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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 following
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, or 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 name.
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. SBENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1971.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. MIKE GRAVEL,
a Senator from the State of Alaska, to per-
form the duties of 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
SENATE SESSION

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

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
past weekend the Commonwealth of Vir-
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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
State capitol yesterday by the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia (Mr.
SponG). I ask unanimous consent that
these remarks of Senator Spownc be in-
serted in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR WILLIAM B. SPONG, JR.

We are here this morning in this, our Capi-
tol, to pay final tribute to a young man who
in half a decade rose from a Delegate, 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 parents and his brother.

In reviewing the traits of character of
Sargeant Reynolds that have made an in-
delible imprint upon Virginians, 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 the essence of courage
is “grace under pressure.” Part of that grace
was Sargeant Reynolds’ unfailing humor.
There is something refreshing about a public
figure whose serlousness of purpose neverthe-
less allows him to 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 ab-
sorbed with efforts to improve the lot of the
old, the black, the poor and the disabled—
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 there must be better under-
standing between young and old, black and
white, rich and poor. He saw our Common-
wealth, blessed with beauty and natural re-
source, old in history and tradition, young
in spirit and hope, awakening to a recogni-
tion of a magnificent potential: He hoped
for a climate in which the democratic system
might work as intended—to give opportunity
for expansion and political participation to
all who sought it and were willing in turn
to bear its responsibilities and burdens.

Last July 4 at Monticello speaking to new
citizens he sald:

“With all that we have done, we know that
we have not attained a soclety of perfect jus-~
tice, one in which success is geared more to
what you do after you are born than the cir-
cumstances of your birth or the color of your
skin but we are making progress and we are
crushing barriers that keep us from our
destiny.

“Today we stand half way up the moun-
tain. Half way up the mountain that Jeffer-
son captured with the beauty and symmetry
of Monticello. We are not there yet, but to
those who have set the path—we are com-
ing, we are striving for achievement, we are
determined to make it.” That is what he said.

And so, one 50 young with so much nobility
of purpose is gone. Those of us who remain,
particularly those in public service, might
reflect upon the Virginia he saw: a State that
would, by example give leadership to the
nation; a State that could retain the pride
of its past without being blinded to the
needs of the present and future; a society
where people had attalned 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 it.

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 tems-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under previous order, the Chair
recognizes the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. BYrp) 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-
mMOorrow.

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 thelr 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
bases, then I believe we must consider

arefully whether we should continue to
arry the burden of our present military
ommitments in Asia.

We must bear in mind that all of our
Asian commitments were undertaken on
the assumption that unrestricted use of
Okinawa would be available to the United

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

Our Mutual Security Treaty with Ja-

an, for example, is subject to with-
Arawal 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
Drganization agreement of 1954. This
reaty also is subject to withdrawal by
any party on 1 year’s notice. Can we con-
inue these commitments indefinitely?

The Sato government in Japan has as-
tured the United States that it will co-
bperate in permitting this Nation to use
Dkinawa in order to fulfill our obliga-
ions.

But once reversion is accomplished, the
inal decision on the use of Okinawa in
ach contingency will rest not with the

nited States, but with Japan—which
may or may not be under the rule of the
bato government at the time.

These, I feel, are serious considera-

ons. I believe that the Senate owes it
o the American people to give close study
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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 States to guarantee the
freedom and security of Japan.

Before the United States is committed
fo reversion 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
vielded 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 his 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.
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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 States 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 Byrp, has prop-
erly pointed 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 Committee which I presume will
conduct hearings.

Once these hearings have been con-
ducted and the committee report pub-
lished, then the reversion guestion 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 special interest
in the reversion proposal.

It is my hope the Senate Armed 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
Japan on the conditions that are pro-
posed in the treaty.

