
conflict to a conclusion. 

If any ambiguity can still be asserted, 
we have only to look to early authorita
tive opinions. In 1801, Chief Justice John 
Marshall wrote: 

The Whole powers of war being, by the 
Constitution, vested in Congress, the acts of 
that body alone can be resorted to as our 
guides in this inquiry. 

As a member of the executive branch, 
Secretary of State Daniel Webster wrote 
in 1851, a half century after Chief Jus
tice Marshall's decision: 

I have to say that the war-making power 
in this Government rests entirely With the 
Congress; and that the President oan au• 
thorize belligerent operations only in the 
cases expressly provided by the Constitution 
and the laws. By these no power is given to 
the Executive to oppose an :attack by one 
independent nation on the possessions of an
other. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 10 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. President, how much time remains 
for the prcponents of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amount of time that remains is uncer
tain at this time. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Assuming that the 
vote occurs at 5 p.m., how much time 
would the proponents have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One hun
dred fifty-eight minutes remain for the 
proponents. · 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 10 ad
ditional minutes. 

I repeat the words of then Secretary 
of State Daniel Webster, who also served 
as ,a Member of the U.S. Senate. He said 
in 1851: 

I have to say ithat the 'W\al'•making power 
tn th:is Government rests entirely w~th the 
Congress; and that the Piresident roan author
ize bellil.igerent operations only in the oases 
expressly provided iby the Constitution and 
the laws. By these no power lis .g.iven to the 
Executive to oppose e.n a.ttacik by one in
dependent nation on the possessions of an
other. 

Mr. President, f.f :thait doctrine is ,right, 
a.s I believe it is, iit does not exclude ac
tion by the President to def end the shores 
of this country or to meet emergency sit
uations, but iit does require :that any ac
tion in which we use American forces in 
defense of another country's opponents 
requires ·a declaration of war or approval 
by Congress. No such approval ever has 
been given by Congress for our opera
tions in Indochina, except by implica
tion, through the funding of the war
the authorization bills and the appro
priiations bills that have provided the 
money. 

So what we are asking here today is 
that Congress take the same route to 
bring the military .operations to an end
namely, to us·e this power of the purse 
to e~press a judgment as ito whether it is 
in the national interest to continue this 
foolish war. 

Or consider James Buchanan's precise 
description in a December 1858 message 
to Congress: 

The executive government of this country 
in its intercourse with foreign nations is 
limited to the employment of di·plomacy 
alone. When this falls it can proceed n:o 
further. It cannot legitimately resort to force 
without the direct authority of Congress, 
except in resisting and repelling hostile at
tacks ... 

The legislative history, the historical 
setting, and the language itself are un.:. 
mistakable. They all point to the con
clusion that the power to determine the 
purposes for which American military 
forces will be used abroad resides pri
marily in the legislative branch, if not 
exclusively in the legislative branch, 
whose laws must be faithfully executed 
by the President. The Commander-in
Chief clause merely entitles the Presi
dent to the supreme command and tac
tical control of those forces when they 
are engaged in activities authorized pre
viously either by enacted laws or by the 
Constitution itself. I do not see how the 
Constitution can be read in any other 
way. 

Those who contend for inflated execu
tive powers can cite no textual support 
for their thesis. They make but one as
sertion-that the President holds full 
control over the use of the Armed Forces 
in pursuit of American security interests 
by reason of "practice" or "tradition," 
most of it in the last 25 years. 

I fail to see how such foggy percepts 
can allow us to alter, without amend
ment, the terms of the Constitution it
self. The truth is that Congress has ac
quiesced in Executive actions because it 
either supported them or lacked the will 
to assert its opposition. In most instances 
in which the President has acted alone 
he probably could have obtained congres~ 
sional authority had he asked for it. The 
trend which has concerned us has de
veloped because Congress has not really 
disagreed with the Executive and has 
thus felt no need to assert its own views. 
It is a serious perversion of the Constitu
tion to suggest that congressional inac
tion signals the loss of congressional 
power that was given to .us under the 
Constitution of the United States. 

The logical import of the powers 
claimed would be to destroy the consti
tutional scheme so painstakingly con
structed at Philadelphia 200 years ago. 
It would establish virtual one-man rule 
over what I think we can all agree are 
the most important decisions any g0v
ernment is ever called upon to make
the decisions to commit young life to bat
tle and possibly to death. 

Considering the breadth of security in
terests claimed or claimable by the 
Executive, it would leave the President 
free to engage in any conflict, large or 
small, short or indefinite, anywhere in the 
world. Under the new assumption of Ex-

ecutvie power, it is impossible to envi
sion a conflict for which congressional 
authority would be required. 

In other words, if American forces can 
be committed across the frontier of Cam
bodia without so much as a glance at 
Capitol Hill, what power then is denied 
to the President that prevents a one-man 
rule situation in the areas of war and 
peace? 

Yesterday, we saw this power extend
ed to a new and unprecedented level. 
The Department of Justice has asked a 
Federal court-and has succeded in get
ting an order from that court--to pre
vent a great newspaper in this country 
from publishing certain material that 
the Government feels would be embar
rassing to the national interest. That is 
the only time, so far as I know, in the 
history of the United States when any 
c.our~ has prevented, in advance, the pub
llcat1on of documents merely because of 
the convenience and wish of the Gov
ernment. It is a crass form of censor
ship that violates the freedom of the 
press and violates the Constitution of 
the United States, and I cannot believe 
that the court will allow that decision to 
stand. 

I suggest that those who oppose this 
amendment would do well to avoid the 
grave error of confusing their support 
for the President's Vietnam policy with 
an imaginary constitutional mandate for 
the Congress to abandon duties imposed 
upon it by that document. 

In other words, I recognize there are 
legitimate difference within this body 
as to whether the President's policy is 
right or whether it is wrong, but what I 
object to is the notion that we have no 
right as Members of Congress to advo
cate a different view and to insist on 
that view by legislative action in this 
body. We were elected by the people of 
our States. We are empowered by the 
Constitution of the United States with 
certain obligations and powers in the 
field of war and peace. We have an ob
ligation that is just as sacred and just 
as important as the President's to stand 
on our convictions on these matters 
which affect the very lives of the people 
of this Nation. 

Every Senator is and should remain 
free to make his own choice on matters 
of policy, relying upon knowledge, wis
dom, and conscience. But we are bound, 
by our oath of office, to uphold the 
Oonstitution. 

THE DUTY OF CONGRESSIONAL REVmw 

The points I have discussed may ap
pear to have only an indirect relevance 
to the pending amendment, since they 
relate primarily to the question whether 
the war in Vietnam was properly initi
ated. Our amendment does not contest 
that issue; it does not seek to declare 
illegal the past actions of any President 
It is not an amendment to find scape~ 
goats or to crucify anyone for decisions 
made in the past. It applies only to the 
futur~. It applies not to the 50,000 young 
Americans who are dead, whom we can
not recall, but it applies to the thousands 
of young men who will die if we do not 
end this war. It applies to our prisoners 
of war who have been sitting in their 
cells in Hanoi for these past 5 or 6 years. 
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I suggest, Mr. President, that if those 

prisoners could vote, if the GI's in Viet
nam could vote, if the American people 
·could vote on the rollcall vote on the 
amendment that the Senate will take at 
5 o'clock p.m. today, it would pass over
whelmingly, because it is the only way 
by which Congress can stand on its con
stitutional authority and exercise what 
I believe to be the overwhelming senti
ment of the GI's in Vietnam and of the 
American people here at home, and that 
is the conviction that this war must be 
brought to an end. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPONG). The time of the Senator from 
South Dakota has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 1additional minutes in order 
that I may yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized for 
15 additional minutes. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first of 
all, I am very, very grateful to the Sena
tor from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN) 
for his very temperate and scholarly 
presentation of this question of the con
stitutionality of our amendment. 

Throughout the time the distinguished 
Senator and I have been associated in be
half of 'this amendment, over a matter 
of some years now, I have come to know 
him well and to respect his patience and 
the careful manner in which he explains 
his position on this issue, and especially 
today for his very careful and scholarly 
presentation. 

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator from 
Oregon would yield right there momen
tarily, he has spoken so kindly about me 
that I want to take advantage of this 
opportunity to express my great appre
ciation to him not only for his years of 
consistent leadership in his effort to end 
the war, but before that, for his leader
ship as Governor of the State of Oregon, 
when he was the only governor in the 
early days who stood up against Amer
ican involvement in Indochina, when he 
spoke out sharply against it. His record 
on this issue is long and consistent, going 
back to the mid-1960's when the escala
tion first began. 

I stress that, Mr. President, because 
there has been some implication made on 
the part of some Members of this body 
that the pending amendment has been 
introduced for partisan reasons, to em
barrass the President or, somehow, to 
grab credit for bringing this tragic war 
to an end. It is important to understand 
for the record that the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), 
and others associated with this amend
ment, have not changed their position 
over the years, that it has. been consistent 
regardless of who was the occupant of 
the White House, or the party. What we 
attempt to do here this afternoon is part 
of that consistent record. 

Beyond that, I want to thank the Sen
ator for carrying the major burden of 
this debate over the past week. As he 
knows, I have recently undergone surgery 
and have not been able to be on the floor 
as much as I would have liked to. For that 

reason, I especially appreciate the fact 
that he has carried the major part of 
the burden. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota. He 
has been accurate on the one question 
raised frequently in relation to the 
amendment which has to do with the 
constitutional authority of Congress to 
act. 

I should first like to preface my ques
tion to the Senator with a quotation 
from last year's debate, August 31, 1970, 
made by the manager of the bill, the 
very distinguished Sena tor from Mis
sissippi <Mr. STENNIS), and the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, who 
is known as an outstanding attorney and 
a man skilled in constitutional law. 

During that debate, the Senator 
from Mississippi said: 

attention of the Senate. It is a further 
expansion of this comment, a further ex
pansion of this thought whic'h goes 
beyond what the Senator would agree is 
the President's basic responsibility and 
authority under his constitutional power. 

Mr. Smith said: 
Sir, I am not recommending this, but if 

you don't have a legal authority to wage a 
war, then presumably you could move troops 
out. It would be possible to agree with the 
North Vietnamese. They would be delighted 
to have us surrender. So you could-What 
justification do you have for keeping troops 
there other than protecting the troops that 
are there fighting? 

Mr. President, I want to make such 
emphasis on this that I restate thalt last 
part of the question: 

What justification do you have for keep
ing troops there other than protecting the 
troops that are there fighting? 

The President responds: 
I thank the Senator very much. I am go

ing to say something against a legislative 
termination only, but I am going to say again, 
too, that r think the Senator's amendment A very significant justification. It isn't 
is directly on the button of the Constitu- just a case of seeing that the Americans are 
tion, that it is a limitation on appropriated moved out in an orderly way. 
funds, and only Congress has the power to Mr. President, that is the crux of our 
appropriate money . . . d t I t' to t 

I would observe, Mr. President, that the amen men · con inue quo e: 
pending amendment is completely constitu- If that were the case, we could move them 
tional. There is not the slightest doubt that out more quickly; but it is a case of moving 
Congress has complete authority to limit the American forces out in a way that we can at 
use of funds for this or any other war, or the same time win a just pea.ce. 
for that matter, on any other activity re- The President continues: 
gardless of whether it 1s related to the De-
partment of Defense. Now, by winning a just peace, what I mean 

, is not victory over North Viet-Nam-we are 
The Senator from South Dakota this not asking for that-but it is simply the 

morning has again stated the proposi- right of .the people of South Viet-Nam to 
tion clearly, that Congress does have the determine their own future without having 
constitutional responsibility and the con- us impose our will upon them, or the North 
stitutional authority to act. Vietnamese or anybody else outside impose 

Let me now refer to an interview on their will upon them. 
July 1, 1970, which Mr. Howard K. <Smith The President goes on at a later point 
had with President Nixon, when the in the interview and says: 
same point was brought up. The But let's go further. If the United States, 
question posed to the President by Mr. after all of this effort, if we were to with
Smith was this: draw immediately, as many Americans would 

Mr. President, one of the things that hrup
pened in the senate last week was the r·e
scinding of the Gul·f of Tonkin resolution 
by the Senate. Mr. Katzenbaich, in the pre
vious administration, told the Foreign Rela
tions Committee that resolution was tanta
mount to a congressional declaration of war. 
If it is rescinded, what legal justification do 
you hlave for continuing to fig'ht a war that 
is undeclared in Viet-Nam? 

The President responded: 
First, Mr. Smith, as you know, this war, 

while it was undeclared, was here when I 
became President of the United States. I 
do not say that critically. I am simply 
stating the fact that there were 549,000 
Americans in Viet-Nam under attack when 
I became President. 

The President of the United States has the 
constitutional right-not only the right but 
the responsibility-to use his powers to pro
tect American forces when they are engaged 
in military actions; and under these circum
stances, starting at the time I became Presi
dent, I have that power and I am exercising 
that power. 

I think the Senator from South Dakota 
would agree that up to this point there 
is no disagreement between the proposi
tion that we put forth in the amendment 
and what the President of the United 
States has declared as a constitutional 
right and responsibility, to bring Ameri
can troops home. 

I would like to call this again to the 

want us to do-and it would be very easy for 
me to do it and simply blame it on the previ
ous administration-but if we were to do 
that, I would probably survive through my 
term, but it would have, in my view, a cata
strophic effect on this country and the course 
of peace in the years ahead. 

My question to the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN) is that we are 
talking about a constitutional question 
here. It is clearly established that the 
Congress of the United States has a con
stitutional authority to cutoff appropria
tions for any purpose including war. 
What is the constitutional authority for 
the President of the United States to re
tain those troops in South Vietnam and 
have them engage in military operations 
in Cambodia, Laos, and other involve
ments in Indochina? What is the con~ 
stitutional responsibility and authority 
of the President of the United States? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, my 
view is that the President of the United 
States is without proper constitutional 
authority to continue this conflict. 

The Senator from Oregon quoted the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) 
a few moments ago in saying that there 
was no question at all about the consti
tutional advisability of the amendment 
we propose. The Senator from Missis
sippi disagrees with the content of the 
amendment, but he has made it very 
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clear that we are acting within our con
stitutional rights in prQ1Posing the cur
tailment of funds for the continuance of 
this war. 

It is interesting that another Senator, 
who is sometimes looked upon as the 
leading constitutional authority in the 
Senate, the senior Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. ERVIN), said at the time of 
the debate on the Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion that if we were to repeal that reso
lution, which we did, there could no 
longer be any authority at all for the 
President to continue military operations 
in Southeast Asia. 

Mr. President, I am not quoting the 
Senator from North Carolina directly, 
but I am quoting him su!bstantially. It 
is his view that if we were to repeal the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution we would have 
placed the President in a position where 
he had no other recourse except to ter
minate American military operations, 
and he would be without any constitu
tional authority at all to conduct the 
war. 

I have never thought that the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution was a proper declara
tion of war or a substitute for a declara
tion of war. As the Senator from Oregon 
knows, many Senators voted for that 
resolution at a time when we were really 
deceived by the executive branch as to 
what the situation was at that time. 
However, be that as it may, my answer 
to the Senator is that I think the Presi
dent i•s now operating without proper 
constitutional authority in the conduct 
of the war. Certainly there is no doubt 
about our power to terminate the war by 
cutting off funds. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, would 
the Senator from South Dakota agree 
that the burden of proof as to the con
stitutional questions involved is upon 
the opponents to prove the constitu
tional authority that the President has 
and that those who vote for our amend
ment support that position by their very 
vote. As far as I am concerned, he has 
no constitutional power whatsoever other 
than to withdraw troops. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, there 
is no question in my mind aibout; that at 
all. What puzzles me is that some of the 
strictest interpreter.s of the Constitution 
in the Senate are still willing ·to go along 
with a war that I should think they 
would see was in violation of what the 
Constitution intended with reference to 
the decision of matters regarding war 
and peace. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, would 
the Senator agree that in order to 'bring 
this down to as definitive a point as pos
sible we have to look at Vietnamization 
in at least a twofold aspect. The first, in 
which we also support and applaud the 
President and admire him greatly, is 
that he has been withdrawing troops and 
bringing them home. When he came into 
office, we had 449,000 troops there. He 
has withdrawn thousands and thousands 
of troops. On that we agree that it is 
within his constitutional power. 

There is another side of this question 
which the general public and perhaps 
some in the government establishment 
hlave not been as quick to identify. That 
is, to listen to the words of the President 

himself when he said that if it were 
merely the withdrawal of troops, he 
could do it faster than he is doing it. 
Then he identified the second part of 
Vietnamization 1as being some kind of 
commitment or agreement--! do not 
know what it is-to the Thieu-Ky regime 
requiring th:at our troops are only going 
to come out at a rate sufficient to give 
them the opportunity to defend them
selves and stand on their own feet. 

Does the Senator agree that this is a 
part of the Vietnamization policy that 
deserves most careful scrutiny and that 
it repres·ents the most serious obstlacle 
to getting a consensus and agreement on 
this matter? 

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no question 
about that. I think the crucial matter 
on which the administrative policy is 
hung up in Congress is the unwillingness 
of the administration to carry out a with
drawal schedule that is in line with OUT 
own national interest. Always that with
drawal schedule is gaged in terms of the 
political interest of Saigon and the vari
ous regimes in Saigon going clear back 
to President Diem from 1954 on. We hiave 
not asked what is in the interest of the 
American people or what is in the inter
est of OUT prisoners or what is the best 
manner to bring about their release and 
the safety of OUT forces. 

Always the point the President has 
made is to reiterate in one way or an
other-not just the present President, 
but also his predecessor-that we are 
not going to withdraw troops below the 
point that whatever regime is in power 
in Saigon feels will permit them to stand 
on their own feet. 

I would think that after arming and 
equipping an army of 1 million men in 
South Vietnam, which is about five times 
the size of the enemy force, that we 
have given them a reasonable chance. 

But what is lacking is the kind of 
conduct on the part of that Saigon Gov
ernment that commands the respect and 
support of their own people, and we can
not export that. We cannot send the 
respect of the Vienamese people to Gen
eral Thieu and General Ky. They have 
to earn that, and that is the ingredient 
that has been missing. No matter how 
long we stay, until there is a govern
ment in Saigon that commands the sup
port and respect of their own people, 
they will never have a reasonable chance 
to survive, and American forces will stay 
indefinitely. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I appreciate the Sen
ator's succinct response to the question. 

I ask the Senator from South Dakota 
if he agrees that Members of this body 
who vote against this amendment are 
voting to support an unknown commit
ment and a prior commitment to the 
Saigon government, and this kind of 
vote clearly indicates our emphasis is 
more on the political commitment to 
Saigon than it is on the withdrawal of 
American troops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 15 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not see how it 
can be read any other way. The policy 
of Vietnamization, as I said yesterday, 
is a two-t1•ack policy. The President said 
two things have to happen before we 
withdraw our forces. First, the other 
side has to release our prisoners. That 
seems to me to be a false hope, to think 
the enemy will release American prison
ers as long as military hostilities con
tinue, particularly as long as the bomb
ing operations go on. Second, he said 
that we have to, make sure that the Sai
gon politic al regime has a reasonablf' 
chance to survive on its own. In othe1 
words, even if the first condition were 
met, if they agreed to release the prison
ers, the President has said that is not 
enough; we have to stay there with the 
forces necessary to assure survival of 
this regime in Saigon, a regime that, as 
far as I am concerned, is so corrupt and 
antidemocratic that it does not deserve 
that kind of commitment of the Amer
ican people. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Let us analyze this 
commitment. We are involved in this 
kind of commitment. I do not know of 
anyone who has talked about it or iden
tified what it is other than the time suf
ficient or time reasonable for the South 
Vietnamese Government to stand on its 
own feet. 

I think it is necessary to go back and 
realize, with all respect to the President's 
judgment, and with every belief I can 
conjure up that the President is dedicated 
and sincere when he said he wants 
peace-and I do not challenge that--but 
we have to recognize that the President, 
when he said he wants to give reason
able time for the Saigon government to 
stand on its own feet, must be a pretty 
disillusioned man as far as the capacity 
of that government to do so is con
cerned, because I would like to remind 
Senators that on September 26, 1969, 
and that is more than two 'anc. :a half 
years ago, the President, in an interview, 
was asked, "How do you feel ·about the 
v1arious proposals pr·oposing an arbitrary 
cutoff time on OUT military presence in 
Vietnam?" 

As the Senator from South Dakota 
realizes, this is not a new proposal we 
are making today. We voted on it in 
September 1970, and it was discussed 
even in 1969. 

This is what the President responded. 
These words should be carefully weighed: 

However, it is my conclusion that if the 
administration were to impose an arbitrary 
cutoff time, say the end of 1970, or the mid
dle of 1971, for the complete withdrawal of 
American forces in Vietnam, that inevitable 
leads to perpetuating and continuing the 
war until that time and destroys any chance 
to reach the objective that I am trying to 
achieve, of ending the war before the end 
of 1970 or before the middle of 1971. 

Later in the interview he said: 
We believe that it can be achieved and we 

believe that if we stay on this course and i! 
we can have some more support in the Na
tion-we haive a lot of support, but even more 
support in the Nation-for this steady course, 
that the enemy then will have the incentive 
ito negotia·te, recognizing th:at it isn't going 
to gain rtime; that it isn't going to wait us 
out. 

Once the enemy recognizes that it is not 
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going to win its objective by waiting us out, 
then the enemy will negotiate and we will 
end this war before the end of 1970. That 
1s the objective we have. 

I think it is obvious the President sin
cerely, and with all the facts he had at 
his command, probably believed the Sai
gon government would have been strong 
enough to stand on its own feet by the 
end of 1970 or the middle of 1971. 

Now, here we are debating this again 
in June 1971, and they tell us that De
cember 1971, is not a reasonable time for 
Saigon to stand on its own feet. 

Does the Senator have any information 
that I do not have or that I have not read 
as to when the administration expects 
the Saigon government to have had a 
reasonable amount of time to stand on its 
own feet; and how many more American 
boys have to be slaughtered to fulfill this 
political commitment? 

Since we debated this question last 
year, in 1970, when it was said that 19170 
was not a reasonable time for them to 
stand on their own feet, 2,811 more Amer
ican boy·s have been killed, there have 
been wounded 11,250 more American 
men, 16,578 more South Vietnamese 
soldiers have been killed, and 100,000 
North Vietnamese soldiers have been 
killed. How many more? What is the time 
factor we can expect that 8aigon can 
stand on its own feet? Does the Senator 
know this? 

Mr. McGOVERN. All I can say in re
sponse to the Senator's inquiries is that 
he again reminds us how many times 
forecasts about the viability of the Saigon 
regime have proven to be disappointing. 
The Senator must surely recall that 6 
or 7 years ago when :a former Secre
tary of Defense made a study in South 
Vietnam and came back to report, ajlong 
with General Taylor, that it was his 
best judgment th'at all American forces 
could be withdrawn or almost all Ameri
can forces could be withdrawn by Christ
mas 1965. That is a long time ago. That 
is an estimate that missed the target by 
many years. We could fijll this RECORD 
this afternoon with forecasts about the 
light at the end of the tunnel and the 
fact that the regime that happened to be 
in power :at that time in Saigon was 
making progress and winning support 
and confidence of its own people. But ev
ery one of those predictions, as the Sena
tor knows, proved to be in error. 

I think there would be another factor 
that would be disillusioning to the Presi
dent in connection with this matter, and 
that would be when he looks at the elec
tion ~aw that is being considered and 
may be adopted in South Vietnam that 
requires anyone who wants to be a can
didate next October must first get the 
signatures and support of 40 members 
of the Assembly. 

Does the Senator think he could get 
40 Members of the Senate to endorse his 
candidacy if he wanted to become a can
didate for President? I think this is the 
kind of thing that indicates what a wob
bly regime we are backing in Saigon 
and what little support it has. That law 
was designed to prevent a man as power
ful as Vice President Ky froni being a 
candidate against President Thieu. If 
even the Vice President of South Viet-

nam under this proposed election law 
cannot get enough signatures to be a 
candidate for office, I think it is clear 
that what is shaping up in October is 
another rigged election that betrays the 
lack of confidence General Thieu has in 
his own popular base. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remairning? . 

The PRESIDING OFF'ICER. The Sen
ator has 5 minutes. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator 
from Utah <Mr. Moss) is waiting to 
speak. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to ask 
one last question. 

Would the Senator not agree also that 
when we consider the fact that we have 
waited now a year, almost, since we 
last voted on this amendment, that there 
has not been one breakthrough in the 
negotiations at Paris, or one indication 
that there is any way this stalemate is 
going to be broken, or that we have h'ad 
the return of not one prisoner of war, 
does the Senator know of any way other 
thia111 our amendment that would trigger 
that kind of action? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not. What we 
have seen is that both the government 
in Hanoi and Madam Binh, speaking 
for the National Liberation Front, have 
said they will do two things if we will 
set a definite date for withdrawal of 
American forces. First of all, they will 
begin negotiations immediately for the 
release of American prisoners of war, 
but they have said the indispensable 
condition for starting those negotiations 
is for us to get out of Vietnam lock, 
stock, and barrel, not to retain a resid
ual force, not to keep bombing, as I 
understand is a part of the Vietnamiza
tion policy. We have to agree to a definite 
date for the withdrawal of all forces. 
Second, they have said that if we would 
agree to a withdrawal date, they will 
enter into an agreement immediately 
for a cease-fire and for the safe with
drawal of our forces. 

I do not have the slightest doubt that 
they would carry out both of those com
mitments if we would set a withdrawal 
date, not because I think they are saints 
or boy scouts or anything of the kind, 
but because it is in their own national 
interest for us to get out. . 

Mr. HATFIELD. We have nothing to 
lose by such a triggering mechanism, 
because it says that if it is not settled 
within 60 days, the deadline is extended 
for another 60 days. So we can put 
them to the test without losing any
thing. 

Mr. McGOVERN. There is a safety 
valve which gives us 60 days to work 
out the release of prisoners. If it is not 
worked out, the amendment says the 
President can come back to Congress 
and ask for additional authority to con
tinue the war. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Does not the Senator 
agree that those who do not support the 
amendment, those who vote "No" on the 
amendment, have 1a great responsibility 
to the widows and wives, the mothers and 
sisters of those prisoners of war, as to 
just what they have to propose that will 
trigger a mechanism to get those men 
out? Do they not have a further respon-

sibility to give some kind of indication 
as to what is going to bring about nego
tiations to release the prisoners of war? 
Is not the responsibility on them, rather 
than us, because we in our amendment 
have provided a triggering mechanism 
to break the stalemate? Does the Sen
ator agree with that? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, I agree with 
that. I think, in a very real sense, we 
hold the key to the jail cells in Hanoi. 
We can unlock those doors and release 
those prisoners by writing into law a 
termination date for the hostilities. We 
can give a new lease on life to those young 
men in South Vietnam, American sol
diers who are there, by adopting the 
amendment -and saying to Hanoi, "We 
are calling you on your off er of a cease
fire rand on the safe withdrawal of our 
forces." I do not see that as a ransom 
for our prisoners or paying a bribe. I 
say it is placing our national interest 
first, for a change, and not letting Gen
eral Thieu exercise a veto on our with
drawal. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the 

Senator from Utah <Mr. Moss). 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I have been 

listening with the gr·eatest interest to 
the colloquy between my two colleagues 
who are the coauthors of the amendment 
now before this body. I agree with the 
statements by these two fine Senators, 
and I intend to support the amendment 
when the vote comes this afternoon. I 
supported it last year. 

I was particularly struck by the hope 
that the Senator from Oregon recited in 
which, more than a year ago, the Presi
dent was giving assurance that he could 
probably end the war by 1970, and cer
tainly by the middle of 1971. Here we 
are, in the middle of 1971, having resist
ance against setting a termination date 
to come at the end of 1971. And so it 
seems to go on year after year. I am 
convinced that we must, as a body of the 
Congress, take action to set the terminal 
time when we will be through with war in 
Indochina and bring our men home. 

And so this afternoon, the Senate once 
again faces the painful question of our 
future course in Indochina. I think the 
Senate should answer that question in a 
firm and unequivocal voic&-a with
drawal of all American forces by Decem
ber 31, 1971. 

For years we have been told that we 
were beginning to see the light at the end 
of the tunnel.. If we would only be just 
a little more patient. 
· Well, we have come a long way from 

where that light was perceived by some 
of us. It is n0i bigger, no brighter, than 
it was 2 years ago-no more apparent, 
in faCt, than it was 10 years ago. The 
"light at the end of the tunnel" has 
prov·en to be a cruel hoax played on the 
American people. 

We are now witnessing another version 
of the tunnel game-it is the prisoner 
game. The rationale is the same: If 
we hold on just a little longer, we will 
be able to salvage something from the 
wreck of this disastrous war. And both 
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promises have the same effect: to pro
long the killing, the suffering, and the 
destruction, without gaining us what we 
sought in the first place. In short, both 
are excuses for continuing a war in which 
the American people have lost faith, a 
war that the American people want 
stopped. 

How serious is the President about the 
issue he professes to feel so strongly? A 
few days ago, Clark Cliff Ord, former Sec
retary of Defense, indicated that he was 
convinced by information that he had 
received that our prisoners of war would 
be released within 30 days of the setting 
of a deadline for American withdrawal 
from Vietnam. The Nixon administra
tion's response the very next morning 
was given by Press Secretary Ziegler, who 
discounted Mr. Clifford's statement and 
added that, furthermore, return of pris
oners was only one of several contingen
cies on which our withdrawal would be 
based. This contrasts sharply with Mr. 
Nixon's earlier statements, which have 
singled out prisoners of war as the gov
erning reason for our continued pres
ence in Vietnam. 

I believe that the President must be 
more candid with the American people 
on the real issues surrounding our disen
gagement from Vietnam. The prisoner 
issue has been used as a red herring. 
History tells us that P\t'isoners are re
turned after a war is over, not before. 
The real issues, it seems to me, are the 
future of the Thieu-Ky regime, the 
avoidance of a bloodbath following our 
withdrawal, the national security stake 
we have in Southeast Asia. And today, 
we consider the additional issue of 
whether it is proper for the Congress to 
accompliSh by legislation what two Pres
idents have been unwilling to do by 
executive action: Set a firm date foc 
withdrawal of American forces from 
Vietnam. 

Our unwavering support for the Thieu
Ky regime is one of the most troubling 
aspects of our present policy. 

I have said before that I do not be
lieve the Thieu-Ky regime is worthy of 
our support. South Vietnam is not now 
a democracy in any sense of the word. 
Scores of newspapers are closed, tem
porarily or permanently, simply for 
questioning the government line. Politi
cal prisoners number well into the thou
sands. Tr()!Ilg Dinh Dzu, runner-up in 
the 1968 presidential elections, is now in 
jail for having advocated a coalition 
government. Our Government says that 
we are in Vietnam to protect the right 
of free self-detiermination for the Viet
namese people. Our association with 
such a blatantly undemocmtic regime 
exposes our inconsistancy to all the 
world. The cause of Vietnamese self
determination would be better served by 
our leaving Vietnam completely and let
ting the Vietnamese settle their own 
affairs-after all, th,at is what self-deter
mination is all ·about. 

I am fully aware that there are Viet
namese--government officials and their 
families, and perhaps others-who might 
be subject to recriminations should run
other government come into power in 
South Vietnam. We must do what we 
can to protect them--not with more 

Ameriorun lives-but by PTOViding asylum 
for those individuals. The McGovern
Hatfield amendment would provide for 
this. 

There is the question of commitment: 
What is the nature of our commitment 
to the Thieu-Ky government, and what 
dangers would our withdrawal pose in 
terms of our standing with our allies? 
I believe that after ten years, the ex
penditure of far over 100 billion dollars, 
the sustaining of over 50,000 deiaths, and 
a quarter of a million casualties, we have 
more than fulfilled any commitment we 
ever had to the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. As for the argwrnent that our 
allies would lose faith in us for terminat
ing our involvement, I emphatically dis
agree. One would have to be blind not to 
see how this war has strained our al
liances, lost us friends, and damaged our 
prestige around the world. Just recently 
the Thai Government announced it was 
initiating contacts with Red China. The 
reason? According to a government 
spokesman, the Vietnam war has shown 
them how dangerous it is to be "loved 
too much by a major power." The war, 
if anything is driving our allies away 
from us. The only way to restore the 
health of our ·alliances is a prompt ter
mination of our involvement in Vietnam. 

Finally, we come to the issue of our 
striategic interests. We have no vital se
curity interests in Vietnam. And if we 
have vital interests in Southeast Asia, 
Vietnam is not the place to def end them. 
Of the two most powerful countries in 
Asia, one--Japan-is a firm ally. Wi;th 
the other-China-we are just beginning 
the long overdue process of inching to
ward normal rel1ationships. Our interests 
in Asia are peace, security, and stability 
for that part of the world. The most ef
fective way to 1achieve those objectives is 
to maintain our friendship with Japan 
and take further steps toward arriving 
at a stable relationship with mainland 
China. The Vietnam war only hampers 
the achievement of those objectives. 

There are those who say that this 
amendment infringes on the President's 
constitutional duties. However, I believe 
this legislation reaffirms Congress' con
stitutional powers ·and responsibilities. 

The Founding Fathers gave Congress 
the p.ower to declare war and to "mise 
and support armies" because they feared 
war by Executive decree. Congress has 
not declared war; rather, the executive 
branch in waging war with moneys ap
propriated by Congress. From documents 
recently published by the New York 
Times, it is now charged by some that 
Congress and the American people have 
been deceived on American foreign policy 
and misled as to how American money 
was being spent. Whether or not these 
charges are true, it is certain that such 
matters are subject to congressional ju
risdiction. 

These things happen when one branch 
of Government begins to usurp the func
tions of the other, or begins 1to exercise 
unlimited power where that power should 
be shared. If we ·are to restore the bal
ance of powers intended by the framers 
of our Constitution, then Congress must 
take its share of the responsibility in the 
conduct of this wa.r. The McGovern-Hat-

field amendment is fully consistent with 
that aim. 

The war in Southeast Asia has taken a 
devastating toll-in terms of lives, both 
American and Asian; in terms of re
sources that are desperately needed else
where; in terms of the havoc it has 
wrought on Asian societies, and the an
guish and division it has caused here at 
home. 

There is no valid purpose served by 
prolonging our involvement. Let us end 
the war by setting a firm date for termi
nation. 

I believe the date proposed in the 
McGovern-Hatfield amendment, the end 
of December of 1971, is practlicable and 
reasonable, and could be met, and that if 
we would give it a chance by adopting 
this amendment, we could set in motion 
forces that might enable us to have our 
prisoners returned at an earlier date, 
and certainly we could stop the killing 
that is going on even now. 

I notice in the press every little while 
there is some kind of notice that "this 
particular week happens to be low in 
casualties.'' But even though it is low 
in casualties, there are always a number 
of our young men who have lost their 
lives, and many more have been 
wounded. I think the time certa;inly has 
come to terminate our involvement in 
Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
THE TIME TO LEAVE VIETNAM IS NOW 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in support of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. The time has come, 
indeed it is long overdue, when Congress 
and the President should set a date to 
get out of Vietnam, and then get out. 

NO PARTISANSHIP OR RECRIMINATIONS 

I speak for what I believe should be a 
national purpose and a national intent. 
In no sense do I speak from a partisan 
viewpoint or from a narrow perspective. 
My position is not based on any at
tempt at recrimination or to place the 
blame for our effort on the heads of 
others. 

While I take considerable pride in the 
fact· that as early as 1966 I joined in 
calling for a halt to the bombing, it is 
also true that, like most other Sen
ters I supported the war either in 
voting funds for it or speaking in favor 
of many of our actions or by failing to 
speak out against courses of action 
which were pursued. There is enough 
blame for all-Democrats and Republi
cans, liberals and conservatives, and 
hawks and doves. As almost all of us 
shared in some degree in the respon
sibility for the war, what this amend
ment does is to propose that we all share 
in ending it. It is in that spirit that I 
speak. 