Again, I commend the able Senator
from Virginia for the position he has
taken today on this question.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. 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. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
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unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. 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
TIONS:
DANGERS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Viet-
nam war has obscured many basic reali-
ties in Asia. Over the longer term,
achievements of U.S. objectives in Asia
could depend most heavily 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 Japan 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 Japanese 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 relations
center on textiles and related trade prob-
lems. Failure of the two governments to
find solutions to the present impasse
could, 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-
ability provided both governments adopt

STATES-JAPAN RELA-
OPPORTUNITIES AND
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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 it 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
maximum then being offered from the
Japanese side, would fail to meet the
minimum 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 Japan. This
holds promise for a mutually satisfactory
United States-Japan agreement.

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 MiiLs 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
MirLs 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-
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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 aggregate
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 President 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
such a formula as being preferable
legislative quotas. It is also my supposi-
tion that if Hong Kong and South Kores
negotiate terms superior to those won b
the Republic of China, that the Republic
of China would have a strong claim
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 limiting
the exports of Malaysia to the United
States also is in effect. This bilatera
agreement limits noncotton exports for 4
years effective September 1, 1970.

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

Paragraph 10 of the bilateral agreement
concerning trade in wool and man-made fiber
textile products between Malaysia and the
United States—if the Government of Ma.
laysia considers that, as a result of limits
speclﬂed in this agreement, Malaysia. is being
placed in an inequitable position vis-a-vis g
third country, the Government of Malaysid
may request consultations with the Govern.
ment of the United States of America with 8
view to taking appropriate remedial actio

such as a reasonable modification of this
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 agreement was concluded, the President
may also issue, in order to carry out such an
agreement, regulations governing the eniry
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
Miris. In turn, 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 prefer-
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-
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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 suec-
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—because of Senate failure to
ratify 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 relations. The basic
premise of the Nixon doctrine, and the
underlying U.S. strategy for peace, se-
curity, and progress in Asia—which rest
on the assumption of a close and coop-
erative United States-Japan relation-
ship—could be nullified. A new govern-
ment of quite different orientation—
perhaps left-neutralist, perhaps right-
wing nationalist—ecould come to power
on the heels of any collapse of the agree-
ment on Okinawa reversion.

Accordingly, in my judgment, the Sen-
ate’s handling of the Okinawa Reversion
Treaty will be a major test of our states-
manship and sense of responsibility 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 Mansfield 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 preferring a Southeast Asia
which is clearly 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 Japanese view, the
orientation of Indonesia and the Philip-
pines seems more important to Japan's
interests than the orientation of coun-
tries of the Southeast Asia mainland.

I found sympathy and understanding
of the Nixon administration policy of
Vietnamization and U.S. troop with~
drawal from Vietnam. It was clear that
the Japanese do not regard U.S. troop
withdrawals from Vietnam as posing any
threat to Japanese security interests.
The Japanese Government appears to
have a close familiarity with the post-
Vietnam posture of the United States in
Asia as called for in the Nixon doctrine.
That is, the United 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 in post-
war construction and reconstruction ef-
forts in Southeast Asia, following the
restoration of peace. However, the Jap-
anese seem to feel that aid and economic
development efforts in Asia should be
focused primarily on criteria of economic
feasibility and acceptability, rather than
on primarily “political” considerations—
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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 attitudes toward the Peoples
Republic to be curiously ambivalent. The
strong underlying desire to achieve an
amicable—and commercially profit-
able—relationship with mainland China,
is tempered by elements of fear, suspi-
cion and old animosities and rivalry. In
addition, the close relationship estab-
lished with the Republic of China on Tai-
wan is an important, inhibiting factor in
relations with the Peoples Republic—at
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 relations. On the one hand,
many Japanese are suspicious or fearful
of efforts by Peking to drive a wedge be-
tween Washington and Tokyo. These
fears and suspicions are closely related
to the clear conviction in Japan that Tai-
wan and South Korea embody the indis-
pensible security perimeter of Japan. In
both nations today, the United States
provides the security ‘“shield” against
possible efforts by Peking to establish
hegemony there which could threaten
Japan's own security and survival. More-
over, given present domestic and inter-
national conditions, it is recognized in
Japan that Japan could not take over the
security role of the United States in
those two vital regions.