AMERICA HAS FULFILLED ITS OBLIGATION 

It is my view, and the ,facts supporf.; 
that view overwhelmingly, that we have 
fulfilled every o'bligation as a protocol -
signatory under the SEATO agreement to 
aid in the defense of South Vietnam. We 
have fulfilled our obligations beyond 
question. In deed, no nation in the his-
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tory of the world has provided so much 
manpower, firepower, money, and sup
port to a small nation as has the United 
States in the case of the Vietnam war. 

Some 45,000 Americans have been 
killed in combat. Another 10,000 have 
died while in Vietnam from accidents, 
disease, or other causes. Some 250,000 to 
300,000 Americans have been wounded. 
Some 2.6 million individual Americans 
have served there during the course of 
the war. We have spent at least $100 bil
lion in support of that effort. 

In addition, we have trained or helped 
to train over a million South Vietnam 
troops. We have provided them with 
huge firepower, overwhelming air sup
port, and the dominance of the seas. 

There is no question that the South 
Vietnamese have those advantages ovP.r 
the North Vietnamese, thanks over
whelmingly to our assistance: firepower 
that dwarfs that of the North Vietnam
ese, airpower which dwarfs that of the 
North Vietnamese, and, as I say, sea
power. 

If after this effort, unprecedented in 
the annals of mankind, South Vietnam is 
now unable to def end itself, there is no 
foreseeable time in the future when it 
will be able to do so. 

Our mission has, therefore, been ful
filled and we can leave in the knowledge 
that that is the case. 

AMERICAN LIVES RUINED BY HARD DRUGS 

There are other reasons why we should 
get out. Some 50,000 Americans are now 
addicted to drugs as a result of that 
war. The massive drug traffic there in
creases the urgency of our withdrawal. 
No contribution the United States could 
make in the next year or 18 months is 
one-tenth as important as the American 
lives which will be ruined by hard drugs, 
especially heroin, as a result of our re
maining there. 

FABRIC OF NATION TORN ASUNDER 

We should get out, also, because the 
war has tom asunder ·the fabric of our 
Nation as has no other modem event. 
There is a malaise over this country as 
a result of this terrible war which can
not be worth remaining there 1 day 
longer than it takes us to remove our 
troops safely. Many of the young are 
bitter against the old. Our institutions 
are under attack. There is deep strtfe 
over the equity of who should bear the 
burden of the war, with the poor ·and 
the black and the young bearing it al
most entirely, while few, if any, sacrifices 
have been made by others. 

SURVIVAL OF N ATION AT STAKE 

We cannot sustain a war which is now 
opposed by the overwhelming majority 
of the American people. That cannot be 
done in a political democracy and ex
pect that democracy to survive as the 
working, functioning, buoyant, confident 
society we have known in the past. 

The United States has done its duty. 
We have sacrificed the youth and treas
ure of our society to protect another. 
That mission has been fulfilled. It is time 
now to leave Vietnam and concentrate 
on the task we have ahead of saving this 
society and of fulfilling our own great 
national purpose. Now, the survival of 
the United States is at stake. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Ohio for yielding 
tome. 

Mr. GURNEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I re

quested my time from the manager of the 
bill, the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
STENNIS), who has agreed that I be the 
next speaker. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. How much 
time does the Senator desire? 

Mr. GURNEY. Twenty minutes. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of the manager of the 
bill, I shall take the liberty of yielding 20 
minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the assistant 
majority leader. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
Hatfield-McGovern amendment, and I 
intend to vote against it. 

We have been debating here a question 
which poses a grave infringement not 
only upon the powers of the President 
but also upon the future ability of this 
Nation to retain its leadership in world 
affairs. 

Much has been said in the last few 
days about the powers of the President 
and the constitutional limits of those 
powers. But I think we have to realize 
that we are considering not only the 
power to make war, but also the power 
to conduct foreign relations generally. 
We are not only in the middle of a 
protracted war in Vietnam; we are also 
in the middle of protracted negotiations 
in Paris. We have a President who is 
attempting to take the necessary steps 
to bring us through a :riapid withdrawal 
of our forces, and who is also trying to 
conclude the fighting on terms of ,a peace 
which will contribute to the stability of 
that area and the security of the vital 
interests of the United States. 

The Hatfield-McGovern amendment 
seriously interferes with those negotia
tions. It does so by preempting some of 
the vital conditions which are the subject 
of on-going bargaining. Once a with
drawal date has been set, there is no 
possibility whatsoever to extract reason
able conditions from the enemy. Even the 
vital issue of the prisoners of war is 
compromised in an area which requires 
the utmost sophistication and subtlety of 
negotiations. Congress with this amend
ment would preempt all discussion and 
impose rigid conditions. 

Mr. President, when one reads the text 
of this amendment, one immediately sees 
the conflict between the clear powers of 
the President and the attempt by Con
gress to impose illegal restrictions upon 
them. I do not care whether the date 
is set at December 31, 1971, or whether 
it is set 6 months later, or a year Jiater. 
The real imposition upon the President's 
powers is the attempt to set any date 
whatsoever. 

Similarly, I do not think anyone really 
believes the pious declaration that the 
authority of the President to provide for 
the safety of American Armed Forces 
during their withdrawal from Indochina 
shall not be ·affected. It is a clear condi
tion of military operations that the 
Commander shall have the ultimate 

authority to decide the operations of 
war. Who among us can say what con
ditions will affec1t the safety of the 
withdrawal action 6 months from now, 
or even 6 weeks from now? In the same 
way, how can the amendment lay down 
a commitment to arrange asylum for the 
protection of those who would be in 
physical danger from the Communists 
upon the withdrawal of American Armed 
Forces? If the President cannot have the 
freedom to use physical force, how can 
he possibly fulfill such a declaration? 

Finally, how can anyone possibly pro
pose to extend the date for 60 days if 
North Vietnam has not Tel eased Ameri
can prisoners of war? What happens ,at 
the end of that 60 days? Do we delay 
again and again? 

It is folly to believe that any unilateral 
action on our part will lead to an action 
on the part of the N O'rth Vietnamese and 
other insurgent forces in South Viet
nam. If the Communists can gain every
thing by waiting for the United States to 
tire of this war, why should they not wait 
another 60 days? What reason have they 
to give up the prisoners that they hold? 

This amendment amounts to nothing 
less than a self-imposed unconditional 
surrender on the part of the United 
States. We not only surrender our mili
tary power but we also surrender all of 
the tools of negotiation. In the end, we 
have a cruel twist, in which we have given 
up everything that we need, not only to 
secure a just and lasting peace, but even 
to secure the release of the American 
prisoners. 

We must not overlook the fact of the 
importance of these negotirutions. It is 
beyond dispute that the President is sole
ly charged with the ability to conduct for
eign relations under the Constttution ex
cept for the power of the Senate's ad
vice and consent. We are concerned here 
with the basic division between executive 
and legislative powers. 

It was Alexander Hamilton who said: 
The general doctrine of our Const1tution 

then is, that the executive power of the 
nation is vested in the President, subject only 
to the exceptions and qualifications which 
are e~pressed in the instrument. 

In other words, ilt was not in Hamil
ton's interpretation that Congress could 
impinge upon the Executive's powers. 

Thomas Jefferson supported this doc
trine in even more explicit terms when he 
said: 

The Executive ... possessing the rights 
of self-government from nature cannot be 
controlled il.n the exercise of them but by a 
lam passed in the form of the Constitution. 

Plainly, among the powers of the Exec
utive are included relations with foreign 
nations. It was John Marshall, when he 
was a Member of the House of Represent
atives, who said: 

The Presiident is the sole organ of the na
tion in <!'ts external relations. . . . He pos
sesses the whole executive power. He holds 
and directs the force of the nation. 

When Monroe was Secretarr-y of War he 
advised Congress that: 

The power of command was vested in the 
President primarily for the purpose of giv
ing him that control over military and nia.val 
operations which is a necessary attr.ibute of 
the executive branch. 
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Mr. President, there are some who 
would say that the constitutional power 
of making a war belongs to Congress. 
In fact, such a position seems to be 
implicit in the thinking behind this 
amendment. Yet, as Monroe pointed out, 
the Pr.esident has control over our mili
tary and naval operations and that is a 
different thing indeed. Several weeks ago 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Arizona appeared before the Foreign Re
lations Committee and pointed out that 
the United States has only declared war 
five times and yet has engaged in 153 
military actions during the history of 
the Republic. Nor can it be said that 
these 153 actions were merely skirmishes. 
This list included 59 military actions 
which occurred before 1950 outside the 
Western Hemisphere. The Senator point
ed out that 56 incidents involved actual 
gunfire or the threat of warfare. Sixty
four continued beyond 30 days. 

Between 1899 and 1901, the United 
States used over 126,000 troops against 
the Philippine Insurrection. This was at 
least 60 percent of our total military 
force then in existence. In 1927 we had 
56,070 troops ashore in China and 44 
naval vessels in its waters. After World 
War I had ended, we landed 5,000 sol
diers at Archangel in Russia, plus 9,000 
more in Siberia. These examples present
ed to the Foreign Relations Committee 
by the Senator from Arizona are only 
part of the long history of military op
erations in which the President of the 
United States has engaged without a dec
laration of war. I want to thank the Sen
ator for making this information avail
able at such an important time in our 
national debate. 

The point to be made, however, is that 
such military operations are entered 
upon in support of the foreign policy of 
the United States. This foreign policy 
is made by the President and not by the 
Congress. Military force is but one in
strument of such policy and it goes hand
in-hand with negotiations. 

In 1897 the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee made an intensive investiga
tion of the connection between presiden
tial powers and foreign policy. The com
mittee arrived at the following conclu
sion: 

The Executive branch is the sole mouth
piece of the nation in communication with 
foreign sovereignties. . . . In the depart
ment of international law, therefore, proper
ly speaking, a Congressional recognition of 
belligerency or independence would be a 
nullity. 

Some 10 years later Senator Spooner 
of the Foreign Relations Committee ad
dressed the Senate in these terms: 

The Senate has nothing whatever to do 
with ... the conduct of our foreign inter
course and relations save the oo:ercise of the 
one constitutional function of ad.vice and 
consent which the Constitution requires. . . . 
From the foundation of the Government it 
has been oon:ceded :in practice and in theory 
that the constttutton vests the power of 
negotiation and tJhe various phases---aind they 
are multifarious--of the conduct of our for
eign relations exclusively in the President. 
And . . . he does not exercise that consti
tutional power nor can he be made to do it, 
un.de,r the tutelage or .guardianship of the 
Senate Oil" of the House or of the Senate and 
House combined. 

This opinion was confirmed in 1930 by 
the SUIPI"eme Court in the landmru-k deci
sion of the United States against Curtiss
Wright Corp.: 

Not only is the federal power ove:r external 
aft"a;lrs in origin and essential oharactell" differ
ent from that over internal ·affaixs, but pa.rtic
ipation in the exercise Of the power is signif
icantly limited. In this vast external 
realm . . . the President alone has the power 
to speak or listen as a re!Jresenta.tive of the 
nation .... He alone negotiates. Into the field 
of negotiations the Senate cannot intrude 
and Congress itself is powerless to invade it. 

This is the Supreme Court speaking 
directly on the very matter we are talk
ing about here in debate today, 1and have 
been for some days now. 

The Sup~eme Court went on to lay 
down principles in this case which are 
particularly relevant to the present at
tempt oo narrowly restrict the President's 
powers: 

" ... he (the President), not Oon~ess. has 
the better opportunity Olf knowing the con
ditions whioh prevail in foreign countries and 
espelclially is this true in time of war. 

This considerarti.on discloses the unwisdom 
Of requiring Congress in this field of gov
ernmental powe!l" (i.e., federal powers in the 
field of externaJ. affaks) to lay down nar
rowly definite standM"ds by which the Presi
dent is to be governed. 

A few years later, the Court in the case 
of the United States ·against Hirabayashi 
drew upon this doctrine to lay down some 
very commonsense principles: 

The Constitution of the Uruted States was 
intended by the fathers who framed it to be 
able to cope with war emergencies. This 
nation came into beillig as a result of a suc
cessful war. The Constitution was written 
shortly thereafter and at a time when its 
framer had every rea.sion, by vi!rtue of their 
experience a.nd in the light of then world 
conditions, to expect that this nation be con
fronted by war in the future. 

In the same case, the Supreme Court 
held that: 

The war power of the national govexnment 
which includes the President's conunand 
powers over armed forces in the field "extends 
to every ma.tter and activity so related to WM 
as substantially to affect its conduct and 
progress. The power is not restricted to the 
winning of victories in the field and the re
pulse of the enemy forces. It embraces every 
phase of the naitional defense, including the 
protection of war materials and the members 
of the a:rmed forces fir'Om injury and from 
dangers which attend the rise, the execution 
and 'Progress of wail". 

Mr. President, I would Hke to empha
size what this case said. The President's 
command powers extend to every ma;tter 
and ,activity so related to war as substan
tially to affect its conduct and progress. 

Here we see how this present proposal 
is taking key matters, not only of the war 
but of the negotiations and circumscrib
ing them with whiat will obviously affect 
the result. 

Finally, I would like to cite one more 
case from the Supreme Court, the case 
of Perez ,against Brownell: 

The restrictions confining Congress :ln the 
exercise of any of :the powers expressly dele
gated to 1t in the Constitution apply wil.th 
equal vigor when that <body seeks to !regulate 
our .re1'ations with foreig.n nations. Since Con
gress may not act <S.r.b1trarny, a :raition.a.l. 
means must ex.1st between the content o! a 

specific power in Congress •and the acts of 
Congress in carry1ng that power dnto execu
tion. More simply smted, the means ... must 
be Teasonably re1ated to the ,ac1i--'here regu
lation of lforeign affairs. 

Mr. President, I think it is clear that 
this amendment is ,a deliberate attempt 
to restrict the powers of the President in 
a way which is not prov-ided <for in the 
Constitution. This purpose is much evi
dent in subsection (C) (2) which says 
that: 

The Congress may by joint resolution au
thor,ize suoh funher action as is .recom
mended •by the President to secU!l"e the Telease 
and repaitr·i,aMon of AmerJ.oan pr,isoners of 
wair. 

Oongress clearly has no power, no such 
authority, to exercise. The President, 
both as Commander in Chief and as the 
maker of foreign policy, is solely in the 
position to negotiaite the release of such 
prisoners. The Constitution does not pro
vide for the Senate's advice and consent 
on this matter. As a practical matter, no 
President could operaite so constricted. 

This amendment unreasonably ties the 
President's hands on a matter which 
could mean life or death to these unfor
tunaJte Amerioan soldiers. There is noth
ing in Hanoi's history to suggest that 
they will respect any unUateral act of 
this kind. Through this resolution we 
abandon our prisoners of w.ar. We leave 
them as pawns in the hands of the 
enemy. 

In the same way, the proposal at
·tempts to circumscribe the Presidential 
powers and undermine not only the pris
oner of war issue but when possible, fu
ture arrangements with North Vietnam. 
By giving in on the timing and the free
dom of our decisionmaking, we are plac
ing a rigid .straitjacket which cannot be 
molded to future developments. It leaves 
no hope whatsoever for the stable and 
lasting peace which the President is seek
ing. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, the pro
posed amendment is a dangerous pro
posal which will seriously jeopardiz·e not 
only the President's role but the role of 
the Untted States in preserving freedom. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
taken equally from both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Florida? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHILES) . Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield myself such time as I may 
require on the time allotted to the Sen
ator. 

I ask unanimous consent that on the 
amendment No. 164 by the Senator from 
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Ohio <Mr. SAXBE), with reference to the 
continuation of selective service func
tions under a volunteer army, the time 
on that amendment be limited to 20 
minutes, to be equally divided between 
the mover of the amendment and the 
manager of the bill, and that the same 
conditions which will obtain under the 
agreements entered heretofore, on 
amendments to H.R. 6531, prevail in this 
instance. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object, it is my understanding that this 
arrangement has been cleared with the 
sponsor of the amendment and with the 
manager of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The dis
tinguished assistant minority leader is 
correct. 

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

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
later prepared, reads as follows: 

Ordered further, That debate on an amend
ment relative to Selective Service '.functions 
under a volunteer Army, to be offered by the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxbe) .be limited to 
20 minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of the amendment and 
the manager of the bill (Mr. Stennis). 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the a.bsence of a quorum 
with the understanding that the time be 
taken equally from both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question before the Senate is on 
amendemnt No. 143, offered by the Sen
ator from Oregon and other Senators. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 
much time remains for each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
vote comes at 5 p.m. and if there are no 
other amendments to be offered prior 
to the vote, there are 88 minutes re
maining to the proponents and 133 min
utes remaining to the opponents. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. STE'NNl::S. Mr. President, this has 
been a good debate. We haive had 1an 
exchange of views for several days. I do 
not lr...now of anything especially new 
that has been said about this amend
ment. I do not know that I will say any
thing especially new myself. But I have 
been keeping up with the points that 
have been made and at the expense of 
some repetition I wish to discuss some 
of the basic matters that pertain to this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, we all start with the 
agreement that we want to get out of 
the war and we want that to be done as 
soon as we can, consistent with reason 

and the obligations we have, and more 
particularly, looking to our future re
sponsibilities and the influence it might 
have in that regard. The President has 
that same desire, I am sure. 

Many Members of the Senate now were 
not Members of the Senate when the wair 
started. The President was not in the 
White House when the war started, but I 
am among those who have been here all 
this time, from the first time a uniformed 
American soldier went into South Viet
nam under orders. I share a part of the 
responsibility and I am willing to assume 
th at responsibility for having been in 
that position, although I was in opposi
tion to our going in. 

However, the question on this amend
ment, and that is the starting point for 
all of us, and I attribute only good faith 
to the au tho rs and supporters of the 
amendment, is: Do we really want to re
lieve the President of the United States 
of his responsibility in the handling of 
this war? That is the basic question. I 
did not say to interfere with his preroga
tives or interfere with any title he has. 
I say: Do we really want to relieve the 
President of the United States of his re
sponsibility to handle this war? 

I am directly and totally opposed to 
such a step. I want to keep the responsi
bility where it belongs under our sys
tem, and in the situation we are now in 
that primary responsibility and power 
rests with the President of the United 
States. He is the man who has contact in
directly with the enemy, not the Senate. 
It is the Chief Executive who has some 
chance for contact, in some way, in some 
manner. He is the one who has the re
sponsibility for contact with other na
tions, those friendly to the enemy and 
those friendly to us. It is his accounta
bility, his responsibility, and his power 
under our system of government, granted 
we are at war and, of course, we are at 
war. 

With respect to the purpose of the 
amendment, how we got into the war does 
not have one thing to do with it. The 
question now is: How do we get o~t in a 
proper way? 

So I do not want to yield one bit on the 
question of the responsibility of the Pres
ident, his power and his opportunity. I 
do not know of any way that we could run 
the war, so to speak. I do not know of 
any way we have of making North Viet
nam agree to something. I do not think 
the President can make them agree to 
something, but he is the one under our 
system who is in charge. He ran on the 
ticket that he is going to end the war; 
he had a plan; and he was elected. 

For us to try to take the responsibility 
away from him is not new in American 
history. It has been tried but it has never 
been done. Congress has never wrested 
control of a war from a Chief Executive 
under our system of government. Con
gresses before have interfered ·a great 
deal with the President in the conduct 
of war. 

I am familiar with what General Lee 
said about the war that took place a hun
dred years ago. He said the congressional 
committee that tried to run the war for 
Mr. Lincoln was worth to General Lee 

15 to 20 divisions in the field. I believe 
that is the way he put it. Outside of his 
statement, I have read much evidence 
that their intentions were to the con
trary, but they were the main allies 
against President Lincoln, not meaning 
to be, but the main allies of the cause 
President Lincoln was trying to over
come. 

So, intended or not, I do not think any
one would intend interference and de
terrence to the President of the United 
States, regardless of who he might be, 
and say what may be said, it is a help to 
our enemy. Of course, that is not in
tended. I attribute nothing but good faith 
to those who bring the amendment and 
support the amendment; but I have never 
found a way I could say and do some 
things that would not help or encourage 
t;heenemy. 

So I think we are in a difficult spot, 
and we are up against a hard proposi
tion, but we have to do what a majority 
of Congresses have always done after 
much fussing and complaining. We have 
to toe the line as long as we think the 
present President is acting in good faith, 
and I believe he is, and I believe most 
people think he is, we have to back up 
that policy and break with it only when 
we lose all patience or lose faith. Let us 
keep the responsibility on the President. 

Another reason for this is that 'he said 
he had a plan; and I am not throwing 
that up to him. He went before the peo
ple as a candidate for the highest office 
and said he was going to get us out of 
this war, and the people elected him. 
He understood then what a hard and 
tough job it would be. I have been watch
ing very closely ever since he moved 
right in · on this job. He may not have 
done what you would have done or what 
I would have done, but he moved right 
in on the job and made announcements 
to us very soon after he took his oa:th 
of office. 

It was very clear then that he under
stood it was a tough job, and it was very 
clear to me, too, that he was not taking 
a soft approach or easy approach; that 
he was not going to run out or be chased 
out. I think, on the whole, the American 
people approved that. We do not want 
to pay the price of wha;t would come in 
the course of the years ahead for having 
been chased out of there or run out en
tirely on someone else's terms. 

It has been a rugged 2 % years on that 
subject, and I know there have been 
temptations of a kind that it would have 
been easy to yield to, at least on the more 
rugged policies. 

Frankly, I think the President de
serves credit for not having softened up 
and yielded and created precedents that 
would plague us far worse, in years to 
come, than we are plagued by the situa
tion we are in now. 

This amendment was first filed just 
about a year ago, and we debated it then. 
I felt then, and I have ever since then, 
that if we are going to tell our enemy 
when we are going to get out, if we are 
going to announce that to our enemy, 
we should leave tonight. I do not mean 
next month or 60 days or 90 days from 
now, but that we should leave tonight, 
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because, to me, if we announce that we 
are going to get out by a certain date, 
that is throwing in the towel. There 
would be great jubilation in the camp of 
the enemy. There might be some tempo
rary jubilation here, but we would pay a 
long, bitter, hard price. 

If we are going to announce it in ad
vance, the President has not a single 
thing to stand on. If Congress, which 
controls the money, provides that we are 
going to get out by a certain date, we do 
not leave room for anyone else, under 
our system of government, to operate. 
We might just as well say that the Chief 
Justice shall do so and so as to say 
the President shall do so and so, after 
announcing a date. 

Nevertheless, the writers of th!is 
amendment totally recognize that, after 
all, we are dependent upon the President, 
whoever he may be, to lead us out of 
the war. 

Amendment No. 143, which is the one 
I am talking about, provides, in the sec
ond part, that if Hanoi or North Viet
nam does not agree and have a plan and 
an agreement for our POW's--and I am 
reading from line 23, page 2 of the 
amendment--"the Congress may by joint 
resolution authorize such further ac
tion." We know Congress may authorize 
further action. We do not have to say 
that in the amendment, but it is in here 
and I will read it--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 3 minutes 
more. 

The reading is: 
The Congress may by joint resolution au· 

thorize such further action-

What further action? 
as is recommended by the. President--

They make a 180 degree turn. They 
start out and then at the top they throw 
it right back in his lap at the end. That 
is an admission right here that in order 
to get action we are going to have to 
depend on the President. It is a con
fession, an admission, that that is where 
the power is. 

I end these remarks on the same point 
I started. I am not willing, and I do 
not believe a majority of tJhis body is 
willing, and no majority of any Con
gress has ever been willing, to relieve 
the President of the United States of 
the responsibility of handling a war once 
we got in it. I am not given tJo boasting, 
but I just do not believe this amend
ment is going to pass this body, be
cause it is just as pltain as the nose on 
a person's face that this is what it means 
and, at best, we have to tum it back over 
to the President. 

Mr. President, I'f I have any of those 
3 minutes left, I yield it back and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absenoe of a quorum, with the under
standing that it be charged equally to 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objectic,m, it is so ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Another important issue in this de
bate-and I covered this yesterday-is 
the questi'On of what could happen to 
American society if our participation in 
the war should prove to be unsuccessful 
in its objective of giving the South Viet
namese enough help that they are able to 
withstand the attacks of the North Viet
namese. 

I have pointed out already that the 
President of the United States has his 
responsibility, and it is one he willfully 
assumed. Going into this plan of with
drawal, he took the hard line, the hard 
course, and he made certain agreements 
and understandings with the people in 
Vietnam about the part they had to as
sume, what they had to train for, and the 
losses they would have to take. 

They have lived up exceptionally well 
to those promises, I think-beyond what 
I thought at one time was their capacity. 
They have not hesitated to do the hard 
thing. They even went beyond their own 
borderlines into the toughest kind of 
situation in Cambodia, and we went with 
them there. They went on beyond their 
own borderlines into Laos,, and have 
done exceptionally well there. Those two 
missions have made a tremendous dif
ference. And they are continuing to 
build up, and try, I believe to give it 
everything they have so far as these men 
in the services are concerned. 

Though for us it has t aken a little 
more t ime than some thought at the 
beginning-perhaps more than the Pres
ident thought--if the war is lost--and it 
certainly h as not been totally lost, or a 
total failure so far, from our viewpoint, 
or theirs, either-and if Congress has 
forced upon the Commander in Chief 
a withdrawal more rapid than he be· 
Ii eves is compatible with a safe and suc
cessful conclusion of our involvement, 
there would be many in this country who 
would blame the Congress for losing the 
Vietnam war. It would not help for us 
to say later that the extra months of 
effort which we prevented would have 
done no good-that the war had been 
lost in any case. It would not help for 
us later to say that, as I believe most 
of us now agree, the Vietnam involve
ment was a mistake from the beginning 
and had to be ended as quickly as pos
sible. As I pointed out yesterday, I be
lieve that the deep divisions that now 
exist in this country would be made 
extremely serious by a bitter series of 
charges and recriminations over the 
question of who lost Vietnam. As I stated 
yesterday, the debate in the United 
States in the early 1950's over who lost 
China--an involvement with which we 
were not nearly so closely connected
was a bitter and unhappy one and its 
effects on American society are not 
pleasant to remember. 

I am not repeating here something I 

read in the history books. I arrived here, 
as a Member of ithis body, just in time to 
be remotely-very remotely-blamed for 
losing China, so to speak, accor·ding to 
the thinking of some people; at least 
these are things that I have sensed and 
felt to a degree. We had some bitter and 
unhappy years here in the Senate and in 
America in the early 1950's. 

By way of analogy, I mentioned yes
terday that one of the major reasons why 
the social and politic al fabric of Ger
many was shattered in the 1920's and 
1930's was because many citizens were 
led to believe that parliamentary leaders 
had unnecessarily "stabbed in the back" 
the military leadership by ending World 
War I prematurely and thereby causing 
Germany to lose the war. 

The postwar debates in any country's 
history over the responsibility for a loss 
are not easy periods for democ;ratic tra
ditions and personal liberty. Anger, frus
tration, and the desire to find a scape
goat in such times are almost universal 
human failings. I do not believe that our 
country will be free of them if South 
Vietnam falls to Communists after we 
leave. But if Congress and the President 
have cooperated in ending our participa
tion in the war together, then I believe 
we will be able to weather any outcome 
of the Vietnam war, however unfortunate 
that might be. But I want to warn my 
colleagues again that if the Congress cuts 
off funds for American troops in the field 
at a time when their Commander in 
Chief has clearly stated that their safe 
withdrawal and the chance of a suc
cessful conclusion to the war depends 
upon those funds, many would be likely 
to say that the Congress, not the Presi
dent, would bear the major share of the 
responsibility for the outcome of the war. 
The responsibility for the termination of 
this war absolutely must be kept where 
it belongs-in the hands of the Com
mander in Chief. If it is not kept there, 
and South Vietnam should subsequently 
fall to the Communists after our de
parture, I believe that party would be 
set against party, the Executive against 
the Congress, and the supporters of the 
military against those who oppose and 
distrust it. And I say again that I fear 
that the fissures created by a disaster of 
this type could be deeper than any which 
have existed in American society since 
that dark, unfortunate year of 1865. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, if this wlar 
should terminate on a note of dlivisfon 
between the President--any President-
and the legislative branch-any Con
gress-then nations all over the world, 
friend and foe alike, would be disillu
sioned ·as to America. Those who are 
against us would say "Well, after all, 
there wtasi an internal breakdown. They 
do not know; they start, they put their 
hand to the plow, and then they turn 
back," or "They do not have the iability 
to coordinate their power and carry 
through." And those that are inclined to 
be friendly would have doubts created 
about alining themselves with us in the 
future. 

No nation Clan live entirely alone, any 
more than any individual can. Not in this 
present world. There would be doubt that 
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would lead to dlistrust and hesitancy. 
They would not know where we were, nor 
where they were in dealing with us. 

We know now how just some little 
fraction of an incident might occur in 
our financial iafiairs-and I feel 
strengthened in my argument here by 
the fact that the chairman of our Sen
ate Finance Conunittee has just walked 
in-and cause a worldwide reverberation 
almost instantly, when news spreads so 
rapidly of •an adverse action here in our 
country toward our balance of payments 
or the soundness of our financial system. 

I use that as an illustration. We have 
the same kind of reaiotion, worldwide, 
among friend and foe, seeking for tan
gible evidence that "after all, this power
ful Nation over there, Wlith more than 
200 million people, rich as she is, is 
getting to the point where she cannot 
control her own iafiairs. The Executive 
goes off in one direction, and the legis
lative branch in another, even concern
ing a war that they all agree they want 
wound down and terminated as soon ias 
they can." 

I bellieve we are sowing the wind here, 
and we will reap the whirlwind. Certainly 
there is ciause for further thought. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we may have a 
quorum call charged equally to both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will O'all the roll. 

The legiislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the Senator 
from Missisisippi. 

Mr. President, I rise today in SUP Port 
of the President of the United States and 
what he has done to get us out of Viet
nam. 

I have the greatest respect for the men 
who propose or support propositions such 
as the McGovern-Hatfield amendment. 
But whether it is that amendment or 
others akin to it, the ostensi:ble line-by
line plans to work with and help the 
President are obliterated by the intended 
implication that this be a no-confidence 
Viote in Richard Nixon's handling of Viet
nam. 

When Richard Nixon took office 2 
years ago, he promised to bring the 6-
year conflict in Vietnam to a close. Al
most immediately, he ordered the na
tional policy changed from escalation to 
withdrawal, thus giving substance to 
that conunitment. The McGovern-Hat
field amendment implies that this prom
ise has not been kept or the withdrawal 
he ordered continued. It is that implica
tion which in the face of facts is f ahse, 
and I so label it. 

The amendment addresses itself to an 
escalation mentality. It attacks the as
sumptions of the midsixties which made 

us content to languish in the unsatisfac
tory conditions of that time. In this re
spect, the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment is 4 years too late. For 2¥2 years the 
United States has been withdrawing its 
troops-hardly the right direction for 
winning a military victoiry, of which the 
President is accused by some. 

The idea that a set withdrawal date 
can accomplish more than the President 
has already done or is irrevocably com
mitted to is speculative fantasy. It is 
reality, not fantasy, with which govern
ment must deal. By the end of 1971, the 
United States can play no ground com
bat role in Southeast Asia. That is real
ity. By the end of this year, there will be 
fewer than 25 percent of the troops in 
Vietnam than were there when President 
Nixon took office. That, too, is reality. 

It was speculative fantasy that brought 
us into Vietnam. It was speculative fan
tasy that promised withdrawal while es
calation was the order of the day. And it 
is also fantasy that those of us, President 
and Senators alike, who are against the 
McGovern-Hatfield amendment, are 
hawks on the war issue. If withdrawal 
from South Vietnam, declining draft · 
calls, declining defense expenditures, 
comprise the new definition of hawk, I 
would say the President has brought this 
country a long way back to its senses 
from the insanity that set this Nation on 
excessive military commitments in the 
first place. 

There have been many issues during 
my past 3 years in the House and Sen
ate on which the President and I have 
not agreed. I have striven to look at the 
merits of each issue as objectively as 
possible, and to state my beliefs and cast 
my vote with the strength of conviction 
born of the facts. I am not swayed 'by 
images of Richard Nixon before he be
came President, or the Vietnam images 
of Presidents who preceded Richard 
Nixon. I am interested only in comparing 
the U.S. role in Vietnam today with what 
it was in 1968. I am interested only in 
getting young Americans off the Asian 
mainland. 

The President has brought Vietnam 
troop withdrawal into the ninth inning. 
Through all of this he has been the 
pitcher of record. It is only fair that he 
be granted support in success commen
surate with the scorn he would have re
ceived in failure. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the pro
ponents of the Hatfield-McGovern 
amendment have said that its purpose is 
to get our forces cut of the war in Indo
china. 

That is, of course, President Nixon's 
purpose in his withdrawal plan. Since his 
inauguration, more than 250,000 Amer
icans have been taken out of Vietnam. 
That is more than half the number there 

. when he took office. He has pledged to 
have out all but 184,000 men by Decem
ber 1, of this year. And there will be an
nouncement of a further withdrawal be
fore that date. 

The President keeps his promises. His 
record is unblemished in that regard. The 

President has at least as much incen
tive to get our men home as any of the 
sponsors or advocates of this resolution. 
The issue certainly is not whether to take 
our men out. It is how to bring them out. 

The President intends to bring our men 
home in a way that will leave the South 
Vietnamese a reasonable chance to de
f end themselves. He will not betray the 
cause for which so many South Viet
namese civilians and soldiers of all al
ll.ed forces have died. 

A negotiated settlement has been 
President Nixon's first priority. The day 
after his inauguration, he assigned Am
bassador Lodge to represent him at the 
Paris talks. 

As early as May 1969 he proposed a 
comprehensive program for peace. He 
asked a withdrawal of all outside forces, 
internationally supervised cease-fires, 
free elections, and release of prisoners. 

The President and his negotiators have 
searched for peace from the day of his 
inauguration to present. Every channel, 
official and private, has been tried in an 
effort to engage Hanoi in serious nego
tiations. The United States has offered 
to talk without preconditions. The United 
States has promised flexibility in any ne
gotiations that might take place. Yet all 
of ~ know how fruitless these sincere 
patient efforts have been. 

In October 1970 the President made 
another major offer to end the war. He 
proposed a standstill cease-fire through
out all of Indochina. This would have left 
the North Vietnamese in control of large 
areas outside their borders. Yet the 
President, with the concurrence of the 
Governments of Laos, Cambodia, and 
South Vietnam took this step, in a new 
effort to end the war. He called for an 
Indochina-wide peace conference to re
solve the issues in dispute. He offered to 
withdraw all our forces as part of an 
overall settlement. He called for a fair 
internal political solution for South Viet
nam. He pledged to abide by the political 
arrangements agreed upon among all of 
the South Vietnamese. He proposed the 
immediate release of all prisoners of war. 
He, of course, offered to release the vastly 
greater number of enemy-held prisoners 
in return for the release of our men. 

What has been the Communist re
sponse? The demand that we pull out all 
forces, without any reciprocal action 
on their part; and, the demand that we 
take measures that would cripple the 
Government of South Vietnam as we go 
out. Whether this latter takes the form 
of our actually throwing out the South 
Vietnamese Government, as Hanoi has 
sometimes demanded, or only of halting 
all assistance to the Government, as 
Hanoi has recently suggested, is imma
terial. The substance oif Hanoi's demands 
is that we destroy the power and the 
spirit of the non-Communist South Viet
namese as we depart. 

Faced with such cynical rebuffs, the 
President turned to an alternative route 
to bring our men out of Vietnam without 
prejudicing our basic goals. This is the 
policy of Vietnamization. 

Under this policy the President has 
withdrawn our forces on a unilateral 
basis as fast as the course of the peace 
talks in Paris, the level of enemy mili
tary activity, and the growing capability 
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of the South Vietnamese forces allow. 
The President is convinced that in the 
not distant future the South Vietnamese 
will be able to take over the entire burden 
of their own defense, even if the North 
Vietnamese still refuse to negotiate a 
settlement. 

The President has warned that we 
will not withdraw all forces until Amer
ican prisoners are returned. Until that 
time, he wants enough force in Vietnam 
to provide an incentive for Hanoi to 
release them. 