The Japanese Government, on the
other hand, is also said to fear that it
might wake up some morning to learn
that the United States had already es-
tablished relations with Peking and/or
had achieved an understanding with
Peking on Chinese representation in
the UN.—without being informed and
without having itself taken the parallel
steps that would be expected of it by
Japanese public opinion. The Japanese
ping-pong team was not invited to China
with the U.S. team. However, from con-
versations in Washington 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 about 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 reconstruction 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 diversion 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 honorable and
leading role for it achieved through
peaceful, nonmilitary means—Japan
could azain 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. Japan can and should do a lot
itself to avoid creating the external con-
ditions of reactive ‘‘stiflement” which
could in turn rechannel 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 distinguished senior Senator from
New York (Mr, Javirs). 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
feught 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 guestion or to separate the
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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 that 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 colloguy, 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 are 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 agreement, 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 Jaranese friends that
we need bilaterr] agreem=nts between the
industries or between the countries in-
volved and alternatively multilateral
agreements of which the United States
is a part, all of this should ke kept elear-
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
sensitivity is so great that even though
there is heated debate on textiles, in the
fin :1 analysis on Okinawa reversicn and
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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
ReEecorp 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
REcorb, as follows:

[From The Washington Post, June 6, 1971]
THE TALK oF NATO
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

Liseon.—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: “ilus-
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 besn 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 forelgn minister
naturally brought up with Secretary of State
William Rcgers the untidy matter of that
American base in the Azcres, which Portugal
owns, from which our navy files those sub-
marine patrols to keep track of Soviet under-
s=a 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, ol
course, but you get the drift. Nobody, either
s talking about formalizing the American
lease on the Azores base, but just extending
the current satisfactory status quo.

Then the Norweglan 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 Douglas-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 about
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 1s 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 Parls on
Sunday, where as far as anybody can see the
biggest business will be, of all things,
Okinawa. It seems the Japanese foreign min-
ister will be on hand for an economic meet-
Ing which happens to be a fine reason for
him and Rogers to button up the Okinawa is-
sue. It has to do with American rights at the
Naha 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 sald your amendment
would destroy 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 Rogers 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 to 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 explanation 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
EKremlin'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
Broslo 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. "Explore” means to
try to make the other fellow, in this case
Brezhnev, give some details of what he has
in mind before you agree to anything.

The exact formula agreed on by NATO pro-
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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 llke 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.

DROWNING IN CHAMPAGNE
(By Martin F. Nolan)

WasHiNGTON.—The attempt to depict Sen.
Mike Mansfield as the Abbie Hoffman of
NATO appears to be succeeding, but the vote
in the Senate may be a Pyrrhic victory for
the Administration.

Mansfield's “defeat” can only lead to what
he originally wanted: opening up serlous
questions about American foreign policy and
the more fervent participation of citizens
and senators In the formulation of that
policy.

The questions that will arise are so obvi-
ous that the “experts” will consider them
childish and certailnly annoying. But they
have to be answered,

Are Americans strengthening the German
mark and weakening the American dollar by
supporting a half million Americans in Eu-
rope? Do we need 128 generals, one for every
3200 GIs? Is Europe strong enough, after a
quarter of a century, to defend itself? What
the hell have American Secretaries of State
been talking about at all those NATO Min-
isters’ conferences?

The origin of these questions is also em-
barrassing. Flickering on to American tele-
vision screens lately has been a commercial
for the U.S. Army, featuring Pete Retzlaff,
general manager of the Philadelphia Eagles.
Yes sir, says Pete, you potential doughboys
ought to try the Army's European Option
Plan with none of the Vietnam nasties, a 16
month hitch in Europe “with 30 days paid
vacation to travel!” That sort of ad can
make taxpayers think.

In the current issue of Le Monde, a survey
by France's Syndicat de Grandes Marques de
Champagne shows that NATO troops in Ger-
many consumed 338,218 cases of champagne
last year, more than was drunk in Denmark or
Sweden. As those 128 generals might say, vive
I'European option!

Two other embarrassing aspects of the Ad-
ministration’s drive against the Mansfield
amendments are in its cold-warrior list of
advocates. The most effective name has
turned out to be one who wasn't even asked:
Leonid Brezhnev, who said that the Soviet
Union is willing to talk about mutual, troop
withdrawals in Europe.