The President has a clear, coherent, 
and practical policy to withdraw our men 
from VietnJam. His performance since 
taking office is clear proof that he wants 
to end the war and bring all our men 
home. He has kept every commitment to 
reduce our force levels. There is no rea
son to doubt that he will continue to 
do so. 

But the Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment would abandon this policy of order
ly withdrawal while at the same time 
searching for peace. It would notify the 
other side that we are prepared to give 
up the fight; that we would abandon our 
allies, the men and women of South 
Vietnam, to the aggressors. Who among 
us believes that such a giveaway W'OUld 
induce the North Vietnamese to be 
more reasonable at the negotiating table? 

This would not ransom our men in 
prison. 

This would not end the war in a way 
that could preserve the world's faith in 
U.S. commitments. 

I believe •all of us are agreed that we 
will bring our troops out of Vietnam. 
But the President's program, not the 
amendment before us, is the most prac
tical way to achieve this end. 

Mr. President, I urge the defeat of any 
proposal which would force the Presi
dent to abandon a sound and responsible 
policy for the short-term political gains 
of the easy way out. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WEICKER) . The Senator from North 
Carolina is recognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment. 

I ask unanimous consent to have a 
copy of the amendment printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

H.R. 6531 
SEC. 302. (a) Subject to ilhe provisions of 

subsection (c) of this section, no funds au
thorized or a.pipropriraited under this or any 
other law may be e~pended atlter December 
31, 1971, to isuppont the deploymerut of 
United States Armed :F1c>r•ces ·in or <the con
duct of Un1ted Staltes mUitary operations in 
or over Indochina. 

(b) Nothing in this sectton shia.11 be c·on
strued to affect rthe e.uthm1ty of the Presi
denit to: 

(1) provtde for the safety of American 
an-med forces during their Witihdrawa.l from 
Ind'OOh1na, 

(2) arrange asyilum or other means of pro
tection for South V1ietnwmese, oambodians 
and Lao'Mians who miglht 1be· physioolly en
dangered by the w1thdra.wal of Amer.lean 
M"Illed forces, Oil' 

(3) to provtde assistJa.nce to the n.a.tions 
of Indochiin:a, in amouruts approved by tihe 
Oongrress, oonsi·stent wi"bh tthe objectives of 
this seotdon. 

(c) If, after sixty days after the date of en
aotmenit ·of ll;h.1s Act, Nionth Vietnam and 
other adversary forces in Indochii..na holding 
American prisoners of war have nott made 
aTrangemelllbs for the irelease and repatria
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris
oners: 

(1) the drute in sulbsection (a) shall be ex
tended fur s'i:iaty dayis, and 

(2) 'bhe Congress may by Joint resolution 
aUJthor1ze such further a.ot1on as is recom
mended 'by the President to secure the re
l·ease and •repaJtriia.tion of Aimerican prisoners 
of war. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I oppose the 
amendment because it does not say what 
it means and it does not mean what i1t 
says. 

Subsection (a) states: 
Subject to the provisions of subsection ( c) 

of this section, no funds authorized or ap
propriated under this or any other law may 
be expended after December 31, 1971, to sup
port the deployment of United States Armed 
Forces in or the conduct of United States 
military operations in or over Indochina.. 

Mr. President, that is a rather queer 
provision. It provides that so far as Con
gress ·is concerned, if Congress approves 
it, at midnight on the 31st day of Decem
ber this year, no money shall be spent to 
provide food for American soldiers who 
may happen to be in Indochina, includ
ing Thailand where no war now exists. 
It would provide, so far as Congress is 
concerned, that at midnight on that day, 
no money shall be spent to give hospital 
or medical treatment to American 
soldiers in Indochina---or even in Thai
land-who happen to be suffering from 
disease or wounds incurred in battle. It 
means that after midnight on that day, 
no money shall be spent to furnish 
weapons or bullets to enable American 
soldiers who may be in Indochina, in
cluding Thailand, to protect their lives 
from enemy attack. 

The theory is that the President of 
the United States will have more com
passion for American servicemen than 
Congress and that the President will be 
coerced, by his compassion, to withdraw 
i:tll those troops from Indochina before 
midnight on the 31st day of December 
1971. 

Subsection (b) of the amendment 
takes back everything that is in sub
section (a). It contradicts everything in 
subsection (a). It says that subsection 
(a) does not mean what it says. 

Why do I say that? 
I say that for two reasons. Eliminating 

unnecessary portions of subseotion (b), 
it contains two provisions which ab.:. 
solutely nullify subsection (a). 

The first is: 
Nothing in this section shall be construed 

to .affect the authority of the President to ... 
provide for the safety of American armed 
forces during their withdrawal from Indo
china. 

Notwithstanding the fact that mid
night will occur on the 31st day of De
cember 1971, this section says that sub
section (a) is not then applicable and 
that the President can use money to 
protect the safety of American soldiers. 

But it does not stop there, Mr. Presi
dent, it contains a second provision 

which nullifies subsection (a) . I read it, 
eliminating the unnecessary portions: 

Nothing in this section shall be construed 
to affect the authority of the President to ... 
arrange asylum or other means of protection 
for South Vietnamese, Cambodians, and 
Laotians who might be physically endangered 
by the withdrawal of American armed forces. 

Mr. President, subsection (b) author
izes the President, notwithstanding the 
fact that midnight of December 31, 1971, 
will have come and gone, to make other 
arrangements to protect the people of 
Southeast Asia, the South Vietnamese, 
the Cambodians, and the people of Laos 
against physical danger. No amount of 
sophistry can erase the plain fact that 
there is only one way on this earth to 
protect people against physical danger, 
and that is to use physical force to do it. 

I charge that is a minature Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution. It says in effect that 
the President can use the military forces 
of the United States after midnight on 
the 31st of December to protect the peo
ple of South Vietnam, the Cambodians, 
and the people of Laos against physical 
danger. What I have pointed out are not 
the only consequences of the amendment. 
It has got another provision, subsection 
(c), that states: 

(c) If, .after sixty days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, North Vietnam and 
other adversary forces in Indochina holding 
American prisoners of war have not made 
arrangements for the release and Tepatria
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris
oners: 

( 1) The date in subseotion (a) shall be 
extended for 60 days: .. . · 

Subsection (c) (1) applies if we do not 
get an agreement with North Vietnam for 
the release of our prisoners of war by 
December 31, 1971. But after the 60 addi
tional days, what? As far as this resolu
tion is concerned, nothing. 

We abandon our prisoners and all ef
forts to releas,e them 60 days after mid
night on the 31st day of December 1971. 
I cannot vote for an amendment which 
says one thing in subsection (a) that is 
contradicted by subsection (b) and 
which, in subsection (c) , shows that, as 
far as American prisoners of war are con
cerned, 60 days after December 31 we 
abandon efforts to secure the release of 
our prisoners of war. 

That is what subsection (c) provides. 
I cannot support a provision of this na
ture. The fundamental defect in the con
tradictory amendment is that the enemy 
is given assurances by the Congress of 
the United States that it need make no 
settlement whatever, that we will get out 
and tum everything over to them when 
the deadline arrives, regardless of the 
conditions existing at that time. 

I favor withdrawing our forces from 
South Vietnam as soon as this can be 
done in a rational manner without de
stroying the world's confidence in Amer
ica, and I believe that the President's 
plan is calculated and intended to do 
this. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak to clarify 
the provision of the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment relating to prisoners of war. 

The McGovern-Hatfield amendment 
stipulates that the funding termination 
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date of December 31, 1971, would be 
extended at least 60 days, and that Con
gress could authorize further action to 
secure the release and repatriation of 
American prisoners of war, if North Viet
nam and other adversary forces in Indo
china holding American prisoners of war 
have not made arrangements for the 
release and repatriation of "all such pris
oners" within 60 days of enactment of 
this legislation. 

As one of the four original sponsors 
of this amendment, I want the record to 
make absolutely clear what we mean by 
the phrase "all such prisoners." 

There is, as we all know, a critical 
difference between our Government and 
the Government of North Vietnam over 
the number of Americans actually being 
held prisoner at the present time. 

The U.S. State Department asserts 
that no fewer than 463 American service
men were being held prisoner in Indo
china as of June 5, 1971. They say the 
Hanoi Government is holding 378 POW's 
in North Vietnam, and the State Depart
ment assumes that the Vietcong are 
holding another 85 Americans--82 in 
South Vietnam and three in Laos. 

In addition, the State Department 
lists 1,160 men as missing in action
some or all of whom may also be held 
prisoner at the present time. 

In contrast, the North Vietnamese 
claim that they have captured only 368 
Americans since the outbreak of hostil
ities, that 20 have died in captivity, and 
another nine have been released, and 
that as of December 1970, only 339 Amer
ican servicemen were imprisoned in 
North Vietnam. 

The Vietcong have not accounted for 
the 85 men we say are being held in 
South Vietnam and Laos. 

Now, when the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment speaks of the release and re
patriation of "all" prisoners, I assume it 
means precisely that: "all" prisoners, 
every single American actually now be
ing held by "North Vietnam and other 
adversary forces in Indochina," regard
less of the number claimed by one side 
or the other. 

I feel certain that is also the under
standing of the two principal sponsors 
of this amendment, who have together 
exercised primary responsibility for 
drafting its language. 

Since the two governments do dis
agree over the number, however, some 
disinterested third party-such as news
men, or some sort of international 
team-clearly may be needed to make an 
accurate count. That seems to me to be 
so obvious as to be implicit in the word
ing of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yi'eld 

10 minutes to the Senator from Colo
rado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend, the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

I rise to oppose the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment. In Air Force language, in 
which I served for some 4 y.ears during 
World War II and in which I am still 

active, adoption of the McGovern 
amendment would be a "crash landing" 
or a "wipe-out." It reminds me of De 
Tocqueville's story of the man who, when 
halfway down the stairs, decided to jump 
out the window to reach the ground more 
quickly. 

For 8 yea.rs we had a constant build
up of American troops culminating when 

· President Nixon took office; 534,000 men 
in South Vietnam not counting support 
forces in the Philippines, Okinawa, and 
elsewhere. After a careful review of this 
policy, including an analysis showing 
that the North Vietnamese had not ILved 
up to any real negotiation policy whether 
we had a temporary or permanent bomb
ing halt-and most of us will remember 
the statements of many of our colleagues 
that negotiations would promptly begin 
and the war shortened or ended if we 
stopped bombing the North---0.eliberate 
and callous mistreatment of our prison
ers of war by the North Vietnamese, and 
no effort to arm and train the South 
Vietnamese so they could take over the 
burden of defending their country 
against the invaders from the North in
stead of just rooting out the Vietcong, 
President Nixon established a new pol
icy-a policy of gradual U.S. withdrawal 
as the South Vietnamese gained the abil
ity to take on the fighting, thereby 
giving themselves a chance to determine 
their own form of government. 

Every commitment made by the Pres
ident has been fulfilled. We have with
drawn almost 300,000 of our troops and 
continue to withdraw iat the stated rate. 
We knocked out the North Vietnamese 
sanctuaries in Cambodia and pulled 
back in the stated 60 days. We have 
continued to insist on decent treatment 
of our POW's and their safe return even 
though, to the shame of North Vietnam, 
they have failed to fulfill the Geneva 
agreements to which they are a party. 
Their most recent statement on the 
POW's is one more gambit to see how 
far they can push their stated designs 
of conquering South Vietnam. Now their 
chief negotiator in Paris states that they 
will discuss the POW subject if all Amer
ican troops a.re withdrawn from Indo
china and all military and economic aid 
is forgone. 

History being a signpost, this does 
not leave much room for hope for an 
early release as discussions have now 
been going on in Paris for 2 % years 1and 
the only point decided to date is the 
shape of the discussion table. Adoption 
of this amendment would, in my opin
ion, simply remove one of the levers left 
to us to get negotiations off dead center. 

Mr. President, the question might well 
be asked at this point, "If the North 
Vietnamese have not agreed to negoti
ate at this point, with less than half 
the U.S. troops in South Vietnam than 
we had in 1969, why would we now ex
pect them to do so when we will have 
even less troops there in the future?" 

The answer is simple enough. The 
North Vietnamese are slowly losing their 
bargaining position as the South Viet
namese forces become stronger. They 
want us out now because they feel they 
could still defeat South Vietnam if we 
were not there. But Vietnamization is 

changing that and they know it. They 
are losing 1this war and they know that. 
That is why they are insisting on our 
total withdrawal before they will nego
tiate seriously. So the passage of this 
amendment would be an opportunity to 
gain a victory that they have not gained 
on ·the battlefield and which seems to be 
moving even further from their capa
bility. 

Mr. President, last Thursday my dis
tinguished colleague from Kansas <Mr. 
DoLE) gave a very powerful and moving 
speech against this amendment. His 
presentation was extremely clear and 
well documented and, in particular, the 
articles he included in the RECORD were 
especially enlightening. 

I appreciate that not all of my col
leagues had the opportunity to hear this 
excellent speech and I am sure most have 
not read the attached articles. I highly 
recommend it because they are most 
revealing. 

Two articles on the recent pullout 
polls are worthy of the attention of the 
Senate since the opponents of the war 
have recently been claiming 73 percent 
of the American public wanted a con
gressional vote to bring home all U.S. 
troops from Vietnam before the end of 
the year. 

But the 73-percent figure is a myth 
because it implies · regardless of the cir
cumstances the people want this and 
obviously the poll did not ask the logical 
follow-up question. However, the Opinion 
Research Corp. at Princeton, N.J., did 
delve into ithis subject and their results 
change the implication of the 73-percent 
figure completely. 

The results of the poll reveal: 
The Public seems willing to endorse any 

plan that promises to bring all U.S. troops 
home from VietnMn soon-but not if it en
dangers our POW's or threatens a Commu
nist take over. 

72 % of the public say they support Presi
dent Nixon in his plan to end the war in 
Southeast Asi1a, compared •to 18 % who do not 
support his plan and 10% who have no opin
ion. At the same time, 68 % of those polled 
would .approve their Congressman voting for 
a proposal requiring the U.S. Government to 
bring ihome all U.S. troops ·before the end of 
this year; 20%op•posed this move and 12% 
have no opinion. 

However, when various possible conse
quences of quick withdrawal are tested, the 
public is against withdr.awal of all U.S. troops 
by the end of 1971 if it means a Communist 
take over of South Vietnam. When asked if 
they would favor withdrawal of all U.S. troops 
by the end of the year if it meant a Com
munist take over of 1South Vietnam, 55 % 
said no, 29% said yes, and 16% had no opin
ion. Also an overwhelming majority, 75%, 
would not favor withdrawal by the end of 
1971 i!f it threatened the lives or safety of the 
United States POW's held by North Vietnam. 

11 % of those polled would favor such a 
withdrawal and 14% had no opinion. 

The results of this survey were obtained by 
nation wide telephone interviews conducted 
among 1,062 persons age 18 and over during 
the period May 1 and 2. FolloWing are 'the 
actual questions asked and their results: 

1. "Do you support President Nixon in his 
plan to end the war in Southeast Asia?" 

Yes ---------------------------------- 72 
No ----------------------------------- 18 
~o opinion---------------------------- 10 

2. "A proposal has been made in Congress 
liO require the U.S. Government to bring 
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home all U.S. troops before the end of this 
year. Would you like to have your Congress
man vote for or against this ·proposal?" 

Yes ---------------------------------- 68 
No ----------------------------------- 20 No opinion____________________________ 12 

3. "Would you favor 'Withdrawal of all U.S. 
troops by the end of 1971 even if it meant a 
Communist take over of South Vietnam?" 

Yes ---------------------------------- 29 
No ----------------------------------- 55 
No opinion---------------------------- ·16 

4. "Would you favor withdrawal of all 
United States troops by .the end of 1971 even 
if it threatened the lives or safety of United 
States POW's held by North Vietnam?" 

Yes ---------------------------------- 11 
No ------------- ---------------------- 75 
No opinion---------------------------- 14 

There is one final point I would like to 
make, Mr. President. The idea that those 
of us who support the President's with
drawal plan and who are opposed to this 
amendment are in favor of the war is 
absurd. We are not in favor of the war 
any more than those who favor the 

· amendment are, or the President is. But 
I personally do not think it makes good 
sense to handicap ourselves with the re
striction that this amendment would im
pose when we have an opportunity to 
accomplish what we set out to do. I am 
convinced this amendment would place 
that oppor tunity in jeopardy. 

The U.S. ground combat role will be 
over by the end of the summer and the 
withdrawal of the remainder of our 
forces will continue as forecast. The war 
may continue at a reduced level, but, if 
Vietnamization is successful, the South 
Vietnamese forces will be able to handle 
the threat. And most importantly, if we 
are successful to th~t degree, we will have 
shown to the Communist world that so
called wars of liberation, which are in 
fact naked aggression, and cannot be 
successful, provided the people of the 
country attacked have the desire and are 
guaranteed the capability to defend 
themselves. 

Mr. President, we all seek a negotiated 
peace and surely we have a better chance 
of accomplishing this goal if we do not 
give the enemy advance knowledge of 
our plans and programs. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this amendment which, if agreed 
to, would give advance notice of our plans 
and programs and increase the ability of 
the North Vietnamese to overthrow not 
only South Vietnam but also Cambodia 
and Laos as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from POW-MIA International, 
Inc., dated June 11, 1971. It is especially 
interesting to note that this organization 
also agrees the pending amendment 
should be defeated. 

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

POW-MIA INTERNATIONAL, INC., 

Tustin, Calif., June 11, 1971. 
DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN: As prisoner of 

war and missing-in-action fam111es, we have 
a deep personal concern in your vote on the 
McGovern-Hatfield Amendment. We there
fore pray you will tak,e a few minutes of your 
time to try to understand how we feel about 
such a.n important issue. 

There has been a vast, concerted, expen
sive and professional campaign waged via 
media., advertising and lobbying to influence 
your vote on this amendment. Obviously the 
great majority of American people want to 
see the end of this tragic war. The major 
emphasis however, of those who want the 
dat e of December 31 set for unconditional 
withdrawal, is that when this date is set, 
Hanoi wm then respond by releasing all tbe 
prisoners. Recently Mr. Clark Clifford made 
such a statement as if it were absolute fact. 
We feel this is a complete deception. Xuan 
Thuy stated on the same day as Mr. Clifford 
that "the question of the prisoners relates 
to the aftermath." Not only have they re
fused to commit themselves to actually re
leasing 339 prisoners, but if they do honor 
their commitment to discuss the prisoners if 
the United States sets the date, they will be 
discussing only 339. 

The question we as families want to know 
is which prisoners does Mr. Clifford and the 
others who are pushing toward a December 31 
deadline refer to? The ones the communists 
admit to holding or the far greater number 
that our government has evidence that are 
alive? 

Mr. Charles Ray's son is held in South 
Vietnam. The only reason we know this is be
cause am escaped prisoner, Spec. 5 Tom Van 
Putten, was held with him. The communists 
will not allow him to write to his family nor 
will they acknowledge his presence. Over 100 
other young men that the communists refuse 
to acknowledge are known to be alive in 
North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos and 
Cambodia. 

There are undoubtedly many others, how
ever, the 100 that we are aware of are the 
men that your conscience will knowingly 
write-off if you bow to the communists' de
mands to set a date before Hanoi is willing 
to let the International Red Cross inspect the 
camps and identify the prisoners. Is it truly 
too much to demand that they show that 
small measure of "good faith" before we 
make the final concession of unconditional 
surrender? 

The question has often been asked, "What 
has happened to the conscience of the Amer
ican people?" We feel the people can be for
given, for even in this era of mass com
munications, they are frequently ill-in
formed of all the facts. This excuse cannot 
apply, however, to those of you elected to 
decide our fate. How can the Congress of the 
United States keep on playing politics with 
a war which has cost 50,000 American lives. 
It is referred to as Mr. Nixon's war. Are 
memories so short to forget that our first 
prisoners were sent there by President Ken
nedy? Although the public is often told that 
LT Alvarez was the first prisoner, the truth 
is that Eugene DeBruin was lost in 1963. 

Most of us find it hard to understand that 
after all those years and lives were com
mitted by Presidents who saw a need to send 
our men overseas to contain communism, 
that there could not be more patience and 
unified support for the logical termination 
which would insure the return of all our 
men. 

Admittedly, it is difficult for us to be con
cerned about the people in South Vietnam 
or for that matter, whether the communists 
enslave all of Asia, for we have been living 

· a nightmare for many years. Some of us not 
knowing whether their husbands or sons can 
withstand all the years of mental and phys
ical torment. AU we want is our men back
aZZ of them! Any reasonable person knows 
that unless you members of Congress demand 
that the communists account for the men 
via a neutral, international inspection team 
before any more concessions are made by 
our country, we have no chance of obtaining 
more than the 339 they admit to. You are 
responsible if not a.s a member of Congress, 
then simply as an American for the fact that 
three duly elected Commanders-in-Chief 
sent them over there. 

We pray that your conscience will not let 
you abandon the men who have served you 
at such great sacrifice. 

Mrs. Darrel Pyle, the wife of one of the 
339 men who at least the communists prom
ise to talk about, has as much at stake in 
your actions a.s any living American. She 
feels as many other POW wives and mothers 
do, that no matter what their men have 
gone through, they would not be ready to 
abandon their fellow Americans. She states, 
"My son and I have been without Darrel for 
five years. God knows that I would trade 
my life for his safe return. Only those of us 
who have lived in this manner would prob
ably be able to realize that we would do 
anything to see our husbands again-that is 
with one exception, I cannot sell my soul and 
that of Darrel's by bowing to the communist 
demands of writing off the other men who 
have made the same sacrifices for their coun
try as he has. I know that to do so would 
mean that even though he has been able to 
withstand all the mental and physical abuse 
for these five years, he would never be able to 
withstand the last and most abominable 
cruelty of finding his release had been ar
ranged at the cost of abandoning his fellow 
Americans and all he has ever believed in." 

We beg you to not allow the POW /MIA 
issue and the lives of our husbands, sons, and 
ourselves to be tossed around like a political 
football. 

May God guide your conscience. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. STEPHEN HANSON. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, once 
again I rise to speak in support of the 
McGovern-Hatfield amendment to end 
the war in Southeast Asia. Some op
ponents of the measure argue that, with 
President Nixon's declared intentions of 
withdrawing our troops from Indochina, 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment rep
resents a superfluous and unnecessary 
burden on the President in his efforts to 
end the war.. I disagree. In light of the 
recent course the war in Southeast Asia 
is taking, adoption of the McGovem
Hatfield amendment is more important 
today than ever before. 

We are all familiar with the horrible 
toll this war has exacted. Death and 
suffering have become a way of life for 
the people of Indochina. Since our in
volvement in the war, ove·r 45,000 of our 
own young men have died and almost 
300,000 have been wounded, many of 
whom will be maimed for life. Another 
1,023 are missing and 465 are POW's. 

At a time when our cities and rural 
areas are in serious financial trouble, 
when our own people's food, health, and 
housing needs are unmet, when the tax
payer's burden is becoming unbearable, 
we are expending huge amounts of our 
resources in Indochina. To date the Na
tion has spent over $140 billion on the 
war. 

Unmeasurable in terms of dollars are 
the spiritual wounds and divisiveness in
flicted on our country by this seemingly 
endless war. Our sense of unity and pur
pose, once so powerful, have been eroded, 
and replaced by mistrust, bitterness, and 
suspicion. Many of our citizens cannot 
r emember, or were too young to know, 
why we even entered the war in the first 
place. 

Surely, we have fulfilled any commit
ment we owed to the South Vietnamese 
Government, above and beyond what 
could be expected of us. The administra
tion charges that setting the date of De
cember 31 for total withdrawal is too 



June 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 20191 
precipitous, and would endanger the 
South Vietnamese Government's chances 
for survival. If after 11 yerurs of masSive 
aid and military support, the Govern
ment of South Vietnam cannot provide a 
stable and representative government 
for its people once again, I ask when it 
ever will be able to do so. 

The stated purpose of the administra
tion is to end the war and bring all of 
our boys back home. The American peo
ple overwhelmingly have demonstrated 
their approval of this purpose. In fact, 
80 percent of the people in this collll try 
feel that the war was a terrible mistake. 
Only by totally ending our invo,lvement in 
the war can we begin to right the mistake 
and get on with the process of rebuild
ing America. Unfortunately, the Presi
dent's troop withdrawal plan does not 
mean the end of our military involve
ment in Indochina. It only signifies the 
end of one phase of the war-the war 
on the ground-and the tra.nsf ormation 
of our entire war effort throughout Indo
china to a second phase-the air war. 

I do not believe, Mr. President, that 
the American public will be fooled by 
this new phase of the war in Indochina. 
It is true that our casualty lists will be 
lower than in the past and our overall 
involvement in Southeast Asia less visi
ble. But the fact remains that we will 
still be involved in the war and its maim
ing and killing. As long as we continue 
on this course, there is no hope that our 
prisoners will be released. 

If we are sincere in our intentions to 
get out of this war, the road home does 
not include the increased bombing of 
Indochina. Just last Monday, the Senate 
met in closed session to hear details of 
the air war in Laos. This war, kept hid
den from the American people, is a 
shocking example of what seems to be 
our new pattern of fighting: massive 
bombardment of guerrilla zones, even if 
these zones lie in populated areas, and 
the use of American support for Asian 
troops fighting on the ground. The toll 
on the Indochinese people is devastating. 
In Laos, whole villages have been leveled, 
tens of thousands of peasants have been 
killed and wounded, and hundreds of 
thousands have been driven underground 
to seek refuge in caves and tunnels from 
American bombers. Presently 300,000 
peasants in Laos are in refugee camps. 
And many of these Laotians do not even 
know where America is. 

The war has expanded on other fronts. 
The neutrality of Cambodia exists today 
in name only. The bombing of North 
Vietnam has been resumed. By the first 
of the month bombing missions had oc
curred on 43 occasions since the begin
ning of the year. In short, while the 
number of our ground troops in Indo
china is being reduced, the air war ap
pears to be escalating. We cannot allow 
the innocent civilians of Indochina to 
be the victims of such a policy. 

Our own self-interest also demands an 
end to the bombing, which jeopardizes 
American lives and can only add more 
pilots to the list of our POW's. 

Some estimate the cost of the bombing 
to be over $10 billion per year. 

By passing .the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment, we can end once and for all 

our participation in this tragic war. We 
can stop the unwarranted suffering of 
innocent Indochinese civilians. 

We can test the sincerity of the North 
Vietnamese intentions to release our 
POW's. I believe that passage of the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment will in
crease the chances of their safe release. 
But I am also satisfied that the amend
ment makes ample provision for future 
actions should our prisoners not be 
released. 

Similarly, I am confident that the 
amendment allows sufficient room for the 
protection of our withdrawing forces and 
any Indochinese civilians whose physical 
safety might be endangered by our with
drawal. 

Last, we can join with the President, 
by asserting our constitutional author· 
ity, to end the war to show the world an 
America united in purpose and direction. 
We all share the responsibility for end· 
ing this war. 

I urge the adoption of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I shall 
oppose the pending amendment and I 
ask my colleagues to examine the record 
carefully before they vote in its favor. 
There are many sides to the withdrawal 
of our troops in South Vietnam that are 
not too apparent to the American public. 
I personally know that President Nixon 
is as desirous as anyone of bringing an 
end to our invo!lvement in Indochina and 
I, for one, am proud of w;hat he has ac
complished in the past 2 years. 

Mr. President, there are certain facts 
about our involvement in Vietnam that 
should not be overlooked by anyone who 
cares to be informed. 

Let us first examine carefully Presi
dent Nixon's inheritance when he took 
the oath of office in January 1969. 

First and foremost among the bequests 
of the previous administration was an 
escalating, growing, and unpopular war
this inheritance included a military of
fensive of sorts with a built-in, no-win 
J>Ollicy. 

President Nixon inherited a war with 
built-in rules of engagement never be
fore heard of in the history of warfare. 

President Nixon inherited an Army 
with one hand tied behind its back, and 
stripped of its spirit and proud heritage. 

President Nixon inherited enemy 
sanctuaries which provided the enemy 
safe havens from which to launch deadly 
offensive operati,ons at times and places 
of their choice without any fear of re
prisal. 

Mr. President, the present administra
tion also inherited an air war that pre
cluded offensive operations against 
meaningful and lucrative enemy targets. 

The present administration inherited 
an economy of spiraling inflation result
ing from deficit spending on the Vietnam 
war and other military commitments. 

An important bequest of the previous 
administration, which was willed to 
President Nixon, was a policy of employ
ing draftees under the Selective Serv
ice System to escalate the war in lieu of 
calling up the Reserves to perform the 
mission for which they were established. 

In addition to the commitments in In
dochina, President Nixon inherited other 

worldwide military commitments that 
were not of his making. 

In recent months President Nixon has 
inherited the aftermath of Mylai and 
its most painful consequences. 

Mr. President, the list of President 
Nixon's bequests would fill many pages, 
such as the family of total-pac'kage con
tracts entered into by the previous ad
ministration for such items as the F-111, 
the C-5A, and now the F-14. 

I would be remiss if I did not include 
the disenchanted press which had al
ready become more sympathetic. to the 
enemy than to our own national interest. 

Yes, Mr. President, these are but a few 
of the controversial items which were 
bequeathed to President Nixon by his 
predecessor in January 1969. 

I think it both fitting and proper, Mr. 
President, that we now examine what 
has been accomplished since this legacy 
was dumped in the lap of the present 
administration. 

Let us compare the situation as Presi
dent Nixon found it with where we are 
today. 

The U.S. troop authorized strength in 
Vietnam in early 1969 was just 500 men 
short of half a million men. Troop levels 
had risen for 5 years and were still ris
ing. On December 31, 1970, just 1 year 
later, the actual strength was 335,800 and 
on June 3, 1971, the actual strength had 
been reduced to less than 251,000 Ameri
can servicemen. 

Mr. President, this withdrawal o! 
American troops from Vietnam con
tinues downward, and by December l, 
1971, the authorized strength will be 
184,000 men. It is important to note th.at 
60 percent of that strength will be com
posed of combat elements and the re
maining 40 percent will be support troops. 

For 2 years . preceding President Nix
on's assumption of office, combat deaths 
for the previous 12 months were 14,561 
and averaged 278 weekly. Between the 
2d and 29th of May 1971, there were 144 
combat deaths which represent an aver
age of less than 36 weekly. 

Mr. President, I sincerely doubt that 
there are many people in the Nation who 
wish more ·than I that these figures were 
zero in all respects, but to me the ac
complishments of the present adminis
tration are impressive. I, for one, salute 
the Chief Executive for this outstand
ing accomplishment. Aside from with
drawals and reduction of casualty rates, 
I might mention that in January 1969 
the enemy was l,aunching massive of
fensives from Cambodia, Laos, and 
across the DMZ. I ask my colleagues to 
note well the fact that few significant 
operations are being mounted from 
these areas today. 

In January 1969 there was no realistic 
peace plan for ending the war. President 
Nixon, without bowing to the un::-eason
a'ble demands of Hanoi, has laid out a 
:flexible framework for a negotiated set
tlement. 

I will not belabor the Vietnamization 
program, but at the time of President 
Nixon's inauguration, the ratio of South 
Vietnamese forces to American forces in 
Vietnam was less than 2 to 1. In Janu
ary of this year this ratio has :i.isen to 
3 % to 1. In January of 1969, the ratio 
of South Vietnamese to American en-
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gagements with the enemy was about 7 to 
1. Two years later it was 16 to 1. 

And at that time, Mr. President, ·there 
was no assurance that the South Viet
namese forces could undertake large 
military operations on their own. Today 
they have proven their ability to fight 
and to win. 

At that same time, large areas of South 
Vietnam were considered a no-man's 
land, and many principal routes were im
passable. Today, recognizing that danger
ous pockets still exist, the vast bulk of 
the country is secure. 

Mr. President, I believe that the South 
Vietnamese have come a long way and 
their dramatic advancement represents 
a concrete example of the partnership 
principles embodied in the Nixon doc
trine. 

I do not wish my remarks to be mis-

construed and I am not viewing the fu
ture through rose-colored glasses. I 
would be the first to recognize that the 
conflict in Southeast Asia has been both 
costly and frustrating to the American 
people. I would also emphasize that an 
immediate withdrawal on an announced 
schedule of the pullout, in my judg
ment, would be to hand the enemy a 
blueprint of where, when, and how to 
destroy our remaining forces. 

Those who would support this amend
ment would cop out and abandon our in
ternational responsibilities, and they 
would increase the risk of a greater es
calation of the war. Those advocating 
immediate withdrawal might do well to 
ponder and review the unhappy con
sequences of Dienbienphu. 

The adoption of ·this amendment, in 
my view, is tantamount to withdraw-

ing our support from our forces which 
remain there today and those which will 
have to remain until we can extricate 
ourselves with peace and honor. 

Under President Nixon's plan, Amer
ican involvement in South Vietnam will 
end in a way that would provide the 
South Vietnamese survival as a free peo
ple. The amendment under considera
tion would end that opportunity and 
would, in effect, provide a victory to the 
Communists. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that U.S. troop strengths in Viet
nam from 1961 to the present be in
cluded in the RECORD. I ask also that the 
record of casualty rates be included fol
lowing my remarks. 