The most striking characteristic shared by
the former presidents, ambassadors, generals
and diplomats is the dominant theme of
their recollections and memoirs. None of
them was ever wrong about a major policy
decision. They also seem to share an im-
mutable messianic mindset, not only about
America’s power and responsibility,
about the nature of the strategic threat, i.e.
the Red Army marching to the gates of Paris.

but -
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The two conspicuous absentees from that
bipartisan list of NATO-backers are men who
admitted they were wrong about Vietnam:
Former Defense Secretary Clark M. Clifford
and former U.N. Ambassador Arthur J. Gold-
berg. Their contribution to American foreign
policy has not been as bold and as vivid as
the swashbuckling Dean Acheson’s. But the
virtue of doubt is seldom flamboyant.

Doubt is just what may be needed today.
Should we be impressed by a slogan of
“leadership for the 1940s” summoned by the
Administration? Have we pald our debt to
Europe? Is the Russian threat the same as
it was 20 years ago? Are we subsidizing our
own impoverishment, drowning the dollar in
a sea of champagne?

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-WIRE DELUSION

(Eprror's Note: The following guest editorial
is by Alan Cranston, U.S. Senator from
California, and longtime contributor to
8R.)

The U.S. Senate recently voted down Ma-
jority Leader Mike Mansfield’'s attempt to
compel a 50 per cent reduction in the number
of American ground troops stationed In
Europe.

In the Senate debate much attentlon was
given to the need to scale down FEast-West
tensions, to correct our adverse balance of
payments, and to get our now quite prosper-
ous allies to assume a larger share of the
financial and military burdens of NATO. All
good points, But I sensed a disturbing under-
current,

There appears to be a taclt understanding
on both sides of the Atlantic that a sizable
number of American troops must be sta-
tioned on the Continent as a kind of human
trip wire to ussure our intervention in the
event of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe.

The theory seems to be that thousands of
Americans must be engaged in mortal com-
bat in the first days of such an invasion, else
we will not intercede. The belief is that the
larger this human trip wire, and the more
human flesh it contains, the more confident
our Iriends and allies will feel, and the more
hesltant the Russians will be.

I find this concept utterly repellent, and
morally grotesque. I am appalled by the
image of 300,000 Americans being offered up
as sacrificial hostages in a new, perverted
version of “earnest money” to reassure our
friends that we will keep our pledge. I am
shocked each time our forelgn friends inter-
pret any effort to reduce the number of hos-
tages as hard evidence that we indeed intend
to go back on our word,

What kind of friends are these anyway?
What kind of opinion do they have of us to
think that we do not value human lives un-
less they are American lives? To think that
we would not consider the lives of other free
men worthy of our concern in the event ol
Soviet aggression? And to think that only the
on-the-spot slaughter of young Americans
could provoke us to act in our own Dbest
interests?

Those who subscribe to the trip-wire
strategy claim it offers us flexibility—a way
to resist aggression without resorting to all-
out nuclear retaliation. The fact is, however,
that the great armies of NATO and the War-
saw Pact facing each other across an imagi-
nary line in Central Europe are as dated as
the cavalry that tried to stand up to the Nazi
panzer divisions in Poland. Our troops in
Europe are armed with tactical nuclear weap-
ons as are, presumably, the Warsaw Pact
forces.

The Davy Crockett, a cannon manned by a
crew of five, has been called the “keystone of
the Allied defense line.” With an explosive
force somewhat less than that of the Hiro-
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shima bomb, it is our smallest tactical weap-
on, and we have others even more power-
ful

In an East-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
80, if it thought the enemy was about to
launch a strike. It is for just these eventuali-
ties that we have our tactical nuclear weap-
ons positioned there. So our troops in Eu-
rope and targets for almost certain death or
radiation polsoning 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 securlty for
us or for anyone else in a world in which nu-
clear weapons are on the loose. We must set
about the task of providing leadership dedl-
cated to achleving 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 buslly preparing for a day when we
may be in the same position in Europe as we
are now in Southeast Asla? Will we some-
day be told that millions of Americans must
dle for those 300,000 American troops in Eu-
rope—just as we are being told now that still
more Americans must dle in Indochina so
that the deaths of the 45,000 already killed
there will, somehow, have heen “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 1s more
than enough in the lifetime of any nation.