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

u.s. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN SOUTH VIETNAM- BY SERVICE 

Date Army Navy USAF USMC USCG Total Date Army Navy USAF USMC USCG 

Dec. 31, 1960 ____ ______ ____ 800 15 68 2 -- - - - ----- 1900 Nov. 30, 1969 ____________ __ 331, 400 31, 400 58, 700 56, 800 500 
Dec. 31, 1961_ ______ __ __ __ _ 2, 100 100 l , 000 5 -- ----- --- 3, 200 Dec. 31, 1969 ____ __ _____ __ _ 331, 100 30, 200 58, 400 55, 100 400 
Dec. 31, 1962 __ ___ _________ 7, 900 500 2, 400 500 - -- -- ----- 11, 300 Jan. 31, 1970 ___ ____________ 331, 200 29, 700 57, 400 53, 800 400 
Dec. 31, 1963 _____ _________ 10, 100 800 4, 600 800 -- ----- - -- 16, 300 Feb. 28, 1970 _______ ___ ____ 332, 000 29, 000 55, 500 50, 200 300 
Dec. 31, 1964 ___ __ ______ __ _ 14, 700 1, 100 6, 600 900 ---- ------ 23, 300 Mar. 31, 1970 ___ _______ ___ _ 315, 800 28, 600 53, 800 43, 600 300 
Dec. 31, 1965 _______ _______ 116, 800 8, 400 20, 600 38, 200 300 184, 300 Apr. 30, 1907 __ ____________ 305, 100 28, 300 52, 200 41, 700 300 
Dec. 31, 1966 __ __________ __ 239, 400 23 , 300 52, 900 69, 200 500 385, 300 May 31, 1970 ____ ____ _____ _ 306, 900 27, 700 51, 400 41, 600 200 
Dec. 31, 1967 _____ ___ ___ ___ 319, 500 31, 700 55, 900 78, 000 500 485, 600 June 30, 1970 _____ _____ ____ 298, 600 25, 700 50, 500 39, 900 200 
Dec. 31, 1968 _____ ________ _ 359, 800 36, 100 58, 400 81 , 400 400 536, 100 July 31, 1970 ____ _______ __ __ 293, 600 22, 600 48, 200 39, 300 200 
Jan. 31 , 1969 ____ ___________ 365, 600 35, 700 59, 300 81, 400 400 542, 400 Aug. 31, 1970 ___ ___ __ _____ _ 294, 300 22, 200 47, 900 35, 200 100 
Feb. 28, 1969 ___ - --- ---- __ - 364, 100 35, 600 59, 900 80, 700 500 540, 800 Sept. 30, 1970 ___ ________ __ _ 294, 100 19, 500 46, 700 30, 000 100 
Mar. 31, 1969 ______________ 361, 500 35, 500 60, 800 79, 900 500 538, 200 Oct. 31, 1970 _______ ___ _____ 286, 400 17,400 44, 100 25, 000 100 
Apr. 30, 1979 __ __ __________ 363, 300 36, 500 61 , 400 81, 800 400 543, 400 Nov. 30, 1970 ____ ___ __ ____ _ 268, 900 16, 900 43, 900 25, 300 100 
May 31 , 1969 __ __ _____ _____ 361, 300 35, 800 61 , 200 81, 700 400 540, 400 Dec. 31 , 1970 ___ ______ __ ___ 249, 600 16, 700 43, 100 25, 100 100 
June 30, 1969 ___ ___________ 360, 500 35, 800 60, 500 81 , 500 400 538, 700 Jan. 31 , 1971__ _____ ____ ____ 251, 500 17, 000 42, 200 24, 900 100 
July 31, 1969 ___ __ ____ ___ ___ 362, 200 35, 500 60, 400 79, 400 400 537, 900 Feb. 28, 1971_ ___ ___ _______ 245, 000 16, 700 40, 200 22, 500 100 
Aug. 31, 1969 ____ __________ 342, 600 34, 200 59, 900 72, 400 500 509, 600 Mar. 31, 1971_ ____ ___ ___ __ _ 228, 300 14, 800 39, 800 18, 900 100 
Sept. 30, 1969 ________ _____ _ 345, 400 33, 700 59, 700 71, 200 500 510, 500 Apr. 30, 1971_ __ __ _________ 207, 800 11, 100 38, 900 12, 200 100 
Oct. 31, 1969__ ___ ____ __ __ __ 338, 700 33, 500 58, 800 64, 400 500 495, 900 May 31, 1971_ __ _____ __ ____ 200, 100 11, 300 38, 400 5, 800 100 

1 About. Note: Between 1954 and 1960-U.S. Military Strength averaged about 650 advisors. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

NUMBER OF CASUALTIES INCURRED BY U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONFLICT IN VIETNAM, JAN . 1, 1961, THROUGH JUNE 5, 1971 

A. Casualties resulting from actions by hostile forces: 
1. Killed ____ -- ____ - - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - ---- - - - -- - -- -- ---- -- -- -
2. Wounded or inju red: (a) Died of wounds __ __ _________________ _______ ________ _ 

(b) Nonfatal wounds: Hospital care required _____________________ _____ _ 
Hospital care not required ____________________ ___ _ 

1961-62 

20 

43 
38 

1963 

53 

218 
193 

1964 

112 

522 
517 

1965 

l, 130 

87 

3, 308 
2, 806 

1966 

4, 179 

517 

16, 526 
13, 567 

1967 

7, 482 

981 

32, 371 
29, 654 

1968 

12, 588 

l , 636 

46, 799 
46, 021 

1969 

8, 119 

1, 170 

32, 940 
37, 276 

1971 to 
1970 date 

3, 467 

578 

15, 211 
15, 432 

803 

108 

3, 533 
2, 949 

3. Missing: 
(a) Died while missing________ _____ ___ ____________ ______ 21 20 28 151 309 911 367 120 174 90 
(b) Returned to contro'- --------------------------- - ----- 7 3 2 12 22 12 26 10 1 6 
(c) Current missing _________ ___ -- - - - - - - __ - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -_ - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -_ -- -- - - - - -- -- ___ ---- ____________________ ____ ____ ______________________________ _____ _ 

4. Captured or interned: 
(a) Died while captured or interned _____ __________ __________ __________________ 1 1 3 4 1 5 2 ----------

~~? ~~}~~~i~i~t~~~~r~lr- inter-ne(f_-_-~ = == == = = == = = = = = = == == == == == == == == == == == == == = = == = = ==== =- ------ -~ -= == = = = = = = =- --- --- - ~ ---- --__ :~ ---- -- - - =~ -- ------ -=-= = = = = = = == = 
5. Deaths: 

(a) From aircraft accidents/incidents: 
24 Fixed wing __ ____ -- - - -- --- - -- -- - - -- ------ - - -- - - - 23 39 111 168 173 250 165 88 31 

Helicopter ______________________ ________________ 7 35 38 88 185 287 631 638 610 196 
(b) From ground action ___ ___ ________ ______ ____ _________ _ 11 20 70 l, 170 4, 655 8, 918 13, 711 8, 611 3, 523 774 

Total deaths 1 ______ -··- _____________ ___ __ __________ 42 78 147 1, 369 5, 008 9, 378 14, 592 9, 414 4, 221 1, 001 

Total 

478, 800 
475, 200 
472, 500 
467, 000 
442, 100 
427, 600 
427, 800 
414, 900 
403, 900 
399, 700 
390, 400 
373, 000 
355, 100 
334, 600 
335, 700 
324, 500 
301, 900 
270, 100 
255, 700 

Total 

37, 953 

5, 089 

151, 471 
148, 453 

2, 191 
101 

1, 027 

17 
51 

465 

1, 072 
2, 715 

41 , 463 

45, 250 

B. Casualties not the result of actions by hostile forces: 
6. Current missi ng ________ - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - --- - - - ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - - -- -- -- -_ -_ - 138 
7. Deaths : 

(a) From aircraft accidents/ incidents: 
Fixed wing_________ __________ __________ ___ __ ___ 5 3 11 41 140 178 120 106 118 13 735 
Helicopter____________ ___ __ ___ _________ ______ ___ 5 5 11 50 177 384 360 461 426 129 2, 008 

(b) From other causes___________________ ______ ___ _______ 13 28 26 268 728 l, 118 l , 439 l , 546 1, 300 374 6, 840 

Total deaths _________ ___ _ -- __ - - -- _ - -- - - -- - - - - -- -- _ 23 36 48 359 l, 045 l, 680 1, 919 2, 113 1, 844 516 9, 583 

1 Sum of lines 1, 2a, 3a, and 4a. Source : Department of Defense, OASD (Comptroller), Directorate for Information Operations 
June 9, 1971. ' 
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, today I 

want to explain why I think the Senate 
should not adopt the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment. 

When a similar amendment was put to 
a vote 9 % months ago the Senate de
cided that the case for the amendment 
was weak. The case for such an amend
ment has become even weaker in the in
tervening period. 

There is only one set of circumstances 
in which it would be wise or necessary to 
pass such an amendment. If the Presi
dent were not doing everything in his 
power to bring about a steady, prudent 
American disengagement from the war, 
then I would lend my voice to a call for 
some form of non-Presidential leader
ship toward disengagement. 

But there is no such need for alterna
tive leadership today. The President of 
the United States is doing the job that 
properly belongs to the President. He is 
in full charge of a sensible, prudent mll
itary and diplomatic disengagement 
from the war. 

The last vote on this kind of amend
ment came during the period of great 
anxiety following the allied incursion in
to the Cambodian sanctuary areas. At 
that time a number of sincere and hon
orable Senators became alarmed at what 
they thought was a slowing, or even a re
versal, of the President's announced pol
icy of orderly disengagement from the 
fighting in Vietnam. 

In the hectic summer months of 1970 
three fears were voiced in connection 
with the post-Cambodia policy. 

First, some Senators feared that troop 
withdrawals w,ould slow or even halt. 

Second, some Senators feared that 
American casualties would rise in the 
aftermath of the Cambodian incursions. 

Third, some Senators feared that the 
Cambodian Government would collapse 
in a matter of weeks as a result of the 
increased fighting against the Commu
nist forces occupying parts of Cambodia. 

Fortunately, Mr. President, none of 
these things has come to pass. 

The pace of American withdrawals has 
increased, not decreased, since the Cam
bodian incursions. 

The rate of American casualties has 
continued the steady decline which be
gan when, early in the Nixon adminis
tration, the policy of Vietnamization 
troop withdrawals was formulated and 
implemented. 

And the Government of Cambodia is 
intact and is applying pressure on those 
Communist forces which, in years past, 
enjoyed the comfort of benign neglect 
while trespassing in Cambodia. 

All indices confirm the obvious fact 
of steady, irreversible disengagement. 
The cost of the war today is less than 
half of what it was when President Nixon 
was inaugurated. 

Since then the ratio of South Viet
namese to American engagements has 
risen from 7 to 1 to 16 to 1 and it con
tinues to rise rapidly. 

Since then the ratio of South Viet
namese forces to American forces has 
risen from 2 to 1 to more than 3 % to 1, 
and it continues to rise rapidly as Ameri
can troops withdraw. 

In January of 1969 when the Presi
dent took office the authorized troop 
strength was 549,000. By the end of the 
year over two-thirds of that number will 
have been withdrawn. That is some 365,-
500 men. 

Two years ago the average number of 
American combat deaths was 278 week
ly-in the last several months the num
ber had dropped to less than 50 and last 
week to 19, the lowest in 5 % years. The 
decline has been constant. 

Two years ago there was no compre
hensive allied peace plan for ending the 
war. Now as the result of several initia
tives by the Republic of Vietnam and the 
President, we have laid out a comprehen
sive and flexible framework for a nego
tiated settlement. 

On October 7, 1970, President Nixon, 
supported by President Thieu, proPosed 
a generous five-point peace program 
calling for: an internationally super
vised cease-fire in place throughout Indo
china; the establishment of an Indo
china Peace Conference; negotiation of 
an agreed timetable for the complete 
withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Viet
nam on the basis of North Vietnamese 
reciprocity and international verifica
tion; a fair political settlement reflecting 
the will of the South Vietnamese people 
and of all the political forces in South 
Vietnam; an immediate and uncondi
tional release of all prisoners of war by 
all sides. 

In addition, Mr. President, we have 
supported the South Vietnamese Govern
ment's proposals of July 11, 1969, calling 
for fre:e elections in which all people and 
parties of South Vietnam-including ex
plicitly the National Liberation Front-
can participate. Those elections would, 
under the South Vietnamese plan, be su
pervised by both an international body 
and an electoral commission on which 
the National Liberation Front would en
joy full membership. No one can expect 
us or the South Vietnamese to do mor'.e. 
We have made our commitment to peace 
perfectly clear. 

The response of Hanoi and the NLF to 
our proposals has been entirely negative. 
They have refused to consider the allied 
proposals as even agenda items at the 
Paris talks. They have continued to reject 
all notions of reciprocity, of verifiably 
open elections, of international observa
tion. They have refused-despite their 
promises-to negotiate with the Govern
ment of South Vietnam. And they have 
demanded that we-unilaterally and 
with no promise of anything in return
withdraw all our troops, overthrow the 
present Government of South Vietnam, 
and agree to the imposition of a "coali
tion" government consisting only of NLF 
members and various personages defined 
by the NLF as "really standing for peace, 
independence and neutrality." 

There are those who genuinely believe 
that the best policy now would be one 
that placed faith in the r;easonableness 
and benevolence of the Hanoi Govern
ment. According to these persons, we 
should cash in our last bargaining chip 
by announcing a date on which tl;le last 
American will be out of Vietnam. But 
what is to be gained from abandoning the 
bargaining process at this point? 

Those persons who advocated getting 
into the bargaining process did so on the 
basis of confident expectations for fruit
ful bargaining. They have been wrong, 
totally wrong. Now that we are nearing a 
point at which Hanoi might actually find 
it necessary to bargain, these same peo
ple want to formally opt out of the bar
gaining. This makes no sense. 

We cannot entrust the safety of the 
American withdraw.al, or the fate of 
American prisoners of war to the whims 
of the Hanoi government. Never in 
American history have we met with such 
unrelenting obstinacy in an attempt to 
negotiate differences with another na
tion. The Hanoi government could not 
have been more unrelenting or inhumane 
in its use of the prisoners of war as pawns 
in international politics. This is the worst 
possible time for trusting this worst pos
sible government to act benevolently to
ward our prisoners of war. 

Those who predict what Hanoi's re
action will be to any U.S. move should 
study the sobering record of past 
prophets. 

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we imposed 
some limits on bombing in the north. We 
did impose limits, and nothing was 
gained. 

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we would halt 
bombing of the nortb altogether. We did, 
and nothing was gained. 

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we ·began troop 
withdrawals. We did, and nothing was 
gained. 

Most recently, Mr. Clark Clifford, 
former Secretary of Defense, joined the 
ranks of the prophets and, in record time, 
his prophecy was discredited. On June 8 
he said that he had "reason to believe" 
that if we would agree to total with
drawal by December 31, then all Ameri
can prisoners would be released. But on 
June 10 the North Vietnamese in Paris 
greeted Mr. Clifford's prediction with un
disguised disdain. Both North Vietnam's 
Xuan Thuy and the Vietcong's Nguyen 
Thi Binh, when invited to support Mr. 
Clifford's prediction, refused to give us 
any reason to credit the veracity of his 
remarkable prophecy. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I would expect 
those who have made unfulfilled proph
ecies in the past to be very reluctant 
to encourage us to rely on any other pre
dictions about Hanoi's rreasonableness. 

Mr. President, I know the strong temp
tation to use this amendment to voice 
the strong revulsion we all feel for the 
anguish that has resulted from the war 
in Vietnam. 

Furthermore, the President knows, as 
we all know, that it would be politically 
popular to try to legislate an end to 
this ghastly Vietnam involvement. All 
Senators, regardless of their views on 
ending the war, should ponder the fact 
that the President is refusing to take the 
easy and politically profitable course. 
Th.is President, like his two predecessors, 
is making his policy subservient only to 
what he considers the national interest. 
This President, unlike his two predeces
sors, has the op'pOrtunity to end Ameri-
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can involvement in this war, and he is 
doing so. 

There are those who suggest that this 
amendment is politically mottv:ated. They 
suggest that some supPorters of the 
amendment want it passed precisely be
cause they know the President is suc
ceeding in disengaging us from the war. 
According to this interpretation, this 
amendment is a last-ditch attempt to 
grab a share of the credit for this 
achievement. 

Mr. President, I categorically reject 
this suggestion. However much I dis·agree 
with the ·assumptions an!d analyses of 
the advocates of this amendment, I do 
not doubt the conscientiousness of their 
ad\Ttocacy. 

I very much respect the passionate 
dedication shown by the supporters of 
this amendment, both in the Senate and 
in the Nation as a whole. They have 
argued their case with civility and proper 
thoroughness. But events have passed 
this amendment by. Events have de
prived the amendment of its capacity to 
do anything other than confuse and com
plicate the final stages of American dis
engagement. 

That is why I urge the Senate to reject 
this amendment, respecfully, but firm
ly and decisively. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unammous consent that the time be 
equally charged to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. STENNJS. Mr. President, I yield 
20 minutes rto the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. 'ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. President, I rise to reiterate, to re
state, and to reaffirm my opposition to 
the McGovern-Hatfield measure which 
faces us today. 

Mr. President, I would set my desire 
for peace in Vietnam and throughout the 
world alongside the desire for peace of 
any citizen, and I daresay it would com
pare favorably in intensity and sincerity. 
I hate war-the toll that it takes of life 
and limb and blood; the destruction it 
causes; and the griefs and sorrows and 
divisions that result from it. 

But I cannot support a measure that 
calls for withdrawing support from our 
troops in the heat of battle and that ad
vises the enemy of our plans without any 
corresponding concession from them. 

During debate on the new version of 
the old McGovern-Hatfield amendment, 
several Senators have risen to say that 
since the defeat of a similar proposal last 
year, Americans have continued to die 
and be wounded in Vietnam and that the 
war continues. 

Yes, the war has continued since the 
McGovern-Hatfield amendment was de-

feated last September-but what is being 
ignored is the fact that U.S. troop in
volvement has continued to be wound 
down. President Nixon's policy of with
drawing our Armed Forces from Viet
nam has continued, on a schedule he 
has deemed appropriate, mainly from 
the standpoint of the security of the 
American forces remaining in Vietnam 
as others are withdrawn. · 

The President is acting under his au
thority as Commander in Chief. The 
amendment before us now would restrict 
that constitutional authority. 

Mr. President, far from being an end
of-the-war amendment, this amendment 
makes provision for a strange approach 
to the problem. It does not provide for 
the withdrawal of a single American sol
dier. What it says is that after Decem
ber 31, 1971, no funds can be expended 
in support of any troops that we might 
have in military operations in or over 
Indochina. 

The amendment recognizes the fact 
that Congress has no authority whatso
ever to order withdrawal of a single 
American soldier from Indochina. That 
power rests in the President of the 
United States alone as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. What the amendment does is per
form the incredible function of with
drawing support from our soldiers in 
the very heat of battle, so that if any 
of our soldiers remain in Indochina be
yond December 31, 1971, the amendment 
would provide that no support whatso
ever could be given them under this or 
any other law. If our troops remain there, 
and they are attacked, they run out of 
ammunition, and there is none in the 
pipeline, no further funds could be used 
to provide ammunition, armament, or 
guns for the defense of those soldiers. 

This is the first time in history, Mr. 
President, that it has been proposed that 
support be withdrawn from :fighting men 
while they are in the heat of battle. What 
kind of support does such an amendment 
give? What help does it give the Pres
ident? 

The proponents of the amendment, 
and proposed amendments to the amend
ment, say they are trying to strengthen 
the hand of the President to assist him 
in his negotiations. I say this proposal 
would hamper the President, Mr. Pres
ident, would advise the enemy of our 
plans, and would remove the options that 
the President might have in the conduct 
of the war. 

I opposed this amendment last year 
because I believe its passage would have 
been a restriction on the powers of the 
President. This year the amendment, 
though the wording differs slightly, still 
represents a restriction of the President's 
powers. I oppose it this year as I did last 
year. 

Some critics Of the President's Viet
nam withdrawal policy are claiming this 
morning that the American public has 
been betrayed and deceived based on 
revelations published in the New York 
Times. They are citing publication of the 
documents as an added reason to vote 
for the McGovern-Hatfield amendment. 

I do not excuse those judgments 
made and action taken in 1964. Even 

then, 4 years prior to my being elected 
to this body, I was opposed to this 
Nation's becoming involved in a war 
on the Asiatic mainland, and I still 
deplore the fact that we ever be
came engaged in such a war, and say 
that we ignored the lessons of history 
in doing so. 

But critics refuse to recognize the in
controvertible fact that no matter how 
they got there, we do have 250.,000 Amer
ican boys now in Southeast Asia. They 
are there, not because of the present 
administration, but through policies 
made years ago by other administra
tions. In my judgment, President Nixon 
deserves credit and appreciation and 
support for the manner in which he is 
winding down U.S. involvement in Viet
nam. The sacrifices of those who shed 
their blood there, and the safety and se
curity of our men who remain, must not 
be recklessly thrown a way by wanton re
treat. 

For the sake of our troops and for the 
sake of our country, we cannot allow 
ourselves the luxury of arguing today's 
issue on the basis of a 1964 action. His
tory will take care of yesterday, but we 
are responsible for today and tomorrow. 

Americans want peace-peace with 
honor-but not peace at any price-not 
peace through abject surrender. 

McGovern-Hatfield would toll the 
death knell to any hopes for negotiated 
peace, including the return of American 
prisoners of war now being held by the 
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong. 
With McGovern-Hatfield, why should 
the enemy want to talk peace? He could 
continue his present tactics and would 
still be handed everything he wants on 
a silver platter. 

History has no record of a military 
conflict other than this one in which one 
side, with overwhelming power, with 
power to wipe its adversary off the face 
of the earth, has sought peace so assidu
ously and so magnanimously as has our 
country. Peace terms are not "uncondi
tional surrender," for we have forsworn a 
military victory and ask only that the 
South Vietnamese be allowed the right 
of self-determination as to their destiny 
and as to the type government they have. 

We have sought peace-publicly and 
privately, through usual and unusual 
methods, in direct and indirect negotia
tions, in open and in secret sessions. 

We have brought the South Vietna
mese and the Vietcong into the negotia
tions. 

We have limited bombing; we have 
stopped bombing altogether. 

We have withdrawn 285,000 troops 
from Vietnam, and by December 1 of this 
year our forces will be down to an au
thorized strength of 184,000. 

We have done all these things, but 
only one bilateral agreement has been 
made of which I have knowledge. This is 
the agreement on the shape of the ne
gotiating table and the seating arrange
ment of the so-called peace negotiators. 

It must be remembered that the Viet
nam war is not of the making of Presi
dent Nixon. When he became President, 
the war and our participation ·in it-
except for the bombing halt-had been 
escalated to an all-time high. A record 
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number of American troops were in Viet
nam at that time. 

President Nixon's policy at all times 
has been to deescalate our participation 
in Vietnam and turn the fighting over to 
the South Vietnamese, but, at the same 
time, seeing that the American troops are 
protected and supported during the proc
ess of Vietnamization. 

During this Vietnamization of the war, 
the President has been active in his ef
forts to get the North Vietnamese to 
enter into meaningful negotiations that 
would bring a lasting and honorable 
peace. 

I am convinced that no person in the 
entire country wants peace more than 
President Nixon. The future of our coun
try depends on it, and no one realizes 
this better than the President himself. 
He wants peace and his efforts are ex
pended toward protecting American 
lives, shortening the war, and achieving 
peace. 

As I have stated, the war is not of the 
President's making. He is not responsible 
for starting it; but now it is his respon
sibility. He says that he will end the war, 
that we will have a just and honorable 
peace. He accepts it as his responsibility 
to achieve these goals. He does not seek 
to shift the responsibility. He knows the 
risks involved. I respect him for his cour
age and his determination. 

As I see it, the Constitution is clear and 
specific on three points: 

First. The President is Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. As such he can direct the don.duct 
of a war. 

The Constitution establishes the Presi
dent's authority as Commander in Chief 
of the Armed F'orces, the one man who 
must make final decisions affecting the 
use of our military forces. This is not 
a power that the President hlas seized 
without regard to the role and the 
prerogatives of Oongress. It is a power 
that the OOOlStitution has placed on the 
President. He would not be discharging 
his duty unless he acted to protect the 
members of the Armed Forces in South
east Asia. 

Second. Only Congress can declare war. 
Third. Congress, with its power over 

the purse strings of the Nation, oan 
finance a war or withh!old funds with 
which to prosecute the war. 

What, then, of U!Ildeclared wars or 
limited actLons to protect American lives 
and property-who initiates these and 
who directs them? 

The history of our country is replete 
with instances in which limited wars or 
military actions h!ave been initiated ~ 
a President. These actions have been 
taken by the President under his plowers 
as Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces. Once the conflict has been 
initiated-here, again, I say that Presli.
dent Nixon did not initiate the conflict-
these seems little doubt of the President's 
power to direct the prosecution of the 
conflict-subject only to the right of 
Congress to cut off funds and to cut off 
support from that army in the field. l 
submit that it would be a great tragedy 
if support for our Armed forces in the 
field should be cut off by this Congress, 

CXVII-~1269-Part 15 

and I say that Congress would rue the 
day that it passed any 'Sruch legislation. 

Congress has no power to limit or re
strict the powers conferred on the Presi
dent by the Constitution, except to the 
extent that the exercise of the powers 
which Congress has under the Constitu
tion might restrict the exercise of the 
President's powers. The amendment we 
are presently discussing would be a 
method and a manner by which Congress 
could constitutionally act and restrict the 
President's powers as Commander in 
Chief. 

Adoption of the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment can, in my judgment, serve 
no useful purpose. Adoption of the 
amendment, on the contrary, would be 
detrimental for many reasons. I list 
several: 

First. It would raise questions and 
create doubt as to the credibility of the 
President of the United States as to his 
promise to withdraw American troops 
from Vietnam. 

Second. It would question the powers 
of the President of the United States as 
Commander in Chief of the Arm;ed 
Forces. 

Third. It would seriously weaken the 
power of the President as spokesman for 
this country in the quest for peace. This 
repudiation of the President and his ac
tion would be known in national capitals 
throughout the world within minutes of 
our action on this amendment. 

Fourth. It would emphasize our na
tional divisions and lack of unity in the 
matter of a national foreign policy. 

Fifth. It could encourage our real ad
versaries, Russia and China, in believing 
that we lack the national r:esolve and 
determination to see the Vietnam war to 
an honorable conclusion. 

Sixth. It would advise our enemies as to 
what our plans are in Southeast Asia, 
telling them just what limitations our 
Armed Forces are under, just how far we 
will go and no farther. It would remove 
all flexibility from future military plans 
and operations. 

The President of the United States, 
acting as Commander in Chief of our 
Armed Forces, has had and will continue 
to have my support in his conduct of the 
war in Southeast Asia. 

Certainly, I will oppose any moves in 
the Senate to tie his hands, to snipe at 
him, or to criticize his actions before the 
world. 

I will certainly oppose the McGovern
Hatfield amendment, because, far from 
helping the President, as is suggested by 
some advocates, it would completely tie 
his hands and make his quest for peace 
in Southeast Asia an absolutely impassi
ble task, because it would give away our 
entire position. 

For these reasons, I oppose the Mc
Govern-Hatfield ,amendment. 

Mr. STENNlS. Mr. President, I com
pliment the Senator from Alabama. He 
has made some splendid points. I shall 
refer to one point. 

The last major point he made was that 
if this amendment should be adopted, it 
would be flashed around the world in 
seconds, to frienc:Ls and foe alike, that 
Congress has gone off in one direction 

and the President in another. As bad as 
this situation is now, what would become 
of our situation, our boys, our chances 
for a really decent settlement or any 
kind of meaningful settlement for the 
fuiture? 

Furthermore, the precedent would go 
fiar beyond this in furture dealings With 
adversary and with friend. That question 
mark oould not be erased for decades to 
come. 

Mr. ALLEN. It would make of Con
gress, with 535 Members, a council of 
war; and we cannot constitute ourselves 
a council of war, plall'Iling each step of 
the conflict. Th0lt is a matter for mili
tary men and for the President of the 
United States, as Commander in Chief. 

Mr. STENNIS. Not under the Senate 
rules. It would take too long. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAVEL. Perhaps as a humorous 
aside, it might be said that, since the sit
uation has not gone well the way it is 
presently constituted, a larger council 
of war might be effective. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I thank the able Sena
tor from Alaska for yielding to me. 

Mr. President, the question before the 
Senate today is nothing less than onie of 
life, death, and commonsense. 

More than 53,00'0 Americans have died 
in battle in South Vietnam. We have 
spent billions of dollars in a war that 
cannot be won. The war in Vietnam has 
resulted in explosive violence here at 
home as housing, education, and job pro
grams have been shunted aside while 
America has pursued the mirage of 
victory through the jungles of Indochina. 
Millions of Vietnamese are today wan
dering refugees because of the protec
tive-reaction airstrikes and free :fire 
zones that we have employed with little 
thought given to the terrible cost in 
human casualties that have arisen from 
our military policies. 

Our Army has been demoralized. Our 
men run the dual risk of death and drug 
addiction in the jungles of Southeast 
Asia. Our country is divided. The Paris 
peac·e talks are stalemated. The South 
Vietnamese Government seems ready to 
employ any method to prevent truly free 
elections. Our President talks of Viet
namization when in fact this term ap
plies to only one half a country. He tells 
us that he will not accept a withdrawal 
date until our prisoners of war are re
leased and the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment has the capability to def end 
itself. 

It is long past time that this admin
istration faced reality. The ireality is that 
since January of 1969 more than 15,000 
Americans have been killed in Southeast 
Asia. The war has expanded geographi
cally into Laos and Cambodia. While the 
Bresident has been withdrawing OW' 
combat troops according to his scihedule, 
I feel that every day any of our men are 
there is one day too much. The Presi
dent's time table apparently runs from 
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election to election. In 1968 he main
tained before his election that he had a 
secret plan-a plan for peace--a iMan to 
end the war-a plan that has either not 
yet been announced or has been em
ployed secretly and has failed. The cur
rent pace of withdrawal is too slow. The 
stalemate in Paris continues. The killing 
in Southeast Asia continues. And the di
visions here at home widen. 

Despite all of the rhetoric-all of the 
promises-all of the lessons of history
all of the false hopes in dreams of vic
tory, the war goes on. 

The continuation of this war means 
that hundreds of Americans continue t.o 
lead empty and shattered lives in the 
prison camps of North Vietnam. It is 
time that we took the same risks for 
their safety and release as we have taken 
to prop up General Thieu's government. 
The North Vietnamese have previously 
stated that there would be no release of 
prisoners until we set a date for with
drawal. 

Recent indications, including reports 
by Representatives LEGGETT, of Calif or
nia, and HALPERN, of New York, of con
versations with the North Vietnamese in 
Paris, are that they are prepared to nego
tiate the release of our men as soon as a 
date is set. I think we should set that 
date. Otherwise these men will be des
tined to many more months of contain
ment as we tie the pace of our withdrawal 
to the stability of the South Vietnamese 
Government. 

If after setting a date, the North 
Vietnamese do not act promptly to re
lease our prisoners of war, then ob
viously we cannot abandon those men. 
I will state categorically that our ad
herence to a date for withdrawal of all 
our troops must be linked emphatically 
to the release of those men. But I also 
believe that we must now set that date. 
I have spoken to the wives of six of 
our POW's in the past few weeks, and 
they are convinced that the only way 
they will see their husbands again is if 
we set a date for getting out of Indo
china. 

The reality is that our commitment to 
General Thieu has long since been ful
filled. How much longer does the Presi
dent suppose will be needed to fully 
realize this commitment? How many 
more lives? How many more billions? 

The reality is that we are fighting for 
a government that is both corrupt and 
unrepresentative. 

The reality is that Vietnamization is 
nothing more than a blind and open 
ended commitment to men who jail their 
political opponents, shut down the free 
press, and thwart the democratic proc
ess of government in South Vietnam. 

The reality is that we have allowed 
this war to continue for too long. It has 
"wasted" our youth and our treasure. 
It has brought our country to the brink 
of psychic collapse. 

We have fulfilled whatever obligation 
we had to the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. It is long past time that Gen
eral Thieu be made to stand on his own 
and stop relying on the blood and bil
lions of America for his survival. 

Mr. President, I believe that those of 

us in the Senate are captured today in a 
critical moment of history. We have the 
opportunity to express the will and de
termination of this country to bring an 
end to a tragic and costly chapter in 
American history. We have the chance 
to begin to open the doors of imprison
ment for the five hundred or more Amer
icans presently being held in North Viet
nam. We have the chance to end the 
fighting in Vietnam and begin ending 
the division that it has caused here at 
home. 

All of our soldiers are, in a sense, pris
oners of war. This amendment would win 
their release. All of the unemployed and 
underprivileged in America are prisoners 
of poverty as a result of our country's 
preoccupation with this conflict. This 
amendment would allow us to begin fo
cusing our energy on their problems, 
America cannot live for long while pov
erty, hunger, and joblessness make a 
mockery of the American dream and a 
shambles of so many peoples' lives. We 
cannot continue to burn villages in Asia 
while our cities become cauldrons of fear 
and suspicion. We cannot continue to de
foliate forests while we destroy our en
vironment here at home. We cannot con
tinue to concentrate our efforts on South 
Vietnam while ignoring the problems of 
equality and economic malaise at home. 
We cannot wait for other countries to 
become strengthened while ours is pro
gressively weakened. In short, we can
not let this amendment fail. We cannot 
let this chance for peace pass us by. 

If we do-the war will go on-men will 
die--debate in the Senate will rage--divi
siveness in the streets will continue-
America will suffer. 

Before any Senator casts his vote to
day, let him ask himself how much 
longer does he want our country to live 
with this war? He should ask himself, 
how many more men does he want to see 
go off to this war? He should ask himself 
if he wants to find us here in the Senate, 
a year from today, still caught in a de
bate over a war that is destroying 
America? 

If we do not speak for peace today, we 
will have failed in our duty to answer 
and represent the will of our people and 
we will have failed as men to answer to 
our conscience. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote for the 
enactment of the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment. 

Mr. President, it is my firm hope that 
we will be able to get a majority of Sena
tors to realize that the only way we can 
possibly end the war is to set a timetable 
to end it. 

We have heard for too long how the 
war was going to be ended if we took just 
one more step. I think it is absolutely 
tragic that our policy in Vietnam today 
is based upon the supposition that the 
South Vietnamese Government will be 
able to take care of itself, without 
broadening its political base, without 
reaching out to its own people, without 
giving its own people the opportunity to 
participate in a realistic sense in the 
structure of power in that society. We 
must put an end to this war and we must 
do it today by adopting the McGovern
Hatfteld amendment. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, with the time 
to be charged equally against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WEICKER). Without objection, it is so or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, would the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) yield 2 
minutes to me 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia . I thank 
the distinguished manager of the bill. 

Mr. President, having been authorized 
by the distinguished majority leader to 
do so, I have discussed with the manager 
of the bill and with the authors of the 
various amendments to which I shall re
fer, a time sequence under which the 
amendments are to be called up, follow
ing disposition of the amendment No. 
149 which is to be made the pending 
business on tomorrow at the time the un
finished business is laid before the 
Senate. 

I therefore propose the following 
unanimous-consent request: 

I ask unanimous consent that upon 
disposition of amendment No. 149 by the 
Senator from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY) 
on tomorrow, the Chair lay before the 
Senate amendment No. 120 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WEICKER). Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent, upon dis
position tomorrow of the Kennedy 
amendment No. 120, that the Chair lay 
before the Senate amendment No. 156 of 
the Senator from Iowa <Mr. MILLER). 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon 
disposition of the Miller amendment No. 
156, the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of amendment No. 135 by the Sen
ator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD). 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon 
disposition of the Hatfield amendment 
No. 135, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of amendment No. 136 by the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD). 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon 
the disposition of the Hatfield amend
ment No. 136, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the amendment by the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE), amend
ment No. 164. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon 
the disposition of the Saxbe amendment 
No. 164, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of amendment No. 139 by the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. KEN
NEDY). 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon 
the disposition of the Kennedy amend
ment No. 139, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of amendment No. 137 by 
the Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT
FIELD). 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time on amendment No. 139 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) 
be limited to 2 hours, notwithstanding 
the fact that a previous agreement has 
been entered into limiting the time on the 
amendment to 3 hours. 

I have discussed this matter with the 
aides of the Senator from Massachusetts 
<Mr. KENNEDY) and also with the man
ager of the bill. All are in agreement with 
my request that the time be limited to 
2 hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of the amendment 
and the manager of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent with re
spect to amendment No. 139 that the 
same conditions which will obtain under 
the agreements entered heretofore on 
amendments to H.R. 5631 prevail in this 
instance. 

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

The unanimous consent agreement, 
later prepared in written form, is as fol
lows: 

Ordered, That, during the further consid
eration of H.R. 6531, an aict to amend the 
Military Selective Service Act of 1967, debaite 
on the following amendments be limited to 
1 hour to be equailly div.tded and controlled 
by the mover of the amendment and the 
manager of the bill (Mr. Stennis): No. 120 
by the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. Ken
nedy); No. 125 by the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. Gravel); No. 149 by the Senator from 
New York (Mr. Buckley); No. 117, and Nos. 
127 through 138 inclusive by the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield). 

Ordered further, That debate be limited 
to 3 hours to be equaUy divided and con
trolled between the mover of the amendment 
and the manager of the bill on amendment 
No. 123 by the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
Gravel). 

Ordered further that debate be limited to 
2 hours to be equally d,ivided and controlled 
between the mover of the amendment and 
the manager of the bill on amendment No. 
139 by the Senator fr<>m Massachusetts (Mr. 
Kennedy). 

Ordered further, That debate on amend
ment No. 156 by the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
Miller) be Hmited to 30 minutes to be equally 
divided and controlled between the mover 
of the amendment and the manager of the 
bill. 

Ordered further, That debate on amend-

ment No. 164 by the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
Saxbe) be limited to 20 minutes to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of the 
amendment and the manager of the bill (Mr. 
Stennis). 

Ordered further, That on June 17, 1971, 
during the further consideration of H.R. 
6531, amendment No. 149 be l1aid before the 
Senate and made the pending business. 

After the c:Lisposition of amendment No. 
149, the Chair will liay before the Senate 
i.n the order listed the following amendments 
as soon as the one preceding it in the list is 
disposed of: amendment No. 120 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. Kennedy): 
amendment No. 156 by the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. Miller); amendment No. 135 by the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield); amend
ment No. 136 by the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Hatfield); amendment No. 164 by the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxbe); amendment 
No. 139 by the Senator from Massachusett.s 
(Mr. Kennedy) and amendment No. 137 by 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield). 

Provided, That debate on all amendments 
to amendments enumerated above be lim
ited to 20 minutes to be equally div,ided and 
controlled respectively by the mover and the 
author of the original amendment (first 
degree). 

Ordered further, That amendments not 
germane to the amendments enumerat ed 
above shall not be received. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the time 
I yielded the Senator has expired. The 
Senator from Alaska would be glad to 
yield time to the Senator from West Vir·· 
ginia. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to yield whatever time the 
majority whip desires. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the distinguished junior 
Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. President, Senators are on notice 
that we will have a busy day on tomor
row. It is anticipated that there will be 
roll call votes on most of these amend
ments which have been enumerated. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, can the 

distinguished assistant majority leader 
advise us whether he expects any votes 
following the vote on the McGovern
Hatfield amendment which is scheduled 
to take place not later than 5 p.m. today? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In an
swer to the query by the distinguished 
minority leader, may I say that after the 
vote on amendment No. 143 by the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN), the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD), and other Senators, at circa 
5 p.m.-and I do not think it will occur 
earlier-I would anticipate no further 
votes today. I say this after having dis
cussed the matter on yesterday with the 
distinguished manager of the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in enu
merating these votes, the Senator does 
not mean to imply that the Senate will 
vote on all of these amendments on 
Thursday. As I understand it, the idea 
is that if we do not get through with all 
of them on Thursday, they will auto
matically go over to Friday. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The dis-

tinguished manager of the bill has stated 
the case precisely. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, and 
apart from those the Senator has men
tioned, there will be rollcall votes on 
other amendments to this bill on Friday. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Without 
question. It will be the intention of the 
leadership on this side of the aisle-and 
I am sure it will be with the cooperation 
of the leadership on the other side, and 
the distinguished minority leader is here 
to speak for himself-to try to schedule 
amendments on Friday which will result 
in votes on Friday, at least until about 
3 o'clock in the afternoon. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is the Senator ready to 
announce the plans he has about the 
filing of a cloture motion on Monday? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, the majority whip cannot an
nounce plans with respect to cloture be
cause it is not the intention of the major
ity whip-although he will vote for clo
ture-to sign a cloture motion. It is my 
understanding that a cloture motion will 
be introduced on Monday, in which case 
the vote would occur under rule XXII, 
on Wednesday next. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, thait would 
probably be in the neighborhood of 1 
o'clock, although that would be subject 
to change. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Depend
ing on the hour of meeting. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is the intention of the 
leadership on next Monday to get votes 
on pending amendments. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, it will be the intention of the 
leadership to seek votes on Monday, and 
this will be true on Tuesday pending the 
disposition of the cloture motion on 
Wednesday. 

Mr. President, the amendments which 
have been enumerated, and which have 
been locked in by agreement for action 
on tomorrow, all have time limitations 
thereon. So, in the normal course of 
things, allowing for roll call votes on 
some or most of these amendments, the 
Senate will have a busy day tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor will state it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
heard some discussion about the possf
bility of an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute being o:ff ered to the pending 
amendment. There would be an hour of 
debate allowed on any such amendment. 

As I understand it, that time would 
come out of the time that is already 
under control, and the final vote on the 
pending amendment would come at 5 
o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is correct, on the 
assumption that there will be that 
amount of time left on this particular 
amendment. 
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a further 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, no such 

amendment has been called up. The time 
is getting short. The unanimou:s-consent 
agreement allows 1 hour, the time to be 
equally divided, on such amerdment. 
Suppose that such an amendment were 
not offered until after 4 o'clock. It would 
be impossible to have an hour allotted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor is absolutely correct. In that event, 
the amendment would only be allowed 
such time as would be left before 5 
o'clock. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, would an 
amendment be in order after 4 o'clock? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that. the time be 
equally divided on the quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
.ir.yself 1 minute. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the op
position to the amendment has 41 min
utes remaining. I do not know whether 
further amendments will be offered or 
not. The proponents have 57 minutes re
maining. I have no other speakers at this 
time. I do not care to speak further in 
the present situation. However, I cannot 
afford to yield any more time before a 
quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The alerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield 
.5 minutes to the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. CHILES). 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, wil! the 
"Senator yield for a parliamentary in
quiry? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 

·much time remains on each side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no 

amendment is offered, the Senator from 
Mississippi has 40 minutes and the Sena
tor from South Dakota has 43 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena

tor from Florida. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

The Senator from Florida obtained the 
floor. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani
mous consent request? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur
ing further consideration of the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, Mr. Gor
don Weil, Mr. John Holum, and Mr. Wes 
Michaelson may have the privilege of the 
floor except during the roll call vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? WithOl\lt objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am pre
paring to send to the desk a substitute 
amendment to the amendment by the 
Senator from Oregon, the Senator from 
South Dakota, and other Senators, that 
would change the date for withdrawal 
from December 31 to June 1, of 1972, and 
would further provide that the provisions 
in the amendment for withdrawal and 
cutting off of funds would have no force 
and effect if North Vietnam and the 
other adversary forces holding American 
prisoners of war, or Americans desig
nated as missing in action but held as 
prisoners of war, had not been com
pletely repatriated 60 days prior to the 
date of June 1. 

This substitute would substantially 
differ the amendment by delaying the 
date and providing that it would have 
no force and effect and would not be 
binding on this Government, or the Pres
ident, or anyone else, if our prisoners 
were not released 60 days prior to the 
deadline that the amendment would 
envision. 

I send my amendment to the desk at 
this time, and ask that it be read in full, 
because it is new language. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Is the amendment of the 

Senator from Florida the same as the 
copy we find on our desks? 

Mr. CHILES. No; this is not identical 
to the amendment on Senators' desks. 
That is why I asked that it be read. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? In view of the Senator's 
statement, it is absolutely necessary that 
we have it quiet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 

PROPOSED AMENDMEN'r TO H.R. 6531 
"SEC. 302. (a) Subject to the provisions of 

subsection (c) of this section, no funds au
thorized or appropriated under this or any 
other law may be expended after June 1, 
1972, to support the deployment or mainte
nance of United States Armed Forces in or 
the conduct of United States military opera
tions in or over Indochina. 

"(b) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to affect the authority of the Presi
dent to: 

" ( 1) pr0vide for the safety of American 
Armed Forces during their withdrawal from 
Indochina, 

"(2) arrange asylum or other means of 
protection for South Vietnamese, Cambo-

dians, and Laotians who might be physically 
endangered by the withdrawal of American 
Armed Forces, or 

"(3) to provide assistance to the nations 
of Indochina, in the amounts approved by 
the Congress, consistent with the objectives 
of this section. 

"(c) This section shall have no force or 
effect if North Vietnam and other adversary 
forces in Indochina holding American pris
oners of war or Americans designated as 
missing in action but held as prisoners of 
war have not completed the release and re
patriation of all such prisoners and missing 
ln action by a date 60 days prior to the date 
in subsection (a). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is this 
from the time on the original amend
ment? 

Mr. HATFIELD. The time on the sub
stitute amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield for a par
liamentary inquiry? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, is time running on the substitute 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have 
discussed this substitute amendment 
with the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
CHILES) for some time this afternoon, in 
concert with the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD). The amendment is sub
stantially the same as the so-called Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, except for 
two points: 

It extends the withdrawal deadline 
from December 31 to June 1 of next 
year-in other words, providing a 5-
month addition on the withdrawal dead
line set in the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment--and in addition to that, 
whereas the pending amendment, that is, 
the original amendment, provided that 
unless arrangements were worked out 
for the repatriation of prisoners within 
a period of 60 days, we could add an ad
ditional 60-day period on the withdrawal 
date, the Chiles amendment just offered 
as a substitute would carry this time up 
to 60 days from the withdrawal deadline. 
In other words, unless the prisoner ar
rangement is worked out within 60 days 
prior to June 1, then the entire amend
ment is null and void. 

The Senator from Florida, in his con
versations with us, has indicated that 
there are several Senators who are not 
willing to support the McGovern-Hat
field amendment for various reasons, 
who have indicated that they would sup
port this substitute measure. A part of 
the reason for that may have something 
to do with presidential politics; I do not 
know what the other causes are, but I 
do know that I am far more interested 
in getting an amendment agreed to that 
will bring about an end to this war than 
I am in seeing an amendment passed 
simply because of the name which hap
pens to appear on it. 

I have been interested in this matter 
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for as long as I have been a Member 
of the United States Senate. I cannot 
recall a day since I joined this body 
when this war has been very far away 
from my heart and mind. It has been 
an aching pain as far as I am con
cerned for at least 8 years, and I cannot 
think right now of anything within my 
power as a Senator that I would not do 
to bring about an end to this conflict. 

So if the Senator from Florida is cor
rect in his judgment that we do have a 
chance to pass this substitute amend
ment, while I would much prefer to see 
the Senate vote on the McGovern-Hat
field amendment and pass it into law, 
under the circumstances, I shall support 
Senator CHILES in his effort, and if that 
amendment passes, it will not be neces
sary, then, for the Senate to deliberate 
any further on the McGovern-Hatfield 
proposal, and at least we will have said 
to the President of the United States 
that Congress, at long last, is going to 
assume its constitutional responsibility to 
set a limit on this war. 

Beyond that, I think the crucial point 
is not really the date that we set, within 
certain limits, but the fact that we are 
saying to all parties concerned that 
within less than a year's time, before 
June 1 of next year, all American mili
tary operations will be terminated and 
all forces withdrawn from Indochina, 
provided only that we can have assur
ances on the release of our prisoners. 

So I think it is a fair proposal, and 
one that I hope will have the overwhelm
ing support of the Senate. There is no 
question but that the American people 
will support this amendment. They sup
port the McGovern-Hatfield amendment, 
as they indicated in a recent public opin
ion poll, by a percentage of 73 percent. If 
the American GI's now fighting in South
east Asia had a chance to vote on the 
amendment, in my opinion it would pass 
overwhelmingly, I think by a margin of 
10 to 1. If the prisoners of war who have 
been sitting in North Vietnam--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 additional minute. 

If the prisoners of war languishing in 
jails in Hanoi had a chance--

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Let me remind the Sen

ator from South Dakota that under the 
time arrangement, the Senator from 
Florida has 30 minutes, and the Sena
tor from South Dakota and the Senator 
from Oregon control the other 30 min
utes. 

It is customary, in situations like this, 
where you are supporting the proposed 
substitute, that you yield the time to the 
manager of the bill. I hope the Senator 
from South Dakota will do that. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I think we can work 
that out. 

Mr. STENNIS. Time is running. The 
Senator is running on my time now. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I just want to com
plete this one sentence. 

Mr. STENNIS. Again, I do not want to 
interrupt the Senator, except that time 
was yielded to him by the Senator from 

Oregon. The Senator is speaking, really, 
for the Senator from Florida. So if the 
Senator will shift the time, I shall ap
preciate it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sen
ator. I just want to conclude by saying 
that I think the one formula that will 
bring about release of our prisoners is 
the commitment in either of these 
amendments, and I am satisfied with the 
proposal of the Senator from Flor.ida. 
I believe it is the kind of commitment for 
total withdrawal that will bring about 
the means to trigger the release of our 
prisoners, and I am happy to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Florida yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I ask the Senator from 
South Dakota whether we can straighten 
this out, because 5 o'clock is approaching. 
If the Senator will yield me such time as 
he has left on the Chiles amendment-
not on the McGovern amendment, just 
on the Chiles amendment-then the Sen
ator from Florida will control that part. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I so yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, how much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty

two minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 5 min

utes. 
I hope we will have quiet in the Sen

ate. I cannot imagine any business that 
attaches would have here now except to 
be quiet. 

Mr. President, this is an attempt to 
change the whole tenor and workability 
of the amendment and is a change, of 
course, in the time. 

Let me point out that nothing could be 
more serious, as a matter of international 
policy and protocol and problems of ne
gotiating for peace and dealing with en
emies and friends, than something of the 
nature of this amendment, which is of
fered with less than 40 minutes to the 
manager of the bill for discussion on it 
and the first amendment, when it goes to 
the very vitals of the whole meaning. It 
still means that, even though the date is 
chang.ed, it is a parting of the ways of 
the legislative branch from the execu~ 
tive branch of the Government, and 
leaves the President of the United States 
hand-tied and hog-tied so far as using 
any money is concerned. He cannot make 
any plans. He cannot make any arrange
ments. He has to stop almost in his 
tracks. 

Here is a provisio that within 60 days 
before this year is out, if all these things 
have not been done, he will have to get 
out totally within 60 days. With all def
erence, .that is an •ahsur·dity; it is an im
possibility. It is just hoping to pick up a 
vote here, there, or yonder, and trying to 
get a majority. In logic and in fact, this 
just will not stand up. 

With respect to the delivery, repatria~ 
tion, and so forth, of the prisoners of 

war, the North Vietnamese have not giv
en us any list. We do not know how many 
they have. When they claim they have 
delivered it, we would have no recourse 
beyond that. 

My point is that if we are going to take 
this course, we had better work some
thing out beyond what can be figured 
out in the cloakroom within the last few 
minutes. 

Mr. President, this is grasping at a 
straw. The amendment was going down. 
Something had to be done to try to rally 
support and save it. So, within the last 
few minutes, after all this debate, ap
parently, at least the two sponsors of the 
amendment have gone over-lock, stock, 
and barrel-to new language, a new ver
sion, filled with uncertainty. 

I submit that, on the whole, the Sen
ate cannot possibly afford to wander off 
in a desert, so to speak, and use this as 
a substitute. 

I put it as I have said before: The 
amendment as offered by the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from South 
Dakota presents a clear-cut issue here. 
It says yes or no. It says do this or do 
that. A vote on it would be a real deter
mination of this body. Otherwise, we are 
just wandering off in an uncertain field, 
and we cannot afford to do that, as a 
matter of policy. Fundamentally, it is 
wrong, unsound, and uncertain. I hope 
the Senate will not-I do not think it 
will-follow a will-o'-the-wisp that is 
thrown out at the last minute, as a life
guard throws a rope to a drowning man. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. I am curious as to 

why the Senator thinks this is such a 
vague and uncharted field, when all we 
are doing is extending the withdrawal 
time by 5 months. The Senator surely 
understands that simply substituting the 
date of June 1, 1972, for December 31, 
1971, does not raise some new monster 
here that the Senate is incapable of ap
praising. It is a 5-month extension. 

I should think that the Senator from 
Mississippi would be one of those who 
would now support this amendment. It 
is much more in line with his own view 
that we need additional time to bring 
about the withdrawal. 

Mr. STENNIS. Under the amendment 
of the Senator from South Dakota, the 
President of the United States knows 
where he stands. It means that he has to 
get out right away, if it becomes law. 
Under the other amendment, he does not 
know what he can do; and when it comes 
down to within 60 days, he i1as to get out 
all of a sudden. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I, of course, would 
prefer the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment. But I would think that the Sena
tor from Mississippi would welcome an 
additional 5 months, in view of his view 
on the war. It gives the President al
most a year's time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I respectfully reject the 
Senator's offer. Time does not mean 
everything. This amendment is worse 
than the amendment of the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr . .President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, this 
amendment does not cure any ills or any 
objections to the original McGoverri
Hatfield amendment. 

In the first place the problem remains. 
which is the establishment of a dead
line. Whether we establish the deadline 
at one date or another, we are removing 
from the Executive his power to con
tinue a successful process of ext~·ication 
from a tragic and an unpopular war. We 
are voting a lack of confidence in the 
President when we say to him, "We will 
settle the war and we will solve your 
problems for you," even though he has
or will have, by this early winter-with
drawn more than two-thirds of the 
forces from Vietnam; 296,000 Americans 
less are there than were there when he 
took office. 

If we are going to fix a deadline, we 
will be saying that we might as well 
end the negotiations in Paris. Whatever 
chance there may be-and a chance ex
ists-whatever opportunity there may be 
for negotiations, whatever may have 
been said by the parties, whatever pro
posals may be under consideration, will 
be canceled out. We might as well tell 
Ambassador Bruce to come home and 
close the door, shut up shop, because 
Congress has taken over the determina
tion of a successfully proceeding foreign 
policy initiative. I think this would be 
regrettable. 

I do not think this amendment adds 
anything, I hope Senators wilf not be .. 
led because the amendment differs from 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment, to 
be altered in conclusions which I believe 
are quite obvious to all of us now-that 
they do not want, by the McGovern-Hat
field amendment, to direct the President 
to do what Congress thinks is the best 
way toward the conclusion of this war. 

We all want to conclude the war. There 
are no prowar or antiwa·: Senators here. 
We are of one mind on that. But one 
thing is of the greatest concern, and that 
is the fixing of the deadline. This amend
ment is another attempt to fix a deadline. 
It is another attempt which appears to 
give the President some options, but the 
options are not real. The options are far 
less than those he has now; and the 
amendment says to Hanoi, "All right; we 
have given up the hole card. We will play 
it your way hereafter. You call the shots 
and we will call our delegation home 
from Paris." 

Frankly, in my judgment, if we do 
that, we might as well end the negotia
tions in Paris if this amendment becomes 
law. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be in order to order the yeas and 
nays on the substitute at this time, and 
on amendment No. 149 of the Senator 
from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY)--

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
pending substitute. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield back 

the remainder of my time. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 2 

minutes to the Senator from Oregon. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oregon is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be in order now to order the yeas 
and nays on amendment No. 149 of the 
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY), 
which will be the first order of business 
tomorrow. 

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

Mr. BYRD Of West Virginia. I ask for 
the yeas and nays on amendment No. 
149. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I think 

the Senate should be clearly on record 
about the simple fact that we have at 
various times and in various ways indi
cated by a majority of 51 Senators a de
sire to set a date certain. 

Distinguished colleagues have raised 
the question as to whether it is appro
priate, or whether the Senate should or 
wants to set a date certain. 

Let me remind the Senate that 38 
Members of the Democratic caucus en
dorsed a date certain at the beginning 
of this Congress. Six Republican Sena
tors are supporting this amendment with 
the December 31 date. An additional five 
Republican Senators have indicated, 
'through various resolutions, they would 
support a deadline if they could be as
sured it would bring the release of all 
prisoners of war. At least two other Sen
ators have told us privately they would 
support a date certain if it were later 
than December 31, 1971. Thus, support
ers of the principal of this amendment-
to set a date certain-total 51 Senators. 

Accordingly, we are not coming up with 
something new. In fact, the only thing 
that we hear today are the old argu
ments that were used last year when we 
debated this issue. 

How many times have we heard the 
statements made by various Senators
during last year's debate-when Senator 
after Senator rose on the floor of the 
Senate to object to our proposal at that 
time on the point, as they said, that it 
might undermine negotiations, that it 
might hamper the negotiations, that it 
might harm the possibility of the return 
of our prisoners. 

Well, Mr. President, there has not been 
a single meaningful negotiation session 
in Paris since we debated this issue last 
year. Not one prisoner of war has been 
returned since we debated this issue last 
year. 

I quote again, as I have earlier, the 
arguments used back in 1969. When the 
President of the United States argued 
against setting a time certain. He said 
on September 26, 1969: 

What I am trying to achieve ls ending the 
war before the end of 1970 or before the 
middle of 1971. 

I quote further-
our objective is to end the war by the end 

of 1970. 

He argued the same point that it would 
undermine the negotiations to set a date 
certain. 

Let me remind the Senate that since 
we debated this issue last year, over 
2,000 Americans have died and thousands 
more have been injured--

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Not at this point-let 
me finish first, please. 

So that I think the decision before us 
is not the choice of policy based on the 
old arguments that we have heard and 
heard and heard. 

So, Mr. President, the decision before 
us today is no ordinary choice of policy: 
it is a decision of life and death. 

The burden of this debate should be 
upon those who vote against the amend
ment. The burden should be upon those 
who tell the American people how many 
more lives will have to be given in order 
to c1arry out the policy of commitment 
to the Thieu-Ky regime. 

We cannot avoid the harsh reality that 
we, the elected Members of this body 
share in the responsibility for those who 
are wounded and who die in this war. 

That is what our Constitution intends. 
We cannot pretend that we can abdi

cate this responsibility-that we can al
low only the President to bear that 
heaviest of all burdens. By virtue of our 
membership in this body, under the Con
stitution, we must make the decisions 
that will mean life or death for others. 

If we hay~ . any 1,Ulcertainty, any 
slightest doubt, about the reasons for 
our continuing sacrifice of blood in Inn~ 
china, then we must approach this deci
sion with fear and trembling-and ap
proach it as one·of those choices made in · 
the solitude of our souls-guided only by 
our conscience, and by God. 

Our political careers are not worth the 
price of one needless death. 

Our standing at the White House is 
not worth the price of another American 
addicted to drugs in Vietnam. 

Our relationships with our political 
friends and allies are not worth the price 
of the unnecessary loss of an arm or a 
leg of an American fighting in Indochina. 

If any of us have the least doubt or 
misgiving about the purpose of further 
sacrifice in Indochina, then we must ask 
ourselves what reasons there are for con
tinuing the bloodshed. 

We must ask that question because we 
have the power and share the responsi
bility for prolonging or terminating that 
sacrifice. 

Since the time each of us last faced 
this decision, as I said previously on Sep
tember 1, 1970, 2,811 Americans have died 
in Indochina, 11,250 Americans have 
been wounded. More will follow in tht 
days and months ahead. 

Each of us has the constitutional 
power to bring this suffering to an end. 
Before any one of us chooses not to exer
cise that power-before any one of us 
answers "nay" when the vote is called, 
I would only suggest he ask and be able 
to answer this question: What constitu-
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tional basis does the President have for 
committing American troops in the sup
port of the Thieu-Ky government? 

Do we believe that our Nation's Con
stitution, and the powers and responsi
bilities delegated to each of us, should 
be accepted or ignored? 

Is America a oountry ruled by a patri
arch, whose wisdom and judgment in the 
weightest of matters-life and death
must be blindly followed, or is the Con
gress truly a coequal branch that gov
erns our land? 

Are we more willing to trust the power 
of the executive branch than to trust our 
own judgments? 

Do we believe that Congress' chief re
sponsibility is to submit to the will of the 
President or to resond to the will of the 
people? 

When it is announced that "only 19 
Americans died in Vietnam from hostile 
action last week," can we explain the use 
of the word "only" to the mothers and 
fathers of those who have died? 

Can we tell hundreds of young people 
in the weeks and months ahead why they 
must go, against their will, to fight in 
Indochina? 

How do we explain to the wives and 
families of our prisoners of war that con
tinuing an unending commitment to the 
Thieu-Ky government is more important 
than testing to see whether our prisoners 
can be returned home? 

Can we explain to one more American 
boy that it is worth it for him to die in 
Indochina? 

And when those notices of the dead 
from our States come to our office in the 
weeks and months ahead, do we say to 
their loved ones," I am sorry, I did every
thing I could to save this life," or will 
we say, to them or to ourselves, ''I might 
have actually saved this life, but I de
cided not to try. I decided it was neces
sary to risk his ultimate sacrifice. And 
this is why?" 

What will be your reasons why? 
That is why we have this responsibil

ity, under the Constitution, to delineate 
between that which the President is do
ing as far as withdrawing troops, on 
which we congratulate him and commend 
him as Commander in Chief, but we must 
also test this whole matter of the power 
of the Constitution as it relates to a com
mitment to the Thieu-Ky regime, to re
main in Indochina for the time necessary 
for it to stand on its own feet. There is 
no constitutional basis for that. But, let 
us remember the things the President 
said on September 26, 1969. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi has 15 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. DoLE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say 
that, so far as the Senator from Kansas 
now views the situation, we are consider
ing the 10th version of the so-called 
end-the-war amendment. There were 

eight amendments introduced prior to 
this week. The Senator from Florida then 
had an earlier version of his amendment, 
making No. 9. That version has now been 
changed to make No. 10, the 10th in an 
ever-changing series. 

This is the 10th version we have before 
us now. Of course, all of the emphasis 
is on the American prisoners of war and 
the Americans missing in action, but it 
might be well to remind my colleagues 
that apparently this was not a great 
concern in amendment No. 1, amend
ment No. 2, amendment No. 3, amend
ment No. 4, amendment No. 5, and 
amendment No. 6, or amendment No. 7. 
In fact, it was not until June of this year, 
1971, that American prisoners of war and 
Americans missing in action in Southeast 
Asia were, in effect, used as pawns in this 
struggle over who should be the Com
mander in Chief. 

The introduction, now in the 10th 
version itself indicates the folly of the 
Congress of the United States trying to 
impose a date certain on the President. 

We have had 10 versions of the so
called end-the-war amendment, and they 
all have sought to tie the President's 
hands to one date after another. 

Why do they pick the date of June 1? 
Apparently the date was left blank and 
then penciled in on the mimeographed 
copy which has been distributed in the 
Senate. Why was that date chosen? 
What is the magic about June 1? Why 
not December 31? Why was the date 
picked? 

I could also ask the Senator from 
Oregon the same question asked before. 
How many Americans will be killed by 
the simple stroke of a pen by virtue of 
changing the date from December 31, 
1971, to June 1, 1972? 

What does the President do if this 
amendment is agreed to and passed by 
Congress? What does he do in the in
terim between now and June 1; Does he 
escalate the war? 

What would the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. CHILES) have the President do? 
How many prisoners will be left on June 
1? What would happen if our prisoners 
are not released 60 days prior to June 1? 

These are serious questions, raised by a 
Senator who is concerned about Ameri
can prisoners of war and Americans miss
ing in action and who has been con
cerned for a long time. 

Let us not use American prisoners of 
war and Americans missing in action as 
they are being used in this debate. 

I agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania. If we agree to this 
substitute, we might as well call off nego
tiations, call back Ambassador Bruce, 
and give up any hope for an earlier set
tlement. And there is still some hope. 

I would hope that my colleagues would 
look at the amendment carefully and 
examine the questions it raises. 

The date is not important. They could 
pick the date of June 1, 1974, or any 
other date. The simple fact is that it 
would be a vote of no confidence in the 
President if we were to adopt the so
called substitute. 

I thank my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from Mississippi for yielding. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the distinguised Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. President, will the Chair request 
that there be order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
much worse than the McGovern-Hat
field amendment. It is more callous as 
regards the prisoners of war. It is more 
of an amendment requiring unilateral 
action on the part of the United States 
because for the first nine and one-half 
months after the enactment of the law, 
if this amendment is agreed to, all ac
tion would have to be by the United 
States. No action would be required of 
the enemy as regards the prisoners of 
war until March 1 of next year, whereas 
under the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment, the enemy would be required to 
propose an acceptable plan for the re
lease of prisoners of war within 60 days 
after the enactment of the law. 

Mr. President, this would delay getting 
action on the release of prisoners of 
war. Also, section (c) in the amendment 
is most nebulous. It says: 

This section shall have no force or effect 
if North Vietnam and other adversary forces 
in Indochina. holding American prisoners of 
war or Americans designated as missing in 
action but held as prisoners of war have not 
completed the release and repatriation of all 
such prisoners. 

All such prisoners as of when? As of 9 
months from now or when? Who will de
termine when it will be? 

Suppose they offer only 10 prisoners 
and say that they have complied that all 
of the others are dead. 

This pro vies a vehicle for propa
ganda by the enemy. It is a vehicle that 
would make our country and the Presi
dent of the United States subject to a 
barrage of propaganda and invective by 
the enemy. 

It would serve no useful purpose. It is 
no improvement on the McGovern-Hat
field amendment. I do not believe it will 
muster nearly as many votes as the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, even 
though the chief sponsors of that amend
ment have come out in support of this 
amendment. 

I hope the amendment will be laid on 
the table at the proper time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHILF.S. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on Au
gust 7, 1964, the Congress passed the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution formally com
mitting this country to military involve
ment in Indochina. Now, nearly 7 years 
later the time has come for the Con
gress to once again assert its voice in the 
determination of American military 
policy in Southeast Asia. 

Flor a decade now the Indochina war 
has been a defilement of our ideals and 
a perversion of our historic role as a bea
con of hope to the peoples of the world. 
It has caused us to turn away our atten
tion from vital domestic needs and to be
come increasingly immune to the sight 
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of death and destruction. We have been 
torn apart by this tragic war and our 
wounds will not heal for decades. 

Today, we have the opportunity to 
right a grievous wrong by withdrawing 
funds for American military operations 
in Indochina as of December 31, 1971. 
Millions throughout the world are await
ing our decision. 

Will we perpetuate a deadly folly which 
has only brought us grief and shame? Or 
will we rely on our greatness and resil
ience by announcing to the world that 
we have honored our commitments to 
the South Vietnamese-we have given 
them the very best of our youth-and 
now it is time to bring them home? 

Public opinion demands an early end 
to the war, but I do not suggest that we 
rely on the polls in casting our votes to
day. The oall of reason and conscience 
tells us that the time for total with
drawal has come. 

There are those who say that the war 
can be ended by negotiations rather than 
by congressional action such as we con
template today. I do not agree. For the 
fact is there is absolutely no hope for 
any serious negotiations to begin unless 
and until the United States fixes a date 
for total withdrawal of its forces. 

In early April I had long discussions 
in Paris with all four parties to the 
peace talks and with other highly knowl
edgeable Europeans and Americans. If 
there is one conclusion that I drew with 
absolute certainty from those conversa
tions, it is that there will be no serious 
negotiations in the absence of a formal 
American declaration of intent to with
draw all our forces from Indochina 
by a certain date. Such a declaration 
would lead to serious negotiations on 
major points of contention and may 
yield other very desirable results as well. 

These include, first, an immediate 
cease-fire between Communist forces 
and ours, thereby bringing an end at 
least to the killing of Americans and of 
most Asians, as well. 

Second, discussions would begin at 
once-that very day if we wished-on 
arrangements for the safe withdrawal 
of our forces and speedy return of our 
prisoners of war. 

The attitude of the administration on 
this question has been most dismaying. I 
have complete certainty that the Presi
dent shares with all Americans deep con
cern for the fate of American prisoners 
and those who are missing in action. But 
I am afraid that his present policies con
demn those men to continued obscurity. 

Recently, the White House lent 
its support to a $25 million world
wide advertising campaign sponsored by 
the National Advertising Council to urge 
international inspection of prisoner-of
war camps. This is a tragic diversion of 
public attention and an effort to inject 
politics into the prisoner-of-war issue. 
It is time that public officials stopped 
making use of the prisoners for their 
own narrow ends. The American people 
deserve to know that the fas test way we 
can get our prisoners released is by de
claring a date certain for our withdrawal 
from Indochina. 

The amendment before us today pro
vides the best possible opportunity to 

end the long suffering of loved ones. 
From my own conversations in Paris 
as well as numerous reports in the news 
media, I am convinced that we will not 
get action from the other side on our 
prisoners until we make an unequivocal 
commitment to withdraw our forces from 
Indochina. 

In this connection let me emphasize 
that both North Vietnam and the Viet
cong made it as clear as they possibly 
could-short of offering me a signed con
tract-that they have no interest what
ever in keeping our prisoners a day longer 
than is necessary. Any implication by the 
President to the contrary is grossly and 
cruelly deceptive. 

A variety of arguments have been ad
vanced against the idea of total with
drawal by a date certain. Some contend 
that a withdrawal of U.S. forces by the 
end of this year would bring about the 
fall of the present regime in South Viet
nam. After years of shedding American 
blood and billions of dollars from Ameri
can taxpayers, it is time that the South 
Vietnamese made their own political de
cisions. 

Years of involvement by the United 
States in their affairs have made the 
South Vietnamese dependent on us po
litically as well as militarily. With the 
Presidential elections taking place on 
October 8, our adoption of the McGov
ern-Hatfield amendment will serve no
tice on the people of South Vietnam that 
the time has come for them to assume 
full responsibility for their country's fu
ture. 

You have also heard it said that to 
withdraw now instead of waiting for 
Vietnamization to proceed to the Presi
dent's still undefined idea of completion 
would gravely jeopardize the chances for 
the future survival of noncommunist 
governments in the area. The response 
to that is that if 1.1 million South Viet
namese troops armed with the very best 
and latest American equipment and en
joying total domination of the skies can
not provide for their own defense against 
an enemy which they outnumber 11to1, 
then Vietnamization is a concept so 
empty of hope that we had best abandon 
it before another drop of American blood 
or another dollar of American treasure 
is wasted on it. 

But what about Cambodia and Laos, 
we will be asked? Their armies face hos
tile outside forces but without the ad
vantages of overwhelming numbers and 
equipment-would we not then be deliv
ering them into North Vietnamese 
hands? 

The first answer to that is that North 
Vietnamese troops are in Cambodia and 
Laos today only in response to the mas
sive American escalation that began in 
1965. The extension of Hanoi's armed 
forces beyond its own borders came in 
direct response to our own occupation of 
the South, and it may be expected to end 
when our occupation ends, provided of 
course that South Vietnam's forces re
turn to the defense of their own land and 
stop invading their neighbors. 

In any case, we should bear in mind 
President Nixon's own estimate of only 
140,000 North Vietnamese troops in Laos 
and Cambodia combined, as against a 
Cambodian army which now numbers 

over 200,000 and a Laotian army of inde
terminate size. Let those nations defend 
themselves for better or for worse. All 
that our help and that of Saigon has 
brought them is unimaginable suffering 
for their own people. Nearly one-fourth 
of Cambodia's total population are now 
refugees as are 1 out of every 9 Laotians. 
Civilian casualties in each country num
ber in the tens of thousands. If there is a 
worse fate for those tormented people, 
than American military help, I do not 
know what it is. 

There are those who say our credibil
ity will suffer throughout the world 
should we withdraw at this point in the 
conflict. But our presence in Southeast 
Asia has caused our credibility to suffer 
far more. The President has said that 
the only legal justification for the Amer
ican military presence in Indochina is 
to protect American forces while they 
are engaged in military actions. His pres
ent policy of Vietnamization, however, 
makes it clear that we are there to sup
port the Thieu-Ky government, a gov
ernment which itself enjoys dubious 
popular support. 

Far from hurting us in the eyes of the 
nations whose friendship we most value, 
withdrawal now from Indochina would 
serve us better than any other course we 
could pursue. We would be seen to have 
recovered at last from a long and terrible 
illness: And we would be seen to have 
regained at last the courage of our his
toric convictions. And, in this connec
tion, it would be worth recalling that 
France never stood higher in the sight 
of the entire world than when it fi
nally found the moral strength in Algeria 
and brought into being "a peace of the 
brave." 

The present policy of the administra
tion comes close to being the worst of all 
likely alternatives. It offers nothing but 
a continuation of the killing into the 
indefinite future. How long can we Amer
icans continue to countenance a policy 
of mass slaughter of predominantly un
;involved noncombatant people in the 
nations of Indochina? For we must never 
forget that so long as the war goes on, 
it will do so at our instigation. With or 
without American troops, our air power 
will continue to devastate that land 
creating additional civilian casualties by 
the tens of thousands and refugees by 
the hundreJs of thousands. 

Is it not now obvious to everyone that 
the President's so-called plan to end the 
war is purely a plan to continue the war 
by subterfuge and deception? Does any
one not know that he intends, in fact, 
to prolong the war indefinitely, sub
stituting Asian conscripts for American 
in the deeply cynical expectation that 
lower casualty figures are all that the 
American people care about in our Indo
china policy? 

But a war financed entirely by America 
and made tactically feasible only by 
American air power is an American war. 
And if some in this chamber do not 
understand that reality, I can assure 
them, Mr. President, that the people who 
elected them do. 

And the people know, too, the price we 
have paid-and must continue to pay 
for a war without hope-without pur
pose-without end. 
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The President's policy may have suc

ceeded in stopping this war from being 
a hemorrhage for America. But it is 
still a running wound. And there is no 
hope-no hope whatsoever-that the 
wound will ever, under this policy, be 
healed. Instead, the infection which it 
carries will continue to grow-to 
spread-to become more virulent every 
day, until we are consumed by it. 

I do not know how to say it more 
strongly: Vietnam is a disease from 
which we may not recover. We are dying 
of Vietnam-and the physician tells us 
that we must not take the only available 
antidote to its poison because the cure 
for us may be noxious to military ad
venturers and war profiteers in Saigon. 

The poison of Vietnam is deep inside 
us. We are dying of it. The cruelest evi
dence of its power to kill is not the 
50,000 military caskets but the living 
dead among our veterans and our chil
dren-the dope addicts roaming the 
streets of our cities. Vietnam has done 
this to them-and to us-and the tenta
cles of its poison have now spread into 
every community and into every school. 

I tell you we are dying of Vietnam. 
Just as surely as we have given the 
death stroke to Laos, Cambodia and 
Vietnam, we have written our own death 
sentence as a free and democratic so
ciety. And the whole thrust of the 
amendment before us today is to com
mute that sentence while there is still 
time. 

Let there be no mistake about it, this 
plan which the President calls Vietnam
ization is in fact a plan to continue the 
war indefinitely using South Vietnamese 
conscripts to carry out the Nixon pro
gram for American domination of South
east Asia. It is an attempt, in other 
words, to win a military victory. 

The time has come to say that victory 
is not only unattainable, it is unworthy 
of winning, for it would be a victory
not for freedom-but for colonialism. Do 
we really imagine that the judgment of 
God and of history will go lighter with 
us because we have merely taken our own 
troops out of the line of fire? 

I deeply believe that the struggle to 
end this war is a struggle for America's 
soul. And I cannot help remembering the 
words of the Old Testament: 

The sins of the fathers shall be visited 
upon the children even unto the fourth and 
fifth generations. 

If we today remain passive as evils of 
such magnitude continue to be carried 
out in the name of America, we shall 
condemn ourselves and our posterity to 
frightful judgment. 

We cannot pretend that we were un
aware of the suffering we have permitted 
our arms to inflict on the innocent, nor 
can we rationalize the death and destruc
tion we have wrought in the name of 
freedom and democracy. We know better. 
For if there is one thing which this war 
has done it is to reveal the truth as we 
have never known it before; no longer 
are we willing to accept myth as reality; 
no longer are we willing to accept pre
tense as a guide for policy. 

The time has come for this Congress to 
speak out. At least two Presidents have 
withheld from us-and from the public 
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at large-vital information about the ex
tent of American involvement in South
east Asia. They have made the fatal as
sumption that they-and they alone
knew what policy was best for this coun
try. They have failed to include the Con
gress or the people in the decisionmak
ing process, and, in doing so, have pro
gressively involved the United States in 
this tragic and disgraceful war. 

Mr. President, today we can restore the 
integrity of America's will. Today we can 
commute the sentence of death and mu
tilation and exile that has been passed on 
thousands of our own sons and tens of 
thousands of Asian men and women and 
children. Let there be no misunderstand
ing-today we can end this unwanted 
war and bring all of our boys home. 

For the sake of all who have died and 
all who are yet condemned to die, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in support of 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment-the 
amendment to end the war. 

[Applause in the galleries.] 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Demon

strations of approval or disapproval in 
the galleries are forbidden, and the Chair 
so advises the occupants of the galleries. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Florida yield for a question? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, can the 

Senator from Florida give the Senator 
from Kansas information on why the 
date of June 1, 1972, was selected? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, this would 
be a date that would give sufficient 
time for the preparation for the with
drawal and a sufficient time to see if we 
could get a response on the question of 
the prisoners of war. 

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as a mat
ter of conscience I cannot vote to con
tinue the war indefinitely and without 
further authorization by Congress. Since 
I was elected in 1966 on a commitment 
to do everything in my power to seek 
peace, I am voting for the amendment 
to bring American military involvement 
in Indochina to an end by June 1, 1972. 
In addition, I shall continue to support 
the President in all of his own initiatives 
to end the war. 

I fully appreciate what the President 
has already done in reducing troop 
levels by over 50 percent and American 
fatalities by over 80 percent. It is my 
profound hope that he will continue in 
this policy, but accelerate it so that total 
withdrawal may be achieved soon. 

We have already lost more than 
54,000 American lives, suffered more than 
300,000 other casualties, and spent more 
than $120 billion to support the regime 
in South Vietnam. We have already 
trained and equipped more than a mil
lion South Vietnamese regular troops 
and another million regional and local 
troops. We have done enough. It is time 
for the South Vietnamese to take over 
the responsibility for their own destiny. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, no one in 
the U.S. Senate has been more opposed 
to the war in Vietnam than I. I thor-

oughly disagree with those who have 
claimed this is the right war in the right 
place. It is the wrong war in the wrong 
place. This has been my position from 
the beginning. 

All but two Members of the U.S. Sen
ate voted for the Tonkin Gulf resolution. 
I was one of those who voted for it. That 
resolution was considered by almost 
every Member of the Senate to only au
thorize President Johnson to take retali
atory action against the North Vietnam
ese who had previously attacked our de
stroyers in the Tonkin Gulf. It was no 
more an authorization to take us into a 
major war than was the Quemoy-Matsu 
resolution affecting those islands off the 
coast of Communist China. 

Mr. President, I have a long record of 
opposing this war. As far back as April 27, 
1954, in a press release to more than 
50,000 North Dakotans, and carried by 
most of the press in North Dakota as 
well as Washington, I stated: 

We must count our foreign policy as a fail
ure if nine years after World War II we can
not find enough people among the teeming 
millions of the Far East willing to fight the 
battle against Communist aggression .... I 
am unalterably opposed to sending our troops 
to another "Hell hole" on the Continent of 
Asia. (This was when the French were losing 
their war in Indochina.) 

Eleven years later, on March 24, 1965, 
in a news release with the same cover
age, I stated: 

It would be courting disaster to become in
volved in a jungle war with the hordes of 
Asiatic Communists in this, the most mili
tarily untenable area in the entire world for 
us to fight. 

I cite these quotes, and more to follow, 
to indicate that, unlike many of the 
doves of today who once thought this war 
was a great idea, I always thought, and 
still do, that our involvement in this war 
was one of the great tragedies of our 
time. 

I doubt if there was any period in his
tory when our foreign policymakers and 
some of our military leaders used worse 
judgment. Former Secretary of Defense 
McNamara under President Johnson, as 
well as a few military men associated 
with him, actually thought we could win 
this war in a matter of a few months 
just using American troops and without 
making any attempt to train and equip 
the South Vietnamese so they could fight 
their own war. 

In another news release I said on June 
30,1965: 

After all, it ls the Vietnamese people who 
will have to win this war ... We will have to 
fight Communism for many years to come. 
The problem is so serious and the struggle 
so desperate that we simply cannot afford to 
dissipate our strength in areas such as Viet
nam or the emerging nations in the jungle 
area of Africa. 

I think most people have at long last 
come to the conclusion that if this war 
ever was to be won in Vietnam and 
Southeast Asia it would have to be won 
on the ground in the jungles. No war we 
have fought in the past 50 years involved 
more vicious ground fighting. 

After we became involved in this war 
against my many protestations, I sup
ported the President of the United States 
in his efforts to fight this war to a sue-



20204 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE June 16, 1971 

cessful conclusion. For far too many 
years the policy of the Government of 
the Uruted States ·was to try ·and win this 
war alone without the Vietnamese. Only 
in recent years-in fact, since the Nixon 
administration-has there been a real ef
fort to train and equip the South Viet
namese to fight their own war. They have 
come a long way in building a strong 
military force and many of their divisions 
can be rated as good fighting units. They 
still face a very difficult military situa
tion. The North Vietnamese main army 
is still virtually intact and they have 
more than 110,000 crack troops in Laos. 
Most authorities, I believe, will agree that 
the North Vietnamese are the best and 
toughest jungle fighters in Asia. 

With all of the training and equipment 
we have provided the South Vietnamese 
and with the more than 1 million men 
they have under arms, they are now in a 
position to hold most if not all of their 
country if we were to withdraw. This is 
a very different situation than if we had 
withdrawn 2 or 3 years ago. Thus a 
bloodbath such as occurred when the 
Communists took over North Vietnam 
has been prevented. The Nixon adminis
tration's policy has, to a considerable ex
tent, been successful. 

How to vote with respect to several of 
the amendments now pending in the 
Senate designed to terminate this war in 
one way or another involves some of the 
toughest decisions I have ever had to 
make. After all the blood and money we 
have spent in South Vietnam, I had 
hoped that we could salvage something 
out of this war and end it in a way we 
could live with in the years to come. In a 
large measure President Nixon's policy 
has accomplished this. His Vietnamiza
tion of the war has in a very large meas
ure been successful and they are now in 
a strong position to defend themselves. 

Mr. President, because of President 
Nixon's policy to deescalate this war our 
combat losses now have reached the low
est level in more than 4 years. They are 
still too high. What concerns me most, 
however, is the escalation of drug addic
tion among our troops in South Vietnam. 
It is reliably estimated that 35,000 to 
40,000 of our troops are using drugs, and 
mostly heroin, and many of them have 
already become addicts. There is practi
cally no return for a heroin addict
probably not more than 5 percent are 
able to shake this curse. I would rather 
have a son or grandson serving in South 
Vietnam be a combat fatality than to re
turn a heroin addict to live the rest of 
his life with all the torture and misery 
that an addict must endure. 

This situation is not going to get better 
in South Vietnam. Heroin is as easily ob
tained by our servicemen in Vietnam as 
is candy here in the United States. It is 
much purer and more powerful than 
anything obtainable here. The same is 
true of marihuana. Dope pushers in Viet
nam even resort to such devilish practices 
as inserting a few heroin-loaded ciga
rettes in a package of regular brand 
cigarettes available on the market. Be
cause of this, many of our Government 
officials, especially in the Embassy, are 
prohibited from buying cigarettes any 
place except in the Embassy compound. 

The South Vietnamese Government has 
done nothing to decrease the availability 
of heroin. 

The people of South Vietnam have 
many, many fine qualities. They are a 
good-natured people and very intelligent. 
One of the most difficult problems we 
face in Vietnam, however, is that graft 
and corruption among their leaders is an 
accepted way of life. This has been a fact 
of life for centuries in Southeast Asia. 

It is with great reluctance and after 
long, thoughtful, and prayerful consid
eration that I have decided to vote for 
one or more of the amendments now 
pending which could with all of their un
desirable features hasten the end of this 
war. 

President Nixon is to be commended 
for all he has done to bring our troops 
back from this unfortunate war and for 
the great strides he has made in training 
and equipping the South Vietnamese to 
fight their own war. While the main 
Army of Nor th Vietnam is virtually in
tact and, even though they have at least 
110,000 troops in Laos-soldiers who are 
the best jungle fighters in Asia-I still 
believe that the South Vietnamese in the 
past· 2 years through President Nixon's 
efforts of Vietnamization are now in a 
position to hold most if not all of their 
country, even though we withdraw. 
There will be no bloodbath in South Viet
nam such as occurred in North Vietnam 
when the Communists took over. 

With the ever-increasing opposition to 
this war by our people, President Nixon 
or any other President would find it dif
ficult if not impossible to accomplish 
more in bringing this war to an honor
able conclusion. This has been a very dif
ficult decision for me. One of the major 
reasons for my action at this time is the 
alarming increased drug use and addic
tion among our troops in Southeast Asia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have inserted in the RECORD a recent 
news release of mine and other docu
ments indicating my opposition to our 
becoming involved in a war in Southeast 
Asia dating as far back a.s 1954. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDITIONAL QUOTES FROM NEWS RELEASES OF 

SENATOR MILTON R. YOUNG 
January 26, 1966. "It is entirely possible 

that our forces will have to be expanded to 
500,000 or possibly even more, depending on 
how deeply involved Communist China may 
become in this war. (This was at a time when 
we had 200,000 troops in Vietnam.) . . . 
There is probably no place in the world 
where the Communists have more advan
tages and we more disadvantages. This is one 
of the reasons why I was opposed to becom
ing involved in this jungle war. We must 
oppose the spread of Communist aggression, 
but I have always strongly felt that, with our 
limited manpower and financial resources, 
we should be more selective as to whom we 
help and where we fight the Communists. I 
have expressed my views through these news
letters and even in a personal visit with 
President Johnson early last year. 

"I am very much opposed to the Presi
dent's request for $3.25 billion more than 
Congress provided last year for the Great 
Society Programs. Sacrifices will have to be 
made if we are to ·successfully prosecute this 
war and not have run-away inflation or ex
cessive new taxes." 

April 13, 1966. "Those who advocate that 
we must seek out and fight Communists in 
every rathole in the .world should consider 
what importance it may have to our own 
national security, the cost involved, and 
our limited manpower and economic re
sources." 

February 7, 1968. "Our role in trying to 
police the entire world is getting us more 
deeply and seriously involved, and partic
ularly in Southeast Asia. and Korea ... Our 
military force there is one of the best the 
United States has ever put on a battlefield. 
They are doing a superb job under impossible 
circumstances. As important as the bombing 
is, this war will have to be won on the ground 
in the jungles of South Vietnam. Our peace 
offensive has not been as aggressive or as 
effective as our military efforts. While I was 
strongly opposed to our involvement in this 
war, I am not one who believes we can just 
walk away from it." 

[From the Minot Daily News, Sept. 27, 1967) 
JOHNSON "BRAINWASHED" 

WASHINGTON, (AP)-Republican Sen. 
Thruston B. Morton said today President 
Johnson was "brainwashed" by U.S. military 
and defense industry leaders into believing 
the United States could achieve a military 
solution to the Vietnam war. 

The former Republican national chairman 
said Johnson in turn "brainwashed" the 
American people during the 1964 presiden
tial campaign by saying the Southeast Asian 
war should be fought by Asians. 

The Kentucky senator, regarded as a. for
eign policy spokesman for GOP Senate mod
erates, leveled his strongest attack to date 
on administration Vietnam policies at the 
organizational meeting of Business Execu
tives Move for Vietnam Peace. 

He continued a slashing Republican at
tack on Johnson's policies that touched off 
an uproar in the Senate Tuesday. 

The Business Executives Move for Vietnam 
Peace claims a membership that includes 
business leaders from 44 states. 

Noting that former President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower warned before leaving office in 
1961 of the growing power of a. "military
industrial complex," Morton added: "I be
lieve that President Johnson was brain
washed by this power center as early as 
1961 when, as vice president, he ventured to 
Saigon on a fact-finding mission." 

Morton said he originally backed John
son's escalation of U.S. troop involvement 
in the war. But today he said, "I have grave 
doubts that any military action, then or 
now, would have decisively influenced the 
conflict." 

Contending a political solution in South 
Vietnam may already be out of reach, Morton 
called for a unilateral reduction of the U.S. 
military involvement, if necessary, to halt the 
fighting. 

Morton's assertion that a political victory 
may be out of reach in Vietnam was echoed 
independently by Sen. Milton R. Young, R
N.D., a member of the select committee which 
oversees the operation of the Central Intel
ligency Agency. 

"There is no possibility of establishing a 
sound, strong and responsible central gov
ernment in South Vietnam in the foreseeable 
future," Young said in a. report to his con
stituents. 

Young said "corruption is an accepted way 
of life there," and added that American of
ficials "can be expected as they have in the 
past to tolerate this dishonesty and conup
tion." 

He said "these top American oftlcials do 
a pretty good job of defending everything 
in Vietnam, including rigged elections." 

NEWS RELEASE OF SENATOR MILTON R. YOUNG, 
MAY 18, 1971 

Limiting the power of the President to 
take us into major wars without a declare.-
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tion of war by Congress is long overdue. I 
strongly support a proposal now pending in 
the Senate which would sharply limit our 
involvement in such wars in the future. The 
President has had almost unlimited author
ity in this respect since our nation was 
founded, but it was only in recent years that 
it was used to take us into two major wars
Korea and Vietnam. 

As the greatest nation in the free world, 
we do have a responsibility to try and pre
vent major conflicts in other areas of the 
world. We do not have the capability, how
ever, to be the policeman for the whole world. 
President Nixon has wisely initiated a new 
policy-that of helping nations with finan
cial and military assistance but without in
volving our troops. This more limited role 
of the United States is ·1ong .overdue. Secre
tary of State William Rogers-the best Sec
retary of State in my time-is desperately 
trying to prevent another war in the Middle 
East and without committing U.S. military 
forces. Our involvement in a Middle East war 
would be even more far-reaching and po
tentially disastrous than Southeast Asia.. 
Among other things, we would be directly 
involved in a confrontation with Russia. 

For most of my life I have been a. strong 
isolationist and, in a large measure, I still 
am. We just have to reduce our military 
expenditures. I strongly support legislat ion 
to sharply decrease our military forces in 
Europe and elsewhere. We have over 525,000 
servicemen and their dependents in Europe 
now. This, and a. sizable over-all reduction 
ip. our mil~tary_ person~el, _would sharply de~ 
crease our defense expenditures and make 
more money available to modernize our mili
tary forces and to meet some of our more 
urgent needs at home. We can have an ade
quate defense with a smaller but mor.e mod-: 
ern Army. 

Even wit h a major war on our hands we 
are decreasing the percentage of our tax 
dollars for defense purposes, while Russia 
continues to increase their military expend
itures. In many categories Russia is now 
militarily superior to the United States. They 
have always had a. much larger Army. This -is 
an area in which we cannot compete. They 
have built a large, strictly modern Navy since 
World War II, while much of ours is becom
ing obsolete. For the first time in their 
history they have a powerful fle·et in the 
Mediterranean with bases in Egypt. They 
have more submarines and are building nu
clear submarines at a much faster rate than 
we are. They continue to increase their num-

. ber of ·intercontinental nuclear missiles. The 
nuclear warheads on their ICBM's (SS-9) are 
25 megatons (the equivalent of more than 
25 million tons of TNT) . Our newest missiles 
(multiple warheads), which we believe are 
more accurate and effective, only carry about 
one-eighth of the Soviet megatonnage. 

Russia has also made great advances in 
air power. They flew the first supersonic com
mercial aircraft (SST) in the world and will 
soon put it into commercial operation. Their 
new Foxbat fighter plane, some of which 
are now deployed in Egypt, is the hottest 
fighter in the world today. It flies faster and 
higher than anything we will have until our 
new F-14's are available, hopefully in three 
years. 

When we faced a showdown with Russia 
in Berlin in 1948, Russia backed down only 
because of our military superiority. When 
President _Kenne<;ly forceq a showdown with 
Russia on their deployment of intermediate 
range nuclear missiles in Cuba, Russia 
backed down again only because of our supe
riority. Russia may well force a similar show_ 
down in the Middle East. It is questionable 
whether Russia would back down again. They 
are at least close to being as strong militarily 
as we are. Certainly if the present trend of 
Russia's accelerated buildup and our decrease 
in the development of new modern weapons 
continues, they will be a mightier nation 

than we are in the near future. That would 
be disastrous for us and the rest of the free 
world. We would be subjected to every con
ceivable blackmail and humiliation which 
is a major part of Communist strategy. 

I a..'n not a militarist, but I always believed 
in having the most modern military equip
ment. That is not inconsistent with my 
strong opposition to the war in Southeast 
Asia and our involvement in other very pos
sible wars in other areas of the world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has ,8 minutes. re:
maining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, here are 
the facts in this matter, and this is such 
a serious matter. As manager of the bill 
I have not had a chance to see the word
ing of this amendment-the meaningful 
part of it, the last item (c) . 

At the time I made my first remarks in 
opposition to the amendment I had to 
speak in opposition to what I heard the 
clerk read just a few minutes before. 
Still, this matter ·has- · the· effect of ab
solutely tying the hands of the President. 

With all deference, providing for the 
pullout of all military forces from Indo
china within 60 days after the President 
makes a determination, and giving Hanoi 
9 months to make up their minds and 
to deliver, just shows that this is a piece 
of paper somebody picked up and started 
writing on so far as this proposal being 
balanced and worked out. 

This is a . complete knockout blo.w .... 
There is no possibility of their support 
under this provision and no kind of prop 
that the President could leave there to 
help these South Vietnamese. There is no 
provision for any kind of logistical sup
port. There is no provision for advisers. 
I do not mean United States soldiers 
that are put into battle but just instruc
tors. There is not a chance in the world 
to make any kind of contribution along 
that line. It absolutely takes ·out the 
bottom. 

This would be a total blocking of the 
President, whoever he may be, as our 
repr·esentative in this important matter. 

Regardless of how Senators feel about 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment I do 
not believe this will stand the scrutiny of 
10 minutes' examination by the great 
majority of the Members of this truly fine 
body, but it is offered when they are not 
here with no expectation of language like 
this. They are at committee meetings and 
in various places as I have been able to 
locate them, and they have not had a 
chance to give this matter deliberation of 
even 10 minutes, and certainly not the 
time it deserves. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute remaining of the time 
he allotted himself. 

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 

Mr. HANSEN. I would like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Florida what 
he thinks the President of the United 
States might do between now and June 1, 
1972, if this amendment should be agreed 
to by Congress? 

Mr. CHILES. I think the President 
would probably continue to do just what 
he is doing-withdraw troops. At the 
present time the President is withdraw
ing troops at the rate of about 19,000 a 
month. The way I have calculated, if he 
continued that rate to June 1, 1972, he 
would withdraw another 209,000. We 
have about 240,000 or 250,000 troops there 
now and if he continues to do that the 
number would be as I have indicated. 

I see no indication from the President, 
the Secretary of State, or anyone else in 
the administration that they intend to 
cut down on that rate. They keep saying 
they are going to increase that rate. If 
they continue that rate we would have 
that number of troops withdrawn. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. CHILES. I will not yield further 
at this time. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. CHILES. No, I will not yield to the 
Senator from Kansas. 

. The-... PRESIDING OFFICER: . Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
Senator ·from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have 
been listening to some of the arguments 
against this amendment. I hear argu
ments about haste and arguments that 
no one has had a chance to consider the 
amendment. Yet as I noted, the· amend
ment goes 5 months beyond December 31. 
That seems simple for ·me to understand 
and I believe it is simple for anyone to 
understand. We have been talking about 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment for 
a number of days. It has been before us 
for a long time. My amendment provides 
that the date will not be December 31, 
1971, but we will go all the way to June 1, 
1972. That is stated clearly. 

The· amendment provides that if the· 
enemy has not released all of our prison
ers, all of those men held as prisoners 
of war, 60 days prior to that date, this 
amendment would have no force and 
effect. 

Mr. President, when I started cam
paigning for the Senate, I was appalled. 
I started walking through the State and 
talking to the people, and I found out 
I did not know where a hawk lived in 
America because we were not trying to 
win the war anymore. We tied the hands 
of our troops behind their backs and 
limited the day on which they could bomb 
and carry out missions. We said we were 
going to get out of Vietnam. -

I found the position of the people of 
my State to be that if we are going to get 
out, then let us get out. But, in addition, 
they are interested in the prisoners and 
giving the South Vietnamese a chance to 
def end themselves. 

Mr. President, let us look at the record 
and see what we have done for South 
Vietnam. They have 1 million men they 
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could put under arms, and they have all 
our equipment. We are talking about a 
country the size of the State of Georgia. 
We had nearly 600,000 men there and 
we have dropped more than twice the 
bombs that were dropped in World War 
II and the Korean war, and we still have 
as many of the enemy there today as 
when we started. We decided we could 
not whip them in that country because 
we did not want to do what it would be 
necessary to do. We did not make the 
decision to go north and when we did 
not make the decision to go north, the 
people of my State decided, "Let us get 
out as soon as we can." 

Then, we come to the question of the 
South Vietnamese people and whether we 
are giving them an opportunity. I think 
we have given them every opportunity to 
train and to fight. If we wait until they 
say they are ready I think the date will 
never come. One question is: Have we 
done our part? 

The other question is with regard to 
our prisoners. The amendment states 
that if our prisoners are not released 
unconditionally and in our hands 60 days 
prior to this date the amendment has no 
force and effect. 

So this amendment says what I have 
heard so many Senators in this session 
say and what I have heard so many 
Americans say-''! would like to get out 
of there if we just had our men back." 
How many times have we heard that 
said-"! would like to get out of there 
if we had our men out of there"? This 
amendment says we do not have to budge 
about getting out until 60 days after our 
men are out; that we would agree to do it, 
but we would not do anything until we 
got our men out. 

I do not see anything more proper 
than that. Hastily considered? I do not 
think it is hastily considered by any man 
who has an honest conscience about it, 
by any man who has talked with a young 
man who has walked into his office and 
talked about the war, or with mothers or 
married women whose husbands are over 
there. I think every one of us has been 
concerned about it every day. I know I 
have, and anything I could do that would 
express that feeling I would be willing 
to do. 

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

wish to commend the distinguished Sena
tor from Florida. He certainly is living up 
to the promise his people put in him when 
he was elected last November. I think he 
has arrived at a medium, at an area which 
he and I think a majority of us want in 
this body. If we mean what we say about 
getting out of Vietnam, if we mean what 
we say about the release of the POW's, 
instead of using it as a political objec
tive, then I think there is much merit in 
what the Senator from Florida has said. 

He has indicated that for 17 years we 
have been supporting the government in 
Saigon-not this government, but those 
governments, because there have been 
many-that there are over 1 million men 
under arms, financed, paid for, supplied, 
advised, and supported by members of 
the military personnel in this country. 

I think it is about time to face up to 
the realities based on 50,000 dead, 300,000 
wounded, $130 billion spent, drug addic
tion which is becoming more and more 
prevalent each day, corruption, graft-
you name it, you can find it there. We 
have done our share. It is time to get out. 
It is time to return home, and it is time 
to turn over the responsibility to the Gov
ernment of South Vietnam and the peo
ple who live there, and who will live 
there long after we have gone. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Maine <Mrs. 
SMITH). 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, it is most 
unfortunate that an amendment of this 
importance should come to us at this late 
time, not giving us a chance to analyze 
it and see what the full effects would be. 
I have to oppose it, but I also expressed 
myself yesterday in oppasition to the 
Hatfield-McGovern amendment. 

It seems to me that this is not a matter 
that the Congress should take care of. 
This is a matter which should come from 
the Office of the Chief Executive, and it 
is not for the Congress to submit it. I am 
very much against our getting into allo
cation of troops, or setting a date for 
ending the conflict, much as I would like 
to see peace come, and I am sure every
one in this Chamber feels the same. 

I do hope very much that this amend
ment will be voted down, as will the next 
one. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. I find that 
my situation as a latecomer to this body, 
without the responsibility of having voted 
the funds for the conflict over the year, 
puts me in a very unusual position, be
cause I, too, came here to get this war 
over. 

I was very pleased when the President 
started the troop withdrawals, and I have 
been very pleased that he has continued 
a steady draught of withdrawals that can 
be shown all along the line. 

I think we are tampering with a very 
historical matter today when we are at
tempting to vote "no confidence" in the 
President in his plans for withdrawal. 

I cannot help but feel that if the Sen
ator from Florida had left his amend
ment as he originally intended it, where 
he said "good faith was not shown," he 
would have genuinely given the Presi
dent an opportunity to deal with it and 
say, "You must come up with good faith," 
but he has changed that and put in lan
guage about the release and repatriation 
of prisoners. Who is to decide that every 
prisoner has been released? They may 
say, "Here are 100 prisoners; they are 
all we have." 

I find that, if anything, this is an 
amendment to lengthen the war. I believe 
that without this amendment and with
out the Hatfield-McGovern amendment, 
withdrawals would continue and that by 
December 31st of this year we would have 
a virtual withdrawal from Vietnam. 

I believe that by setting the date for 
next June and by placing the phrase in 

the amendment "all prisoners" we are 
going to continue a controversy that is 
not going to be settled. I believe that 
shopping around for an alternative to the 
Hatfield-McGovern amendment has re
sulted in something less acceptable. 

The Hatfield-McGovern amendment 
has been fully considered. We knew what 
was in it and what it meant. There have 
been something like 24 hours to consider 
the original Chiles amendment. It was 
rather well known what it meant. But I 
submit no one knows what the matter 
that is now before us means. There just is 
not time or a chance to analyze it and 
tell what is in it. It is a fact that this 
language came into being just a few 
minutes ago, but in all this there is 
enough in it to absolutely impair the ef
fectiveness of the President of the United 
States all around the world. It is a total 
departure by the legislative branch into 
the field of the executive branch in try
ing to terminate the war within some 
kind of framework and policy in which 
we can keep our heads up and come out 
of there with the flag flying high rather 
than dragging it in the mud behind us. 

I know something about what the peo
ple of this country want. I believe I 
know something about human nature. 
They do not want us to submit to any
thing that is in the nature of being ig
noble. Call it what you will, this is run
ning out, and it will plague us for decades 
to come. 

I hope the Senate will kill this amend
ment and the next one, too. 
AMERICA'S SOUTHEAST ASIAN POLICY IN PERSPEC

TIVE-THE LEADERSHIP OF SIX PRESIDENTS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, President 
Nixon is committed to ending the war 
in Indochina. But he is also committed 
to ending it on a responsible basis-one 
which will honor the sacrifices made and 
which will bring about a just and lasting 
peace for all the people of Southeast 
Asia. 

I want to reply to those who think our 
commitments in Vietnam and Southeast 
Asia do not matter or are totally dis
honorable or that the enemy there de
serves to win. Let me attempt today to 
set the record straight. 

Let us understand at the outset that 
President Nixon, having inherited Amer
ican commitments and recognizing 
America's responsibilities in Asia, will 
not abandon those commitments nor 
shirk from those responsibilities as he 
shapes American policy to the texture of 
today's world. But let it also be clear 
that President Nixon understands that 
while small, distant countries may need 
our help when challenged from abroad, 
we cannot and should not do the job for 
them by ourselves alone. Rather, we 
muS't help them to help themselves. 

It will pay us to review, for a moment, 
the history of the challenges our Nation 
has faced in that part of the world and 
the responses undertaken by American 
Presidents who have been determined to 
meet our responsibilities to the eause of 
freedom in Asia. Let us try to close the 
homework gap, for a clear view of our 
involvement will help us to understand 
the wisdom of President Nixon's path to 
peace. 
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CHALLENGE AND RESPONSE IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Asia matters. It matters to the future 
of peace in the world, and it also matters 
to the security of our Nation. We, too, 
border on the Pacific, and it is vitally im
portant for the people of the United 
States to have an understanding of and 
compassion for the independent peoples 
of Asia; 250 million of them live in 
Southeast Asia alone. 

In seeking to transform their ancient 
cultures into modern nations, the peoples 
of Asia want to share the fruits of a 
peaceful and progressive world. They 
have their eye on the star of self-deter
mination, and they will not compromise 
their quest by the imposition of new tyr
annies. The United States has welcomed 
their efforts and has sought to foster 
their cause. And we will continue to be 
with them. 

The r·ecord of six Presidents-Demo
crat and Republican-stands as a testa
ment to American responsibility in the 
Pacific area, and it is a record in which 
all Americans can take pride. 

?RESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VISION 

Let us recall that it was President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, who while faced 
with major problems at home, did not 
neglect emerging threats and respon
sibilities abroad. He practiced respon
sible statesmanship and resisted the 
shortsighted counsel of those who in
sisted that America should insulate 
itself from distant "foreign" problems. 
"America First" was their slogan, but 
they forgot that America was not an is
land and that her hope and her security, 
and that of free peoples in both Asia and 
Europe, depended on American will
ingness to shoulder her responsibilities 
abroad. 

PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S DETERMINATION 

President Truman did not shrink 
America's Asian perspectives. He com
pleted the costly task of defeating the 
Japanese empire. He fulfilled the pledge 
of independence to the Philippines. And 
he supported the push for independence 
by the peoples of Indonesia, now a nation 
of 100 million. 

And President Truman did not hesi
tate or equivocate when in 1950 North 
Korean armies swept sou th across the 
38th parallel. He knew-though there 
were those who questioned the signifi
cance of such a small and distant coun
try-that to the people orf South Korea 
and to the neighboring millions in free 
Asia, there was no more important test 
for the fabric of their own societies and 
that of the family of nations than meet
ing this aggression. And after early set
backs, the United States' Forces and 
those of the other allies achieved their 
purpose and repelled the invaders from 
the North. 

And at a time when few Americans 
even knew such a place existed, President 
Truman also acted on Vietnam. There, 
in 1946, Ho Chi Minh's Communists had 
liquidated the non-Communist National
ists in a short-lived "coalition" of seven 
parties. To this day, Ho's liquidation 
policy is remembered with bitterness 
throughout Vietnam whenever "coali
tion" is discussed. By 1950, Ho's Lao Dong 
Party had totally smothered the Viet-

namese movements for national inde
pendence, and it had become clear to all 
that Ho intended to replace waning 
colonial control and gradual steps toward 
independence in a demociratic Indochina, 
with his own dictatorship. 

It was with an assessment of these de
velopments in mind that President Tru
man provided economic and military as
sistance to the French, and to the Viet
namese Nationalists. At the same time, 
he urged them to proceed as rapidly as 
possibly to full independence and a dem
ocratic Indochina. 

PRE SIDENT EISENHOWER AND THE GENEVA 

ACCORDS 

And President Eisenhower endorsed 
President Truman's policies. It should be 
noted that with the Geneva conference 
marking the end of the Indochina war 
in July 1954, the Eisenhower administra
tion and the Nationalist Vietnamese
who were recognized diplomatically by 
36 countries-insisted on the principle of 
reciprocal troop withdrawals, competi
tive elections and United Nations verifi
cation as the best means of preserving 
the chance for diversity and democracy 
in Vietnam. 

The leaders in Hanoi, however, 
strongly rejected these principles. They 
moved instead to consolidate their regime 
and to lay the foundation for future ag
gression in the South. In flagrant viola
tion of the Geneva Accords they cached 
arms and left over 5,000 armed guerrillas 
in South Vietnam; they tripled their reg
ular army in the north to 21 divisions; 
they blocked the southward flow of ref
ugees-although nearly 900,000 es
caped-they established a Marxist-Len
inist dictatorship in Hanoi which purged 
all opposition and collectivized the peas
ants' land at the cost of tens of thou
sands of lives and political prisoners in 
slave labor camps; they suppressed a 
mass peasant uprising; they prevented 
the international control commission 
from enforcing the agreements between 
the two zones of Vietnam and France as 
provided by the Geneva accords; and 
they have to this day refused to hold 
politically competitive elections in areas 
under their control. 

RECORD OF VIOLATIONS 

The continuing record of Communist 
violations is documented in the state
ments of North Vietnam's Lao Dong 
Party, in the records of the International 
Control Commission, and in the minds of 
the people of Vietnam. It is marked after 
1956 by political terrorization and as
sassination of people who were trying to 
build their own society in South Viet
nam. It is marked by the illegal infiltra
tion, between 1956 and 1964, of 80,000 to 
100,000 cadres taken north for training. 
By 1960, Hanoi had announced the 
creation of the "National Liberation 
Front," the NLF, to be followed in 1962 
with the formation of the dominant ele
ment in the front-the "People's Rev
olutionary Party." In the winter of 1964-
1965 regiments of North Vietnam's regu
lar army, equipped with new Chinese 
and Soviet weapons, invaded South Viet
nam. Hanoi's invasion reached its high 
point in the 1968 Tet offensive against 
South Vietnam's population centers. Two 
hundred and thirty thousand Commu-

nists troops lost their lives that year, 
but the South Vietnamese Armed Forces 
and the people held against the on
slaught. More than 5,000 political mur
ders carried out by the North Vietnam
ese and Vietcong in the city of Hue 
during that offensive permanently 
ruined the front's political image in 
South Vietnam. Finally, Hanoi's record 
of attack has also been marked by the 
constant and massive violation, over 
more than 6 years, of Laotian and Cam
bodian territory. 

AMERICAN RESPONSE 

The American understanding and re
sponse concerning events in Vietnam in
creased only gradually. And, we must be 
frank to admit, it was not always tailored 
to the needs of the local situation. But 
the position of the Eisenhower adminis
tration at the time of the Geneva accords 
appears in retrospect to have been ap
propriate. It was perhaps made most 
clear in the SEATO Treaty protocol of 
1955 and in the limited advisory and aid 
programs initiated thereafter. President 
Eisenhower acted in the belief that the 
South Vietnamese ought to be given a 
chance. He felt it was far more honor
able and important to work for reform 
and progress there than to turn away 
and to witness the imposition of Ho Chi 
Minh's totalitarianism. 

PRESIDENT KENNEDY REMAINED FIRM 

President Kennedy held a similar view. 
In 1956, while a Senator, he had risen to 
challenge the double standard which 
would accuse South Vietnam, a country 
under direct military attack from the 
north, of not meeting political standards, 
while never even mentioning the condi
tions and practices in North Vietnam. 
As North Vietnam's aggression mounted, 
President Kennedy increased the assist
ance being given to the beleaguered 
South Vietnamese and raised the num
ber of U.S. advisers to 16,000 from the 
685 permitted under the rotation provi
sion of the Geneva accords. 

And contrary to recent attempts to re
write history, John Kennedy remained 
true to his responsibility in Southeast 
Asia. In a television broadcast of Sep
tember 1963 he said: 

What I am concerned about is that Ameri
cans will get impatient and say, because they 
don't like events in Southeast Asia or they 
don't like the government in Saigon, that we 
should withdraw. That only makei:; it easy 
for the Communists. I think we should stay. 
We should use our influence in as effective 
a way as we can, but we should not with
draw. 
CONTINUED COMMITMENT TO U.S. GOALS UNDER 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON 

In the summer of 1964, regimental
size units of North Vietnam's regular 
army were directed by the leaders in 
Hanoi to move out of their training 
camps in North Vietnam, southward 
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail, through 
neutral Laos and into South Vietnam. 
These invading forces, following the 
100,000 cadre infiltrated since 1957, be
gan to arrive in South Vietnam in De
cember 1964 and January 1965. In Feb
ruary and March of 1965 they launched 
a series of offensives against provincial 
and country capitals and installations 
throughout South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, publications and revel-
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ations of recent days have made it some
what difficult to assess the course of 
American policy in Indochina during 
the Johnson administration. Several 
points, however, are clear: 

The Johnson administration was com
mitted to the same basic goals of the 
four previous administrations. 

Congress, wisely or not, passed the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution on August 7, 
1964, stating, "The United States is, 
therefore, prepared, as the President de
termines, to take all necessary steps, in
cluding the use of Armed Forces, to as
sist" SEATO members and protocol states 
such as South Vietnam. 

And in reliance upon that congres
sional resolution the U.S. involvement 
was significantly expanded. 

In February 1965 President Johnson 
ordered air strikes against North Viet
nam, and in June he dispatched the 
first U.S. combat units to South Viet
nam. By the time President Johnson left 
office in January 1969, the number of 
U.S. troops in South Vietnam stood at 
543,400; 31,000 had been killed there; 
all negotiation attempts had been re
buffed by Hanoi; and the war had been 
brought home to America. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S COURSE 

President Nixon inherited the war in 
Indochina when he took office. He in
herited it, but he has reversed its course. 
And he is committed to ending it on a 
responsible basis. 

Today, we hear much about peace from 
those who have not looked at the record. 
We hear much about peace from those 
who press their counsel of abandonment, 
despair, and surrender. But let us be fair 
and consider the record. What has the 
United States proposed and done for 
peace? What have President Nixon and 
South Vietnam's President Thieu done? 
Anyone who looks at the record with an 
open mind and an unbiased eye will have 
to place the blame for continued war, for 
continued death, and continued suffering 
not on Washington, but on Hanoi and the 
NLF. 

FIVE POINTS FOR PEACE 

President Nixon's five-point peace 
proposal of October 7, 1970, is on the 
negotiating table in Paris. It is endorsed 
by President Thieu. It is a far-reaching 
and just proposal for peace in Southeast 
Asia. 

It calls for an internationally super
vised cease-fire throughout Indochina. 

It proposes the establishment of an In
dochina peace conference. 

It proposes negotiation of an agreed 
timetable for the complete withdrawal of 
all U.S. forces from South Vietnam 
on the basis of North Vietnamese 
reciprocity and international verification. 

It calls for a fair political settlement 
reflecting the will of the South Viet
namese people and of all the political 
forces in South Vietnam. 

It calls for the immediate and uncon
ditional release of all prisoners of war 
by all sides. 

PRESIDENT THIEU' S PEACE PROPOSAL 

In addition to this American proposal, 
endorsed by South Vietnam, the United 
States has also supported the proposal for 
a political settlement in Vietnam made 

by President Thi!eu in July 1969. Presi
dent Thieu has asked the other side to 
accept the principle of peaceful political 
competition. His proposal calls for free 
elections in which all people and parties 
of South Vietnam, including the National 
Liberation Front, can participate peace
fully, and for a mixed electoral commis
sion on which all parties, including the 
NLF, can be represented to work out the 
verification procedures for such elections. 
This is a generous offer. It is, perhaps, 
unprecedented in time of war. 

STEPS TOW ARD PEACE 

The record of allied proposals to ne
gotiate a just peace deserves the Sen
ate's and Nation's support. And strong as 
is this record for peace, it is made still 
stronger by the fact that we have not 
merely talked about peace. In the ab
sence of the Communists' willingness to 
reach an agreement, we have also uni
laterally acted to take substantial steps 
toward peace. These steps include: 

The 1968 halt to the bombing of North 
Vietnam; 

Agreement on the participation of the 
NLF in the Paris talks; 

Agreement on the principle of troop 
withdrawals; 

U.S. troop withdrawals totaling 265,000 
by May 1, 1971, to reach 365,500 U.S. 
troops withdrawn by December 1, 1971. 
By December this will be a reduction of 
two-thirds from the number of 549,500 
authorized in January 1969, when Presi
dent Nixon took office; 

A series of deescalatory steps substan
tially cutting back U.S. tactical air ac
tivity and B-52 activity in Southeast 
Asia; and 

The appointment of a new senior 
negotiator in Paris. 

THE COMMUNIST RESPONSE 

What has the other side done in return 
to bring closer the day of peace? The an
swer is, Nothing. Nothing at all. The an
swer is, Absolutely nothing-in spite of 
the fact that many of these steps taken 
by the United States and South Vietnam 
were urged by the enemy and by many 
sincere Americans as constructive con
tributions to reduce U.S. involvement 
and to open the door to negotiations. 

The door to peace has been blocked by 
Hanoi and the National Liberation Front. 
They have refused even to consider the 
allied proposals. They continue to reject 
the principles of reciprocity, open elec
tions, and international verification. 
They demand unilateral and total with
drawal of all U.S. troops, war materiel 
and assistance, and they demand the 
overthrow of the leaders of the Govern
ment of Vietnam and the imposition of 
one of their "coalition" governments 
established prior to any elections and in 
the absence of any international veri
fication. 

PRISONERS OF WAR 

In exchange for such a unilateral and 
total abandonment by the United States, 
Hanoi and the NLF have pledged noth
ing. They have at best indicated that if 
everything they demand were done, they 
might "discuss"-not release-the pris
oners of war. This is meaningless propa
ganda, which they have used before, for 
example, when they indicated a host of 

results would be discussed and achieved 
if only the bombing was stopped, if only 
substantial troop withdrawals were un
dertaken, if only a senior negotiator was 
appointed and so on. We should call on 
them now not just to talk, but to respand 
with substantial actions in the cause of 
peace. 

Let me say a special word about our 
nearly 1,500 men held prisoner and 
missing in action in Southeast Asia. This 
administration has demonstrated by 
word and deed, perhaps most dramati
cally in last fall's rescue mission at Son 
Tay, near Hanoi, that it will leave no 
stone unturned in seeking humane treat
ment and freedom for them. 

In seeking to break the deadlock of 
POW releases, the United States and the 
Government of Vietnam have often pro
posed the early reciprocal release of 
POW's held by all of the parties to the 
conflict. Pending the end of hostilities, 
we have al1so proposed to repair all 
POW's to a neutral country. At the same 
time, the South Vietnamese have uni
laterally released over 200 North Viet
namese POW's to the north and over a 
thousand Vietcong POW's in South 
Vietnam. And South Vietnam continues 
to permit inspection of its POW camps 
by international groups including the 
Red Cro88. Regrettably, Hanoi has shown 
callous contempt for the accepted stand
ards of international law and humani
tarian behavior. Hanoi has made fewer 
than a dozen releases, tolerates no in
spections and even treats as nonpersons 
its own POW's-the more than 8,000 
North Vietnamese POW's held in South 
Vietnam. 

A WITHDRAWAL DATE UNWISE 

The argument has been made that if 
we would only set a "reasonable" date for 
our total withdrawal, the North Viet
namese would be willing to cease flring 
against U.S. troops and to release our 
POW's. This argument ignores several 
important points. 

First, as long as the cease-fire did not 
extend to all hostile forces, our men 
would still be exposed to enemy fire and 
the risk of capture in connection with 
their activities in support of South Viet
namese forces. To date, the President's 
call for a total cease-fire has been cate
gorically rejected by the other side. 

Second, the other side has, in all their 
official statements, including those at the 
June 1 O session of the Paris talks, lim
ited themselves to a commitment to "dis
cuss" the question of release of our pris
oners after the United States has set a 
"reasonable" date for total U.S. with
drawal. 

In Paris, both the North Vietnamese 
and the Vietcong have sought for some 
time to give congressional and other visi
tors the impression that the prisoner is
sue can be easily resolved once unilateral 
U.S. withdrawal is agreed upon. In 
conversations they often go quite far 
in attempting to create this impression, 
but without at any time changing their 
position that the subject of prisoners of 
war is only a matter for discussion after 
a withdrawal date has been fixed. 

Third, the other side has made it clear 
that they include in the term "U.S. 
withdrawal" measures which would make 
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it very difficult-if not impossible--for 
the South Vietnamese to continue their 
resistance against North Vietnamese mil
itary aggression. The first point of the 
enemy's eight-point peace program of 
September 17, 1970, the basis for their 
negotiating position, states that-

The U.S. Government must put an end to 
its war of agression in Vietnam, stop the 
policy of "Vietnamization" of the war, totally 
withdraw from South Vietnam troops, mili
tary personnel, weapons, and war materials 
of the United States as well as troops, mm
tary personnel, weapons, and war materials 
of the other foreign countries in the U.S. 
camp, without posing any condition whatso
ever, and dismantle all U.S. military bases in 
South Vietnam. 

Chief North Vietnamese Negotiator 
Xuan Thuy was asked by Washington 
Post Reporter Chalmers Roberts on 
June 8 whether cessation of U.S. eco
nomic and military aid to South Vietnam 
would be a necessary condition for release 
of U.S. prisoners. In reply he specifically 
referred his questioner to the eight 
points. In response to Roberts' followup 
questions, Thuy reportedly said that "if 
the United States withdraws all its forces 
but maintained an advisory mission and 
continued to give military equipment aid 
to the Saigon administration," a chain of 
events would occur which would lead to 
reintroduction of U.S. troops and thus 
negate the original withdrawal. 

Xuan Thuy called in this interview for 
a "total U.S. withdrawal and a change 
from the Thieu-Ky regime." Thus, he re
peated earlier North Vietnamese implica
tions that actual release of the POW's, 
as contrasted with "discussions" on the 
question, must await conclusion of agree
ments which would result in the removal 
of the present constitutionally elected 
government of that country. 

It is the judgment of the administra
tion that demands of this nature would 
be advanced by the other side in the "dis
cussions" which they say would follow 
announcement of a reasonable U.S. with
drawal date. Only when these demands 
were satisfied would prisoner release be 
possible. Our experience with North Viet
nam in the Paris talks since the N ovem
ber 1, 1968, bombing halt-which was 
supposed to lead to "prompt, productive, 
serious, and intensive negotiations"
shows how adamant they can be in insist
ing on unreasonable demands in the face 
of prior promises that matters could be 
"easily" settled in such discussions. 

Thus, it is not felt that setting a dead
line of December 31, 1971, for withdrawal 
of U.S. forces would lead to agreement 
within 60 days on arrangements for pris
oner release by December 31, 1971, with
out further far-reaching concessions on 
our part. Furthermore, so precipitate a 
deadline for withdrawal of U.S. forces 
could increase the vulnerability of our 
own forces as they are withdrawn and 
seriously undermine our efforts to give 
the South Vietnamese a reasonable 
chance to defend themselves. 

HOW MANY PRISONERS? 

An additional point is the matter of 
numbers. As of June 10, 1971, the De
partment of Defense lists 1,492 American 
servicemen as captured or missing in 
North and South Vietnam, Laos, and 

Cambodia. Of this number 465 are 
known to be captured, and 1,027 are 
missing. 

What does Hanoi say? They acknowl
edge only 339 American prisoners of 
war and disclaim knowledge of any 
others. 

Are we to take their word on the num
ber of men they hold-just as we relied 
on their representations in regard to a 
bombing halt; in regard to the partici
pation of the NLF in the Paris talks; in 
regard to the appointment of a new sen
ior negotiator; and in regard to with
drawals of more than a quarter-million 
troops? 

Are we to take them at their word in 
regard to the fate of nearly 1,500 Amer
icans, some of whom have been held in 
squalor and filth for upward of 4, 5, 6, 
or even 7 years 

I say no, Mr. President. We should 
not take the North Vietnamese at their 
word on so vital an issue until they have 
proven that their word deserves to be re
lied upon. 

As President Nixon has said, there is 
no higher priority than the brave Amer
ican POW's and MIA's to whom our 
country owes so much. We will keep our 
troops in South Vietnam as long ,as our 
men are held prisoner by the Com
munists. We shall press for their release. 
We shall not let them down. 
MILITARY AND SOCIAL PROGRESS IN vmTNAM 

The path to a just peace through ne
gotiations remains our first goal. In the 
face of Communist intransigence at the 
negotiating table, our second choice is 
Vietnamization-the program of reduc
ing U.S. forces and helping to develop 
South Vietnam's capability for its own 
self-defense. Vietnamization is a respon
sible program and one that is working out 
very well. 

Since President Nixon took office in 
January 1969 the South Vietnamese have 
greatly strengthened their capabilities in 
meeting the threat from North Viet
nam and in developing their own society. 
This is a side of the story of ten neglected 
by our media and by the critics of our 
policy-by those who do not see that the 
South Vietnamese have great talents and 
increasing motivation and that the North 
Vietnamese and the southern Commu
nists are not 10 feet tall. 

TWO IMPORTANT SUCCESSES 

Let me give you two important exam
ples of South Vietnamese progress in the 
military field about which there has been 
much erroneous discussion. As a result 
of the 1970 Cambodian operations, as 
President Nixon accurately forecast, cas
ualties have been greatly reduced, the 
level of fighting has been substantially 
reduced, security has been brought to 
Vietnam's populous delta region, and the 
U.S. withdrawal timetable has been safe
guarded. 

In the recent operations in Laos 
against the enemy's only remaining sup
ply route, the Ho Chi Minh Trail, the 
South Vietnamese carried the fight to the 
enemy's own territory and won a signifi
cant victory. For 40 days they disrupted 
the enemy's flow of supplies in the height 
of the dry season and forced him to con
sume war materiel and manpower which 

is normally used for resupply and for of
fensive operations against South Viet
namese and American forces. In mass
ing their own forces to defend their vital 
trail, the North Vietnamese paid a very 
high price in the face of overwhelming 
Allied firepower and air superiority, in
cluding over 600 B-52 strikes. Four of 
the enemy's best divisions were decimated 
at a cost of over 13,000 lives, and thou
sands of wounded rendered 13 of the 
enemy's best combat battalions 
ine:tf ecti ve. 

Large stocks of enemy war materiel 
were also lost. The South Vietnamese 
lost 1,400 killed and 4,600 wounded with 
four of their combat battalions hurt bad
ly, but they came out with their weapons 
and their pride. Their battalions have 
been refitted, and they feel they won a 
victory against the best of the enemy's 
forces on the enemy's terrain. They can 
also readily see that one immediate re
sult of the operation has been the fact 
that since February the North Vietnam
ese have managed virtually no ground 
attacks in South Vietnam's populated 
areas, being limited to a few engage
ments near the Laotian border. Future 
quick, commando-style raids by the 
South Vietnamese against the trail are 
expected to keep the enemy off balance 
in his vital supply and staging areas. 

One might point out that these two 
important operations have been con
ducted in the context of a 50-percent 
reduction in U.S. troop strength, a 50-
percent reduction in U.S. war costs, sub
stantial reductions in U.S. air activity 
and substantial increases in the South 
Vietnamese regional, local, and para
military defense forces, which give prom
ise of a steadily increasing capability to 
shoulder the burden of their country's 
self-defense. 

POLITICAL PROGRESS 

Even though headlines and public at
tention continue to focus on the military 
aspects of the struggle in Indochina, we 
can take a great deal of pride in the fact 
that as the military aspects diminish, 
the South Vietnamese have also made re
markable progress in building their so
ciety even in the midst of war. 

The South Vietnamese have written 
a constitution and are daily strength
ening their constitutional system. In 
spite of Communist terror they have held 
a series of national elections, developed a 
lively multiparty system, a national as
sembly, province councils and an in
dependent judiciary. They elected a pres
ident and their local leaders in over 2,000 
of the 2,300 villages in the country. Last 
August's highly competitive senate elec
tions were marked by the participation 
and the victory of the Buddhist opposi
tion slate, a group which had boycotted 
the 1967 elections. But they called the 
1970 senate elections fair and are plan
ning to run candidates in the elections 
this fall. This fall Vietnam votes again 
with elections scheduled for the lower 
house and the presidency. In contrast to 
North Vietnam, South Vietnam's elec
tions will be highly competitive and will 
fall under the careful scrutiny of South 
Vietnam's many parties and a large for
eign press corps. 
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

In addition to these impressive politi
cal developments, there has also been 
considerable progress in the area of social 
and economic development. Three mil
lion young people are enrolled in South 
Vietnam's schools today. Additional hun
dreds of thousands are receiving profes
sional or technical training under the 
Vietnamization program. Improved med
ical care and better housing for the peo
ple of Vietnam are a reality and continue 
to receive priority attention. As the war 
has subsided there has been construction 
of a record number of schools, hospitals, 
and homes. 

Particularly noteworthy is the way in 
which the tremendous task of resettle
ment and rehabilitation of veterans and 
war refugees has continued with very 
positive results. This does not mean that 
all former refugees have been completely 
resettled or rehabilitated, but it does 
mean that hundreds of thousands of ref
ugees have been resettled and assisted 
during wartime. 

In the area of agriculture in Vietnam
a land of farmers-the Government's 
land reform and development programs 
are transforming the countryside from a 
battleground to a prosperous community 
of small landowners. More water pumps, 
farmer cooperatives, and a new agricul
ture credit program, a doubling of the 
fish catch-all are playing their share. 
"Miracle" rice and improved security 
mean that Vietnam will be close to rice 
self-sufficiency within the year. The 
"land-to-the-tiller" land reform pro
gram will transfer over 1 million hec
tares of farmland to more than half a 
million new owners. Farmer's unions, 
their membership doubled in the past 2 
years, are helping to spread new tech
niques and to foster the farmers' lot. 

These impressive accomplishments are 
not earth-shattering in and of them
selves until one realizes that each of 
them is helping the small man in Viet
nam-the fisherman, the farmer-who 
makes up more than 70 percent of the 
population. More secure, prosperous and 
confident, they are working and fight
ing to build their future and fighting to 
preserve their country. And they do not 
stand alone. Together with their peace
loving neighbors in Southeast Asia, they 
also hope to benefit from such regional 
cooperation as has already begun, in 
planning a dramatic project for the de
velopment of the Mekong River Basin. 
As the war diminishes throughout South 
Vietnam, these are truly times of new 
hope and new horizons. 

A TIME OF TESTING AND HOPE 

I have spoken of America's role in 
Vietnam and of the notable achievements 
made and hopes evident in Vietnam to
day which must give pause to Hanoi's 
leaders and which can give the allies 
confidence in winning a just peace. 

In conclusion, let me make a few sim
ple points: 

We and the South Vietnamese did not 
start the war. 

We will end our role-we are ending 
our role--but in a serious, responsible 
way. 

We have made progress. 

Those who seek a unilateral with
drawal date, the sponsors and advocates 
of this amendment, must ask themselves 
very soberly whether they are now-at 
the last moment-jeopardizing a policy 
which six Presidents have forged, for 
which 2,500,000 Americans have fought 
and 45,000 have died in the last decade, 
and in which very substantial progress 
is now being made. 

AN EVASION OF RESP ONSIBILITY 

What they are proposing is not to end 
our involvement in the conflict. We all 
share that desire. They are proposing 
to end our involvement in a way which 
will mock the efforts and sacrifices of 
the past and will enhance the likelihood 
that aggression, having been victorious, 
will spread and grow to a point at some 
time in the future when we will have to 
take up arms to oppose it again. This is 
a proposal laden with enormous con
sequences: A policy proposal which 
places a heavy burden of proof on its 
proponents and upon whom a. heavy 
burden of responsibility would fall if 
South Vietnam and Southeast Asia were 
to be lost. In fact theirs is not a policy 
but an evasion of policy and responsi
bility. It seeks to resolve a problem by 
pretending that South Vietnam and its 
people, and the whole of Asia do not 
matter and that we can walk away from 
there and not care about the conse
quences. 

If Hanoi's leaders can obtain a uni
lateral U.S. withdrawal date without un
dertaking their own withdrawals and 
accepting the principles of international 
verification, open elections and prisoner 
releases in Indochina, they will have no 
incentive whatsoever to negotiate seri
ously and will be encouraged to continue 
their aggressive policies. To undercut the 
chance for a just settlement now and to 
accept the enemy's unilateral demands, 
would be to betray the sacrifices made 
and the progress achieved. 

CONCLUSION 

I can assure you that President Nixon 
will never choose such a course. He has 
chosen the path of responsibility. He 
will adhere to that path. And he will 
succeed in honorably ending our involve
ment in the Indochina conflict. 

I endorse the President's course and 
his policy as stated in his message to 
the Congress: 

A negotiated settlement for all Indochina 
remains our highest priority. But if the 
Communist side leaves us no choice, we will 
follow the alternate route to peace-phasing 
out our involvement while giving the re
gion 's friendly countries the time and the 
means to defend themselves. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
support the President and reject the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota and the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILES) should be refused by the Senate 
for many of the same reasons which have 
been presented against the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. 

The Chiles amendment is essentially 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment ex-

cept that it extends the total withdrawal 
date to June 1, 1972. It questions the 
words of the President of the United 
States who said: 

Our goal is a total withdrawal from Viet
nam. 

As all evidence indicates President 
Nixon is moving toward that goal. How
ever, to achieve it in a safe and orderly 
way he needs the flexibility due him as 
Commander in Chief. 

Mr. President, I would like to offer a 
few reasons why I think this amendment 
is unsound. 

First, it places limitations on the use of 
U.S. air power in support of Vietnam. It 
prohibits the use of any air power after 
June 1. 

Possibly at that time the South Viet
namese Air Force will be trained suffi
ciently to handle this job. On the other 
hand, U.S. air power at that time might 
be critical. It is impossible to say today 
what the situation will be at this time 
next year. That is why we must trust 
the President. 

Last week I met with Adm. Elmo Zum
walt, Chief of Naval Operations. He has 
just returned from a visit to South Viet
nam and other key areas of the world. 

In giving me his impressions on the 
results of that visit, he emphasized that 
it was extremely important that the 
United States continue to provide air 
support to our allies in Indochina pend
ing their full assumption of this role. 

Admiral Zumwalt pointed out that 
training men to operate and maintain 
aircraft required time. He noted that 
great progress has been made in this 
area, but if U.S. air support was cut off 
too early then all of our efforts in South 
Vietnam would be set back. 

Second, the approach in the Chiles 
amendment still involves using our pris,, 
oners of war as pawns in a settlement 
with the Senate acting as a command 
post and a peace conference at the same 
time. 

This Nation has long maintained that 
the POW issue is a humanitarian one 
and should not be linked to other aspects 
of the conflict. The President stressed 
this in his peace proposals of last Octo
ber. He urged the return of all prisoners 
from both sides. 

Any agreement to link the POW's and 
the political issues might well establish 
a precedent which would ultimately work 
to the disadvantage of these men. 

Third, the amendment by Senator 
CHILES calls for unilateral action on the 
part of the United States. It places no 
requirement on North Vietnam other 
than the return of U.S. prisoners. Hanoi 
has rejected all reciprocal actions. 

Hanoi has sent tens of thousands of its 
forces into South Vietnam and other 
Asian countries. Why is no one calling 
for Hanoi's total withdrawal from South 
Vietnam? From Laos? From Cambodia? 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat this amendment and in so doing 
help our Commander in Chief to con
tinue the safe and orderly disengage
ment in Vietnam that he has carried out 
so successfully to date. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, we are no 
longer debating whether or not we should 
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stay in Vietnam. We are debating how we 
should leave. I believe that the Hatfield
McGovern amendment, which I cospon
sor, is the best way for us to end our 
combat involvement in Indochina. By 
requiring the withdrawal of all our com
bat troops by December 31, 1971, it will 
insure that the United States will not 
have combat troops in Vietnam for the 
indefinite future. 

It is unclear what kind of a continuing 
commitment to the South Vietnamese 
the President's Vietnamization program 
requires. Whatever it is, I feel it is essen
tial that we make clear that our commit
ment to fight with our own troops in 
Indochina is over. It must be clear to our 
young people, clear to all Americans, and 
clear to the South Vietnamese. 

By swiftly and cleanly ending our com
bat role, we can make a definite begin
ning in the processes of removing from 
our own political life the harmful bat
tles over the Vietnam war. Not only have 
we done enough fighting for the South 
Vietnamese, but we have done enough 
damage to our own Nation. A lingering 
and uncertain combat commitment in 
South Vietnam will only continue the 
divisions, the bitterness, and the dis
trust that this war has brought to our 
Nation. 

Just as important to us is the future 
of American prisoners being held by the 
Communists. I believe that the Hatfield
McGovern amendment provides the most 
promising framework for the release of 
our prisoners of war. There are indica
tions that if we set a date certain for the 
withdrawal of our troops, we will be able 
to negotiate the release of our prisoners 
of war. We should set a date certain con
tingent upon the release of our prisoners, 
and then try to negotiate the release of 
our prisoners as we withdraw our troops. 
All our prisoners should be returned be
fore the final American contingents leave 
South Vietnam. 

Of course, the Hatfield-McGovern 
amendment requires that our prisoners 
be returned as a condition of our with
drawal. It is not a betrayal of the pris
oners' freedom or a blow to the hopes of 
their wives and children. Rather, it is the 
most sensible way to obtain their release. 

By setting a date certain, we also make 
it clear to the South Vietnamese that 
they will carry the combat responsibility 
at the end of this year. As has been said 
so often, the Vietnamese must be able to 
do the fighting by themselves. It is most 
appropriate that we make it clear to the 
South Vietnamese people that they will 
have to do the fighting themselves before 
the upcoming presidential elections. A 
date certain for our withdrawal will make 
the choice by the South Vietnamese 
about their future leadership more 
realistic. 

Hopefully, the setting of a date certain 
for the withdrawal of our troops will 
improve the climate for negotiations. 
Nothing can guarantee the beginning of 
talks that will lead to a negotiated set
tlement and an end to the bloodshed in 
Indochina. But a withdrawal of Amer
ican combat personnel from that area is 
probably the best way the United States 
could move toward creating the condi
tions for such a negotiated settlement. 

Nor will the passage of date certain 
legislation threaten the safety of our 
withdrawing troops. Extensive with
drawal is already publicly scheduled, and 
if the Communists want to attack our 
withdrawing forces, they could do so 
with or without this legislation. The ap
proximate timetable of our present with
drawal is available to the North Viet
namese as it is to every newspaper reader 
in this country. The only difference be
tween the President's position and this 
legislation is the question of residual 
forces. 

Neither alternative guarantees the 
safety of our troops. In fact, the indefi
nite stationing of the small combat forces 
in South Vietnam will create long-range 
threats to our troop safety that would not 
occur if all our troops withdrew by the 
end of the year. And certainly there is 
less incentive for the North Vietnamese 
or the Vietcong to attack our troops while 
withdrawing, thereby taking the chance 
that we would change our minds, than if 
they were to stay on indefinitely. 

Moreover, the setting of a date for 
withdrawal will, in my judgment, en
hance the prospects of negotiating the 
safe withdrawal of our troops. This legis
lation does not challenge the President's 
constitutional authority over the conduct 
of foreign policy. It does not direct the 
tactics of the war-it merely is an ex
ercise of Congress' legitimate authority 
over ending the appropriations for the 
support of American troops abroad. 

Just as important, this amendment is 
not a political challenge to the President. 
It does not make Vietnam into an is
sue in the next presidential election. It 
does the opposite: it removes Vietnam 
from politics. There can be no doubt that 
Democrats and Republicans support this 
legislation. This amendment should have 
the effect of sharing with the President 
the responsibility for ending a war that 
both parties are responsible for starting. 

Mr. President, I think the passage of 
the amendment is of crucial importance 
for our Nation. It is important because it 
will begin to end an issue that has divided 
us at home more deeply than any other 
since the Civil War. It is important be
cause it will restore faith in many of our 
citizens that we can control our foreign 
policy processes by quickly helping to end 
a war that the American public does not 
support. And it is important to demon
strate to Americans that our Government 
can move in a timely and adequate 
fashion to rectify past mistakes and move 
toward directing our energy to the prob
lems at home. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I must 
oppose the amendments before us that 
seek to hasten an end to our participa
tion in hostilities in Indochina by cutting 
off appropriations at a fixed date. While 
I believe the Senate should express itself 
with regard to future policy, and I favor 
an early disengagement of our forces, I 
do not believe legislation of this type 
offers the best hope of achieving orderly 
withdrawal. The exceptions under which 
money may be appropriated, despite the 
cutoff, are subject to broad interpretation 
that would enable the Executive to main
tain hostilities at the level of past years. 
There is probability of much conflict 

within Congress and between Congress 
and the Executive over future appropri
ations. 

I do not believe Congress can legislate 
an end to the war as proposed by these 
amendments. I do believe that the Senate 
should express its preference for an 
early disengagement and call upon the 
President to name a date for final with
drawal, if negotiations lead him to be
lieve this will hasten the release of our 
prisoners of war. 

The orderly disengagement of our 
forces must be a cooperative effort be
tween the President, as Commander in 
Chief, and the Congress. I hope Con
gress will soon consider and adopt a 
policy statement on early and orderly 
disengagement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida has 3 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CfilLES. Mr. President, how much 
time does the Senator from Mississippi 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. None 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want to 

compliment the Senator from Mississippi, 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services, for the yeo
man job he has done on the ftoor on the 
amendments. 

I heard the arguments made against 
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment, and 
they were very persuasive. They were 
persuasive on me. They gave me all kinds 
of concern as to whether or not I could 
vote for that amendment. 

I am sure he has made a persuasive 
argument with reference to the sub
stitute I am now offering. However, I 
noted this time, in listening to his argu
ment, that it kind of reminded me of an 
animal that is indigenous to his State 
and my State, called a possum. A possum 
has strong teeth, and when he can get 
his teeth into something, he bites on it, 
but if he is a little worried as to whether 
he can bite it, he plays possum. 

The time element and not being able 
to understand this amendment on the 
part of the Senator from Mississippi 
make me think of comparing it to that 
animal, because he cannot find anything 
to bite into and he says we do not have 
enough time to look at it and we do not 
have time to determine what the 
chances are or whether the release of 
the prisoners of war is an obstacle. 

What are we talking about? The with
drawal of troops is going on at a rate of 
19,000 a month. 

What are we going to do on June 1 
when the United States wants to get its 
prisoners? The numbers will be down to 
34,000, and they are not going to have 
anything to bargain with. The other side 
will say, "Wait a minute. In return for 
giving you your prisoners, we do not 
want you to give any aid to South Viet
nam, or bullets, or anything." Are we 
going to give the prisoners a better 
chance when we deal with them now to 
free every prisoner, or when we are down 
to no men in there to make a deal? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield to me? 

Mr. CHILES. No, I do not yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator tell me 
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why he changed his substitute from his 
amendment of yesterday? 

Mr. CHILES. I do not yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 

point of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Florida does not yield. 
Mr. CHILES. I think Senators know 

whether they can look people in the face 
and say, "We really want to get our 
prisoners out. We really want to (;nd this 
thing. We really want to see if we can 
end it." I think this substitute gives us 
the ability to do that and allows us to 
show that we do care about these :nen 
and we do care about ending 'ihe cou
fiict. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WEICKER). The time of the Senator from 
Florida has expired. All time ha\-ing ex
pired, the Chair will advise those in the 
gallery to refrain from demonstrations, 
that neither expressions of approval nor 
disapproval are permitted. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Florida. 
On this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. SPONG (when his name was 
called) . Mr. President, on t,his vote I have 
a pair with the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT). If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." 
Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. ·1 an
nounce that the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. FULBRIGHT) is absent on official 
business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT) 
is absent because of illness and, if present 
and voting, would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) ls 
detained on official business, and, if pres
ent and voting, would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 52, as follows: 

Anderson 
Bayh 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Gravel 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Hughes 

Aiken 
Allen 
Allott 
Baker 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brock 
Buckley 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Ve.. 
Cannon 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 

[No. 96 Leg.] 
YEA8-44 

Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 

NAYS-52 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gambrell 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Holl1ngs 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
RibicofI 
Schweiker 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

McClellan 
McGee 
Miller 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sax be 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wetcker 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1 

Spong, against. 

NOT VOTING-3 
Fulbright Mundt Ta.ft 

So Mr. CHILES' amendment was re
jected. 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, we are about to vote on 
amendment No. 143, offered by Mr. 
McGOVERN, Mr. HATFIELD, and other dis
tinguished Senators. The amendment is 
often referred to as the "end the war 
amendment," which is indeed a misno
mer. No amendment is going to end the 
war in Vietnam. The sincere purpose of 
the authors of the amendment, however, 
is to end America's participation in that 
war. While I have a great respect for the 
authors of the amendment, it is my judg
ment that the amendment, if adopted, 
would not end America's participation in 
the war. Pragmatically speaking, the 
amendment, if adopted, would probably 
be voted down in the other body, and 
it would undoubtedly meet with a Presi
dential veto even if the House of Repre
sentatives were to accept the amend
ment, in which case it woU!ld not be pos
sible to get a two-thirds majority of both 
Houses to override the veto. So, I think it 
is unrealistic to believe that America's 
participation in the war would come to 
an end if this amendment were agreed 
to here in the Senate. 

I am opposed to the amendment, and 
I now state my opposition thereto, not 
from the standpoint of my position in 
the leadership, but rather from the 
standpoint of my responsibility as a Sen
ator from the State of West Virginia, 
and because I owe my constituents an 
explanation of my vote. 

I have not had a great deal of mail on 
this subject, but it is only fair to state 
that the majority of the letters which 
have reached my office from West Vir
ginia reflect support for the amendment. 
I respect the viewpoints of my constit
uents who have so written but, even 
though the majority of the letters reach
ing me have urged that I vote for the 
amendment, my convictions lead me to 
oppose it. And I want to say here and 
now that there is no political gain what
soever to be derived from a vote against 
this amendment. I feel that it is my 
responsibility always to weigh the opin· 
ions and viewpoints of my constituents, 
but I also feel that it is my responsibility 
as a United States Senator, after weigh
ing the viewpoints of my people and after 
weighing the facts on a given question, 
to vote for what I think is best for my 
country in the long run. 

With respect to the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment, I wish we had never be
come involved in the war in Vietnam. 
But we became deeply involved. I do want 
to see our men brought home from the 
war as soon as possible, and I hope that 
the President has in mind a tentative 
date for the total withdrawal of Ameri
can forces from Vietnam. I have in the 
past urged him to accelerate the with
drawal, if possible. I have aJso expressed 
to him privately my hope that he did 
have a date in mind for total withdrawal 

but that he not publicly announce such 
a date. So, I do hope that the President 
has · a withdrawal date in mind, and, if 
this should be the case, I think he should 
not publicly announce such a date until 
at such time as, in his judgment, based 
upon all of the facts, it would be benefi
cial to do so. 

Having said this, I am strongly op
posed, at this particular time at least, to 
the setting of a withdrawal date by legis
lative action. To do so would inform the 
enemy as to the date for final with
drawal, thus allowing the North Viet
namese and the Vietcong to sit back 
and prepare for that date, and then 
launch an all-out attack on South Viet
nam. Moreover, the enemy, once it knew 
our timetable for withdrawal, could pre
pare to attack our own remaining forces 
at a time most advantageous to the en
emy. Additionally, the President's nego
tiating power at the Paris talks and else
where would be greatly dissipated by such 
a publicly announced withdrawal date. 
So, I see no benefit whatsoever to be 
gained by telegraphing such a withdrawal 
date to the enemy, and I do see many 
possible pitfalls for ourselves if this 
should be done. 

Whether or not our country should 
have gotten involved so deeply in the 
war is a matter which can only be de
bated now, and the future historian will 
write the verdict most objectively. The 
fact remains, however, that we are in
volved in the war, and the President is 
doing everything possible to bring about 
a gradual and orderly withdrawal of 
American forces-a withdrawaJ which 
has been accelerated beYQnd his previous
ly announced schedule of withdrawal. 

The President promised to get us out 
of the war, and he is keeping his promise 
thus far. As Commander in Chief, he has 
the primary responsibility for the con
duct of the war, and he has the primary 
responsibility with respect to negotiations 
to bring about the release of American 
prisoners and to end our participation in 
the combat. 

I do not think that the Congress 
should now attempt to take over a re
sponsibility which belongs to the Com
mander in Chief. I think the responsi
bility should remain where it ought to be, 
and now is-squarely on the shoulders 
of the Commander in Chief. I believe 
that any action on the part of Congress 
at this time to set a withdrawal date, 
would undercut the President in his ef
forts to negotiate, and it would also in
terfere with his schedule of withdrawal
a schedule which is calculated to best 
protect our forces during the process of 
that withdrawal and which is also cal
culated to give the South Vietnamese at 
least a :fighting chance for survival 
against Communist subversion and ag
gression. If our objective of thwarting 
Communist aggression in South Vietnam 
was valid in the beginning, then I feel 
that the President's efforts to schedule a 
gradual and orderly withdrawal in such 
a way as to give the South Vietnamese a 
chance of survival in these few remain
ing months are also valid. 

A military withdrawal, I am advised, 
is one of the most difficult of all military 
maneuvers. The logistics of withdrawal 



June 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 20213 
constitute a difficult problem. I under
stand that the withdrawal schedule 
which the President is implementing is 
one which takes into account the logis
tical problems involved, and I do not 
believe that a December 31, 1971, date, 
as set forth in the amendment, is a fea
sible one. 

Mr. President, our fighting men did 
not ask to go to Vietnam. I want to see 
them brought home. But as long as they 
.are in Vietnam, I will not vote to cut off 
the funds with which to support them. I 
think the best plan is to support the 
Commander in Chief, whether he be a 
Democrat or a Republican, in his efforts 
to successfully complete the withdrawal 
of American forces from participation 
in the Vietnam conflict. For these rea
sons, I shall vote against the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr President, this 
afternoon the Senate has a new chance 
to vote to end the war in Indochina. I 
hope that every Senator will embrace the 
opportunity to examine the nature and 
scope of American involvement in the 
war-a war that to many of us has be
come an interminable procession of 
American and Asian deaths in a oause 
unworthy of the most powerful and com
passionate nation in the world. 

The inequity, inconsistency, and in
humanity of our policy in Indochina 
has become intolerable. 

At the founding of our Nation, when 
we declared our independence from the 
tyranny of Great Britain, we wrote a 
Declaration of Independence asserting 
the truth that all men are endowed with 
certain inalienable rights, including the 
most basic right of all, the right to life. 
Yet, for years on end, we have indiscrim
inately bombed the life out of hundreds 
of thousands of innocent people in Viet
nam. 

We wring our hands over the plight 
of the prisoners. We deplore the brutal 
treatment they receive at the hands of 
the North Vietnamese. We share the an
guish and suffering of their families here 
at home. Yet, we refuse to take the single 
obvious step that could bring them free
dom. We refuse to set a date to end the 
war. If one thing at least is clear about 
the horror and confusion of the war, it 
is that the way to free the prisoners is 
to end the war-not, by some inverted 
logic, to insist that we can get them out 
by refusing to end the war. 

And, finally, we argue that if only we 
stay a little longer in Vietnam, if only 
we keep the withdrawals to a modest 
rate, we will give South Vietnam one 
more chance to survive. Yet, that is the 
argument we have heard time and again 
for the entire decade of our involvement 
in Vietnam. 

That argument was long ago un
masked for what it is-an argument 
based not on the survival of South Viet
nam or on the best interests of the peo
ple of that embattled nation, but on the 
survival of President Thieu and his gov
ernment in Saigon. The recent passage 
of a law in South Vietnam that virtually 
eliminates all opposition to President 
Thieu in this fall's election campaign is 
fresh evidence, if we needed any, that the 

interests of President Thieu do not coin
cide with the best interests of the peo
ple of his country. Yet, the Government 
of the United States stands silent, while 
once again the people of South Vietnam 
are denied the right to free elections 
and self-determination, the right for 
which 45,000 American soldiers have 
died. 

Surely, if there were any political and 
philosophical fallacy that should have 
been laid to rest by now, it is the domino 
fallacy, the idea that somehow South 
Vietnam is vital to the national interest 
of the United States. I believe instead, 
and I have believed for many years, that 
the true path of national interest for 
the United States in Asia lies in rapid 
and complete withdrawal from Vietnam, 
not in our present policy of creeping 
withdrawal and continued war. 

We want peace, and we see only war. 
We want an end to the killing, and we 
see only senseless slaughter. We want a 
date to end the war, and the only date 
we see is election day 1972. 

And while we wait, we know that until 
we end the war, we cannot end the kill
ing. Tens of American lives a week, hun
dreds of American lives a month, thou
sands of American lives a year. 

And that is only a small portion of the 
heavy price of death the war is wreaking 
in Vietnam. We measure American dead 
by the thousands each year, but we 
measure Vietnamese dead by the tens 
and hundreds of thousands. 

How much longer must we endure this 
senseless killing and destruction? How 
much longer must we wait before we end 
the war and find the peace? 

Perhaps the most appalling aspect of 
the disclosures in the New York Times 
this week-more appalling even than the 
deceptions now laid out in black and 
white-is the terrible shock of renewed 
realization that we are still fighting the 
war those documents describe. Today, in 
1971, years after those Vietnam memo
randums were written, years after those 
policy papers were discussed, and years 
after those position options were pre
pared, we are still at war in Asia. Many 
of the passages we read are as current 
today as the day they were written. All 
we have to do is change the dates. 

And we know that today the same sort 
of memorandums are being written, the 
same sort of policy papers are being dis
cussed, and the same sort of position op
tions are being prepared. Surely, if we 
learn any lesson from this tragic disclo
sure, it must be the lesson that we can no 
longer repeat the mistakes of the past. 
We must prove that America is big 
enough to learn from the missed oppor
tunities and missed perceptions of the 
past, and reject the hypnotic fantasies 
of our policy in the sixties. 

Let me conclude by reminding every 
citizen that our struggle is historic. We 
are not the first people to be divided by 
the continuation of a war unjust and im
moral. The indignation in our chests, and 
at times the rage in our voices, while 
people die in our name and under our 
flag, has occurred before. We can gain 
strength to do what we have to do when 
we remember that in other centuries 

other Americans have tried to stop other 
governments from acts unnatural to our 
traditions and beliefs. 

As long ago as 1777, at the founding 
of the American Republic, Edmund 
Burke wrote to his constituents in Bris
tol, protesting the war with the Colonies 
and the shame it was bringing to Eng
land's noble tradition. As Burke said
But America is not subdued. Not one unat
tached village which was originally adverse 
throughout that continent has submitted 
from love or terror. You have the grounds, 
and you have no more. The cantonments of 
your troops and your dominions are exactly 
of the same extent. You devastate, but you 
do not enlarge the sphere of authority. 

Burke went on to predict-as we could 
predict today, unless we act together
that even though the lesson may be ob
vious to all, the violence would continue. 
He said--

But in case the sword should do all that 
the sword can do, the success of arms and the 
defeat of policy will be one and the same 
thing. 

That is why we are here today, 200 
years later, to convince our Government 
that the success of arms means the de
f eat of policy for the United States of 
America in Vietnam. That is the crisis we 
face, and that is why we must vote to end 
the war. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, today I shall 
vote in opposition to the Hatfield
McGovern amendment. President Nixon 
deserves support in his efforts to bring 
the war to an early settlement. This 
amendment would not contribute to that 
goal. 

I am not unmindful of the agony and 
frustration which millions of Americans 
have experienced with respect to the war. 
Many have been opposed to our involve
ment in Vietnam since the early sixties. 
Many critics of the war may say that 
by voting against the Hatfield-McGovern 
amendment that we are insensitive to 
the efforts to end the war. This is entirely 
untrue. We all hope to see a total end 
to the fighting in Southeast Asia before 
the end of this year. 

My reasons for voting in opposition to 
the Hatfield-McGovern amendment are 
that the adoption of that amendment 
will be likely to, first, make negotiation 
more difficult because the other side 
would know when we will leave; second, 
could simply end American involvement 
in the war without ending the war itself; 
third, would not assure the identification 
and release of all of our prisoners of 
war; and fourth, is not directed toward 
making the South Vietnamese Govern
ment more representative and politically 
viable. 

This war has been a difficult and con
troversial chapter in American history. 
We all seek its rapid conclusion. In my 
judgment, however, we must work ear
nestly for a negotiated settlement which 
is the only avenue toward a lasting peace 
in Southeast Asia. No easy formula is 
available. Restriction on the President's 
negotiating latitude seems more likely to 
prolong the war than to end it. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today 
we have, once again, a chance to put a 
stop to the war in Indochina. 
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The debate has been going on now for 
7 years. It has all been said. There should 
be no more need to say what this war 
has done to the peoples and lands of 
Indochina-or what it has done to Amer
ica. 

The New York Times has now docu
mented in awful detail how the last 
administration led us mto this war. There 
in black and white is proof of our worst 
fears about the origins of this folly-the 
loaded options, the unquestioned assump
tions and, perhaps most shocking, the 
enormous political deception of the Con
gress and the public 

These documents are damning not only 
for what is in them-but also for what 
is not. 

Amid all the careful calculations about 
the fate of the regime in Saigon, where 
are the calculations of the fearful human 
costs of the war? 

Where did this Government ask how 
many American lives, how many Viet
namese lives, how many billions in 
wasted resources would be consumed to 
satisfy its policy? 

Where were the thoughts of what the 
war would do to American society-how 
it would ravage our cities and farms, and 
our spirits, as brutally as any bombard
ment. 

This record can only leave, as David 
Broder wrote so powerfully in the Wash
ington Post, "a sickening feeling of de
ception and betrayal." 

And most of us who had public re
sponsibility during that period bear a 
part of the shame. 

Yet we must also wonder how far the 
present administration has escaped the 
blind mistake of the last. If we could see 
the records of the decisions to invade 
Cambodia and Laos, or of the dealings 
with the present regime in South Viet
nam, how different would they really be? 

Nearly 15,000 Americans have died in 
Indochina, and over 50,000 have been 
wounded, since this administration took 
office promising to end the war. 

Is this administration unstained by 
pride and delusion, by false assumptions 
and political manipulation, by dishonesty 
with the American people? 

The record of 7 years begs so many 
questions. 

How many more men must be killed; 
how many more billions will be wasted? 

With the overwhelming majority of 
our constituents wanting us to end this 
war once and for all, how much longer 
will the Congress go on appropriating the 
money to perpetuate the tragedy? 

And if we do not stop the war now, 
how much does representative govern
ment mean in this country? 

That is why this vote is so much more 
than a trial of policy. 

It is a test of this institution and of its 
pretense to legislate in response to the 
will of the people. 

Most of all, it is a test of our ability as 
a nation to cleanse ourselves of in

credible error and dishonor. 
I pray we will not fail that test any 

longer. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we are 

debating today a measure of great im
portance and are going to shortly be 
putting the Senate on record as to 

whether or not we support the Presi
dent's conduct of ending the long war 
in Vietnam. There have been very many 
words said on both sides of this matter 
and, having participated extensively in 
the debate on this matter last year, I feel 
that there is very little new that I can 
add. 

I feel that we must, as a body, support 
the President in this most difficult task 
of peace in Indochina. President Nixon 
came into office on a pledge to end the 
war in Vietnam and bring a lasting peace 
with honor to Indochina. The President 
has kept every pledge to the American 
people that he has made in this regard. 
He has reversed the continuing escala
tion of the war in that area and has 
brought home nearly half the American 
soldiers who were serving in Vietnam at 
the time that he took office. By Decem
ber of this year, he will have brought 
the American strength down to just a 
little more than 180,000 with further re
ductions to be announced in November 
of this year. Our casualty figures are 
the lowest that they have been in 5 years 
and they are continuing to decrease. 
Every indication is that we are winding 
down the war in Indochina and that the 
South Vietnamese are becoming stronger 
and more able to exist without U.S. fight
ing men continuing to be with them. I 
believe that the best way to see a true 
end to the war in Vietnam is to support 
the President in this difficult hour and 
make certain that his policies of dis
engagement are a success. 

Mr. President, I am also concerned 
with the assertion of some who support 
the pending amendment that by setting 
a date for U.S. withdrawal in Vietnam, 
our prisoners of war will soon be released. 
They give no support to this theory but 
as former Secretary of Defense Clifford 
said, he had "reason to believe" that such 
would be the case. If we review the his
tory of the treatment of prisoners of war 
in Indochina, we can immediately as
certain that nothing could be further 
from the bounds of reasonable expecta
tions. In 1954, the French Government 
signed a peace treaty with the Govern
ment of North Vietnam. Part of this 
treaty was an article calling for the re
lease of all French prisoners within 30 
days of the signing of the 1954 Geneva 
Accord. In spite of this agreement, the 
North Vietnamese did not respond to 
French efforts to achieve the release of 
their prisoners until November of 1962, 
some 8 years after the original accord. 
This reinforces my belief that you cannot 
trust the word of the North Vietnamese, 
even when the agreement is in the form 
of a treaty. I cannot imagine how we can 
abandon the fate of the thousands of 
Americans who are in North Vietnamese 
hands simply because some have a rea
son to believe that they will be released 
if we set a date for withdrawal in Viet
nam. I for one will not abandon these 
Americans. I support the position that we 
must not set a date for withdrawal until 
all our prisoners of war are released. To 
do less could well mean many more years, 
if not a lifetime, of imprisonment and 
possible torture by the North Vietnam
ese enemy. 

I believe it is, therefore, essential 

that we defeat this McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment if we are to maintain a hope 
for a true, negotiated settlement in Viet
nam and if we are to achieve a quick. 
release of our prisoners of war in Viet
nam. I shall therefore vote against this 
amendment and urge my colleague to do 
likewise. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, similar 
to the saying, "It takes two to tango," for 
the United States it takes two to make· 
war and it takes two to end war. The 
power of declaring war is vested with the 
Congress and its execution is vested with 
the President. Any treaty to end the war 
made by the President must be ratified 
by the Senate and any legislation by the 
Congress ending the war must be ex
ecuted by the President. It is a conjunc
tive duty and responsibility. The two 
must work together and I believe in the 
case of the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment that there is constitutional author
ity for the Congress to act. But I do not 
believe as a practical matter that the 
Congress can legislate the end of the war. 
The McGovern-Hatfield amendment is 
completely unworkable and only adds to 
the chaos and confusion. Let us assume 
that this proposal were the law of the 
land. In subsection (a ) , moneys to pros
ecute the war in Indochina are cut off 
as of December 31, 1971, but in para
graph b, the Congress reconfirms the 
President's authority to protect South 
Vietnamese, Cambodians, and Laotians. 
The least we have learned after 10 years 
at war is that South Vietnamese, Cam
bodians, and Laotians can only be pro
tected with force. So what we cut off in 
paragraph a is put back on in para
graph b. 

We all know what the Congress wants. 
But what it wants is impractical to ob
tain through legislation. We all refuse 
to admit it and inwardly take some sat
isfaction in cleansing our consciences, 
that in our hearts we have demonstrated 
that we are agains·t the war. Demon
strate, yes, but legislate, no. If I were 
President I would set a target date-pub
licly-f or prisoner release and troop 
withdrawal. I would publicly come clean 
with the American people. I would tell 
once and for all the truth about the war 
in Vietnam. I would tell of the danger 
involved by prompt withdrawal and I 
would accept responsibility for that dan
ger. I would tell what I knew of the 
Thieu-Ky government. The fact that 
afiter 10 years of the most costly saicrifice. 
President Thieu with his political cronies 
could come and pose the dilemma of him 
being the only candidate on the ballot 
is unthinkable. This is what is presently 
posed. I would tell the truth about Cam
bodia and what my commitment really 
was there. I would stop trying to run a 
secret war with executive privilege in 
Laos and would tell the truth there. I 
would not try to separate the war in 
northern Laos from the war in southern 
Laos. I would not describe as successful 
raids made to free prisoners in places 
where prisoners did not exist. I would 
stop bringing injunctions against the 
news media for printing the his:tory of 
this war. No single thing could put us 
more assuredly back together as a peo-
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.:ple than coming clean on the war in 
Vietnam. 

And the Congress must come clean, 
too. No one wants to abandon the pris
oners. But when you fix a firm date to 
-end the war by cutting off all funds 
thereafter, then there is no reason for the 
-enemy to negotiate prisoner release for 
an ending to the war. You cannot in
struct the President to negotiate and at 
the same time destroy his ability to 
negotiate. The best brains have tried and 
failed and only have to look at the 
.amendment. All the best brains of the 
Senate, all the Harvard lawyers, all the 
whiz kids on the Senate staffs, all the 
legal writers of the news media, all the 
legal scholars of law schools, aides to 
.Supreme Court Justices, and all together, 
what have they come up with? Para
graph 1 of the amendment says "no more 
money" and paragraph 2 says: 

Well yes, money can be spent for troop 
withdrawals and f'or arr,anging protection for 
South Vietnamese, Laotians and Cambodians 
who might be endangered by our leaving. 

Now, that is a result of all of the 
dedication and determination of those 
who genuinely feel that the war should 
end and that the Senate is a proper 
forum to bring about that end. I feel 
just thi:..; way. I voted for the Cooper
Church amendment to get us out of 
'Cambodia. I voted for the Mansfield 
amendment to get us out of Europe. 
I voted for the Senate Policy Committee 
:resolution earlier this year that in the 
92d Congress we should work to end the 
involvement in Indochina and bring 
about the withdrawal of all U.S. forces 
and the release of all U.S. prisoners in a 
time certain. But under the present cir
cumstances I believe the President should 
be given one more chance to expedite 
the return of the prisoners and troop 
withdrawal. 

If we ever reach a point where we 
believe he should not be given another 
chance, then the Congress should come 
clean and say so and not take and give 
at the same time. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
the Vietnam war is taking a terrible toll 
of our young men, not only by death and 
disabling injuries but by drug addiction 
as well. 

The American people are weary to the 
bone and fed up with this ill-conceived 
conflict. In addition to its cost in human 
resources this war has placed a strain on 
other resources-both financial and of 
the spirit. It has fractured the unity of 
spirit and national purpose which has 
made this Nation great. 

I wish I could support the McGovern
Hatfield amendment, because I do be
lieve that a date should be set for total 
withdrawal but I believe that the time 
for total withdrawal should be negotiated 
by the President in his role as Com
mander in Chief. 

The President has said that he would 
set a time for withdrawal when it serves 
the best interests of the United States. 
He is deescalating the war steadily and 
with finality. 

I urge the President to use every means 
at his disposal to negotiate a release of 
our prisoners and to announce a policy of 

complete and total disengagement to be
gin concurrent with the release of ow· 
prisoners. 

As a Senator of the United States I 
pledge my support to such a policy for 
total disengagement and I hope it will 
begin soon. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the 
proposal now under consideration in the 
Senate to provide for the termination 
of U.S .. support for military operations 
in or over Indochina by December 31, 
1971, is not in the best interests of the 
United States or the interests of world 
peace. The proposal is not improved by 
additional provisions which allow for 
the President to provide for the safe 
withdrawal of American forces, and to 
arrf\nge for asylum or other means of 
pro1:ection for South Vietnamese citi
zens who may be placed in danger by 
our withdrawal. 

The amendment is defective because it 
threatens to throw awr..y everything the 
United States has workec so hard for 
all these years, and is now on the verge 
of attaining. Moreover, at no cost to the 
North Vietnamese Communists, the 
United States would be making a uni
lateral gesture w!th no quid pro quo 
whatever. 

For the United States to withdraw at 
the end of 1971 could well destroy the 
chance for the South Vietnamese to 
achieve the full capacity to provide for 
their own defense-a capacity which by 
the end of the year will be within grasp. 
U.S. forces are now down to 251,-
000-less than half of the number 
in the country in 1969. The South Viet
namese are now entirely self-sufficient 
in providing for their own naval require
ments. Most of the ground combat is 
now handled by the South Vietnamese, 
as is the close air support. The United 
States is providing primarily logistics 
which the South Vietnamese are not 
fully capable of managing on their own. 
In addition, the United States is pro
viding air interdiction of invading North 
Vietnamese forces which serves to en
hance the prospects for early U.S. with
drawal by permitting more time for the 
training of South Vietnamese to take 
over the remaining noncombat require
ments which form the overwhelming 
portion of the U.S. participation in South 
Vietnam. 

The relationship of this proposal to the 
issue of the release of U.S. prisoners of 
war deserves special attention. The bar
baric and inhumane treatment of pris
oners of war by the North Vietnamese is 
well known. Not as well known, but 
equally important, is the fact that the 
North Vietnamese have never seriously 
bargained in good faith over any element 
of the Vietnamese conflict. There is 
simply no further unilateral gesture 
which would appease the North Vietnam
ese and induce them to cooperate with 
the United States and the South Viet
namese, because their fundamental ob
jective evidently continues to be to 
achieve dominion over all of Indochina. 

It must be remembered that the North 
Vietnamese promised to "negotiate" if 
only the United States would cease its 
regular bombing of the North. The 

United States ceased its bombing of the 
North, but no serious intention to nego
tiate was ever manifested. The North 
Vietnamese simply raised their demands 
to the level which required the United 
States to abandon its efforts in South 
Vietnam in exchange for yet another 
North Vietnamese promise to "negotiate" 
about the return of prisoners. Now it ap
pears, according to a report in the Wash
ington Post of June 9, 1971, that even 
if the United States were to set a date 
for total withdrawal, the North Viet
namese have advised us that the United 
States would have to cease all aid to 
South Vietna:n before the U.S. prisoners 
could be returned. 

It appears clear, on the basis of ex
perience, that while enactment of the 
amendment would deal away a critically 
important card and restrict the Presi
dent's flexibility in achieving the earliest 
feasible withdrawal of our men from 
combat in Southeast Asia and in secur
ing the release of the prisoners of war, 
it will do nothing to increase Hanoi's in
clination to negotiate in good faith or 
to relinquish her hold on the prisoners 
until she has secured the last possible 
advantage by her exploitation of their 
plight. To suggest otherwise would be a 
cruel hoax on the families of these un
fortunate men and would do nothing to 
hasten the achievement of a stable peace. 

I am convinced, on the record, that 
there is no man in the United States 
more anxious to see us safely out of the 
Vietnamese conflict than Richard Nixon, 
and no man who has worked more ef
fectively to achieve this objective. I will 
not, under these circumstances, vote to 
impose gratuitous obstacles in his way; 
obstacles which can only impede his abil
ity to complete the job in a responsible 
manner. 
SENATOR RANDOLPH STATES HIS SUPPORT OF 

MORE RAPID CLOSEOUT OF AMERICAN INVOLVE
MENT IN VIETNAM CONFLICT 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 
May 31, 1971, Prof. Edwin C. Barbe, of the 
engineering faculty of West Virginia 
University, wrote to me from Morgan
town, W. Va., on behalf of an affirmative 
vote for the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment. In my response of June 8, I wrote, 
in part, including this answer to an alle
gation he had made that my vote would 
be unresponsive to the wishes of West 
Virginians: 

I consider very carefully the viewpoints of 
the constituency I represent. Not only do I 
receive substantial numbers of communica
tions from fellow West Virginians, I visit 
throughout the State frequently and engage 
in personal conversations with hundreds of 
people. I also must assess my responsibility 
as a legiSllator charged with a national obli
gation. 

We are presently involved in an unpopular 
war far from our borders. It is regrettable 
that our Nation is in the position where it 
continues to invest so much in human and 
monetary sacrifice for other nations which 
claim to be defending their freedom against 
communist aggression. It is tragic that we 
became so deeply involved in Southeast Asia. 
And I desire, as much as any person, to end 
our involvement. 

I have generally supported the President in 
his efforts to withdraw our troops from 
South Vietnam and to accelerate the train
ing of the South Vietnamese to defend them-
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selves. It is my belief that the President is 
on a course of disengagement. I am hopeful, 
however, that he will announce and imple
ment a plan for more rapid return of Amer
ican forces. Earlier this year, I supported the 
resolution approved by the Democratic Cau
cus that "The Senate Majority work to 
achieve the following purpose: To end the 
involvement in Indochina and to bring about 
the withdrawal of all U.S. Forces and the re
lease of all prisoners in a time certain". 

In my opinion, also, the President should 
renew efforts to negotiate a standstill cease
fire-an objective which has had my full 
support and which I believe could provide 
an opportunity for a permanent settlement 
of the confiict 1n Vietnam. Last year, I joined 
wi~.Q. a number of Senatprs .in. urging '!;he_ 
President to pursue such a solution. Regret- ., 
tably, our Nation has not vigorously pursued 
this course of action. . . . 

Mr. President, I add this comment to 
the fore going letter: 

We should not be absolutely rigid in fix
ing all withdrawal conditions by law, thereby 
removing from the President vital flexibility 
and exercise of options in closing out our 
involvement in Vietnam, and in obtaining 
the liberation and return of American pris
oners of war. 

amendment be laid before the Senate, to 
be followed by the amendments of Sena
tors KENNEDY, MILLER, . HATFIELD, and 
SAXBE. 

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

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE 
ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 6531) to 
amend the Military Selective Service Act 
of 1967; to increase military pay; to au
thorize military active duty strengths for 
fiscal year 1972; and tor· other. purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to amendment No. 143, 
the so-called Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SPONG <when his name was 

called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- <Mr. FULBRIGHT). If he were present and 
imous consent that I may proceed .for 1 voting, he would vote "yea"; if I were at 
minute before the call of the roll is pro- liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
ceeded with on the next amendment. withhold my vote. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia- Mr. BYRD of .West Virginia. I an-
mentary inquiry. nounce that the Senator from Arkansas 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- (Mr. FULBRIGHT) is absent on official 
ator from Mississippi will state it. business. 

Mr. STENNIS. What is the time under _ Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
the unanimous-consent agreement for Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
the vote? MUNDT) is absent because of illness and, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. if present and voting, would vote "nay." 
WEICKER) . In response to the inquiry of The result was announced-yeas 42, 
the Senator from Mississippi, the hour nays 55, as follows: 
of 5 o'clock having arrived, the Senate [No. 97 Leg.] 
will proceed immediately to vote on the . YEAS-42 
amendment of the Senator from South Anderson Hughes 
Dakota (No. 143); ·· Bayh Humphrey 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have :~~~~~k ~~~~~e 
no objection to the 1-minute request of case Jordan, N.C. 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. Chiles Kennedy 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without g~~~!n ~:~~t\1:fdn 
objection, it is so ordered. Eagleton Mathias 

Does the Senator from Pennsylvania Gravel McGovern 
wish to proceed to use his 1 minute? Harris Mcintyre 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the ~:~ike ~~~:!fe 
distinguished ·majority leader advise us Hatfield Montoya 
of the program following this vote? .. ·NAYS-55 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there 
will be no further votes after the vote on 
the pending Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
9:45 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 9:45 a.m. tomor
row morning. 

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

Aiken Dole 
Allen Dominick 
Allott Eastland 
Baker Ellender 
Beall Ervin 
Bellmon Fannin 
Bennett Fong 
Bentsen Gambrell 
Bible Goldwater 
Boggs Griffin 
Brock Gurney 
Buckley Hansen 
Byrd, Va. Hollings 
Byrd, w. Va. Hruska 
Cannon Jackson 
Cook Jordan, Idaho 
Cooper Long 
Cotton McClellan 
Curtis McGee 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

Miller 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sax be 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weick er 

ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW' 
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, 

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 
Spong, against. 

NOT VOTING-2 
Fulbright Mundt 

AS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business not to exceed the hour of 10 
a.m., and that at 10 a.m. the Buckley 

So the McGovern-Hatfield amendment 
<No. 143) was rejected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was. 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will please be in order. The Senate 
will not proceed until the galleries and 
the Senate are in order. 

The Chair recognizes the Sena tor from 
New York. 

AMENDMENT NO. 149 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 149 and ask that it be 
stated. · · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 
On page 33, line 13, after the word "there

of" strike out "July 1, 1973" and insert in 
lieu thereof "March 1, 1973". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wh<> 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
time on the amendment will not begin to 
run until 10 o'clock tomorrow when the 
bill ..is made the pending business. . 

The time from now on will be extrane
ous and will not be allocated. 

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I assume 
the Senator -from New York is going to 
proceed with his argument on the 
amendment. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I will proceed tomor
row, if I may, beginning at 10 o'clock, at 
the close of the morning hour. 

. Mr. STENNIS. I . thank the Senator. 

AMENDMENT OF THE UNIFORM 
TIME ACT-MOTION TO RECON
SIDER WITHDRAWN 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. 904. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read the ·bill by 
title as follows: 

A bill ( S. 904) to amend the Uniform Time 
Act to allow an option in the adoption of 
advanced time in certain cases. 

The Senate proceeded to cons~der the 
bill. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my motion to re
consider this measure which I had here
tofore made be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears no objection, 
and the motion to reconsider is with
drawn. 

DISCLOSURE BY SENATOR JAVITS 
OF DIRECT OR INDIRECT FINAN-
CIAL INTERESTS - . . 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under the 
Senate code of ethics, I filed last month 
with the Secretary of the Senate a formal 
"Statement of Contributions and Hon
orariums," in which I disclosed all sub-
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stantial contributions or honorariums re
ceived by me during the last calendar 
year. The form is a public document to 
which the press has access. 

In addition, I filed under the Senate 
rules a "Confidential Statement of Fi- · 
nancial Interests," which includes lists 
of companies in which I have a direct 
or indirect financial interest. As that 
statement is filed with the Comptroller 
General under the rules of the Senate 
and is not open to public examination, I 
hereby publish a list of companies sub
ject to some form of regulation by the 
Federal Government--or which I feel 
may be doing some appreciable business 

· with the Federal Government--in each 
of which I have an interest, direct or in
direct--generally in a family trust of 
which I am trustee-as of this date, in 
an amount exceeding $5,000. 

These are normal investments in pub
licly owned corporations and constitute 
no element of control alone or in combi
nation with others, directly or indirectly, 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the list of securities in which 
I have a direct or indirect interest ex
ceeding $5,000 may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

American & Foreign Securities Corp. 
American Water Works 
Bethlehem Steel 
Cenco Scientific Inst. 
Cities Service Corp. 
Coastal States Gas 
Criterion Insur.ance Co. 
Dun & Bradstreet 
Felmont Oil 
First Nwtional City Bank of New York 
Flying Tiger 
General Instrument 
Government Employees Corp. 
Government Employees Financial Corp .. 
Government Employees Insurance Co. 
Government Employees Life Insurance Co. 
IBM Lin Broadcasting 
Royal Dutch/Shell Petroleum 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. 
Southern Co. 
Transamerica Corp. of Delaware 
White Shield Oil & Gas 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest what I hope will be the 
final quorum call of the day. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

WAIVER OF GERMANENESS RULE 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, in 
view of the time agreements, the Pastore 
rule of germaneness be waived through
out the day tomorrow. 

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

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, I ask unanimous consent that 
statements made during the period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness tomorrow be limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HUGHES). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Pages will please be 
seated. · 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I thank the distinguished Presid
ing Officer, the junior Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. HUGHES) and I want to compliment 
him for his diligence and efficiency in 
securing and preserving order in the Sen
ate during difficult times this afternoon. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the program for tomorrow is as 
follows: 

The Senate will convene at 9:45 a.m. 
Immediately following the recognition 

of the two leaders under the standing 
order, there will be a period for the trans
action of routine morning business, with 
statements limited therein to 3 minutes, 
the period not to extend beyond 10 o'clock 
a.m. 

At 10 o'clock the Chair will lay before 
the Senate amendment No. 149 by Mr. 
BUCKLEY, to extend the draft for 20 
months. A time limitation of 1 hour has 
been agreed to on that amendment. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
there will be a rollcall vote thereon at 
approximately 11 o'clock a.m. 

Following the disposition of amend
ment No. 149, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of amendment No. 120 
by Mr. KENNEDY. This amendment pro
vides that no regulation shall be effective 
before being published in the Federal 
Register 30 days prior to enactment. An 
agreement has been entered into limiting 
the time on amendment No.120to1 hour. 

Upon the disposition of the Kennedy 
amendment No. 120, the Senate will pro
ceed to the consideration of amendment 
No. 156 by Mr. MILLER, in connection with 
which an agreement has been entered 
limiting time thereon to 30 minutes. The 
Miller amendment would extend State 
voter registration coverage provided by 
the Eagle.ton amendment to those not 
required to register for the draft because 
of sex. 

Immediately upon the disposition of 
the Miller amendment, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of amend
ment No. 135 by Mr. HATFIELD, which 
provides for certain congressional direc
tives relating to the improvement of the 
Armed Forces, relating to housing, edu
cation, and so forth. Time on amend
ment No. 135 is limited to 1 hour. 

Upon the disposition of that amend
ment, the Senate will proceed to the con
sideration of amendment No. 136 by Mr. 
HATFIELD, establishing the number of 
cadets and midshipmen to be in financial 

assistance programs. A time limitation of 
1 hour has be.en agreed to thereon. 

Upon the disposition of amendment 
No. 136 by Mr. HATFIELD, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of amend
ment No. 164 by Mr. SAXBE. This amend
ment has reference to the continuation 
of selective service functions under a 
volunteer army. An agreement has been 
entered into limiting the time thereon 
to 20 minutes. 

Upon the disposition of the Saxbe 
amendment No. 164, the Senate will pro
ceed to the consideration of amendment 
No. 139 by Mr. KENNEDY, on which there 
is a time limitation of 2 hours. This 
amendment provides that each regis
trant is to have the right of counsel, and 
so forth, and it sets forth certain proce
dural rights. 

Upon the disposition of amendment 
No. 139 by Mr. KENNEDY, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of amend
ment No. 137 by Mr. HATFIELD, on 

· which an agreement has been entered 
limiting the time thereon to 1 hour. This 
amendment has reference to enlistments 
and reenlistments and limitations on dis
charges. 

Mr. President, Senators will note from 
the program that the Senate has a full 
and a busy day tomorrow. Rollcall votes 
are expected on many, if not all, of the 
amendments enumerated, and there may 
be amendments called up tomorrow fol
lowing action on those which have been 
stated. Under the agreement, time on 
amendments to amendments will be lim
ited to 20 minutes each. 

The Pastore rule of germaneness will 
be waived throughout the day on tomor
row. 

When the Senate completes its busi
ness tomorrow, it will stand in adjourn
ment, under the previous order
which, of course, is subject to change
until 10 a.m. on Friday. The distinguished 
majority leader has already indicated 
that rollcall votes are expected on Fri
day. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:45 A.M. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
9:45 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
5 o'clock and 36 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday, 
June 17, 1971, at 9:45 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 16, 1971: 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

Zelma George, of Ohio, to be a member 
of the board of directors of the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting for the remainder of 
the term expiring March 26, 1972, vice Carl 
E. Sanders, resigned. 

IN THE NAVY 

Vice Adm. Bernard M. Strean, U.S. Navy, 
and Vice Adm. Arnold F. Schade, U.S. Navy, 
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 
when retired, pursuant to the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 5233. 
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