The fact is that the whole structure of the
trip-wire concept is bullt on false assump-
tions. The fact Is that we do not need such
an immoral mechanism forcibly to Ilink
Europe's destiny with ours. The fact is that
we are inextricably linked with Europe—by
past 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 NATO, 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 American hostages, but
to defend American freedom and the very
concept of freedom.

Our European allies and those of our lead-
ers who presume otherwise do the American
people & grave injustice.

ArLaN CRANSTON.

[U.8. News & World Report, June 21, 1971]

2,000 U.S. Bases OVERSEAS—ANOTHER TARGET
IN CONGRESS

Following are excerpts from a speech to the
Senate by Senator J. Willlam 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 alone (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. civilians in Western Eu-
rope (over 9,000 in Germany) and employs
directly or indirectly over 70,000 foreign na-
tionals (60,000 of them Iin Germany)—all
paid salaries in dollars extracted from our
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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 million dollars. And last year we spent 31
million dollars for our military 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 million dollars.

How many Americans know that we con-
tinue to maintain facilities on the Balearic
Islands, the Seychelles Islands and on Bt.
Helena, as well as In Malta, Crete and
Sardinia?

Do Americans realize that we spent ap-
proximately 110 million to maintain troops in
Spain and Portugal last year? A quarter of a
billion dollars—250 million!!—in the United
Kingdom? Thirty-one million in Greece and
Cyprus? We also spent 3 million in the Ba-
hamas, 20 million in Bermuda and a full mil-
lion dollars in the Leeward Islands, all for our
military personnel stationed at those places.

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

We maintain some 50 major bases in Japan
and Okinawa (where we have invested 843
million dollars in facllities). We have 4 in
Talwan, 41 in Korea, T in the Philippines and
8 in the Marianas.

We have 12 major bases In the Canal Zone.

I am referring only to major bases—the
places where we have smaller installations
and stations reads llke a geography book.
Apart from the places I've already mentioned,
we have facilities in Australia, Cuba, Ethi-
opia, Morocco, Pakistan, South Africa, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Antigua, Barbados and the
Turks and Calcos Islands.

In addition to military bases spread from
Iceland to South Africa, we maintain dozens
of military advisory misslons abroad. We
spent some 17 million dollars in Europe for
such missions last year. We spent over a quar-
ter of a million dollars for a military advi-
sory group in Pakistan; a half a million dol-
lars each for similiar groups in the Domin-
ican Republic and in Liberia. And these mis-
slons are relatively small compared with simi-
lar missions n Spain, 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 abroad, we will end up as did the
Roman Empire, which became so much a
slave to its forelgn commitments that it died
at home.

[From the Washington Star, June 15, 19T1]
Towarp Troor CuUTs

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is
understandably cautious in responding to
the Russian expression of interest in a mu-
tual reduction of forces in Central Europe.
Even though the idea of negotiations on the
subject has been backed by NATO for three
years, the recent reopening of the subject by
Soviet 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
aside) that would be represented on our side
of the table. The Brezhnev remarks were in
vague terms, and a serles of bilateral discus-
sions, contemplated by the NATO forelgn
ministers, could well be used to explore East-
ern Bloc intentions before an actual start of
negotiations. One of the intriguing prelimi-
nary questions ls how extensive a troop cut
the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact clients
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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 1s 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 general prospects for detente.
The NATO ministers, perhaps wistfully but
certainly in lilne with West German wishes,
hope for progress on Berlin to guide them on
broader issues involving relations with the
East. They 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 Strateglc Arms Limitations Talks between
the United States and Russia now underway
in Vienna and Helsinkl.

In all this, NATO's time for careful prep-
aration is not unlimited. There have been
past strains in the alliance, and the results
(including unilateral force reductions and
French withdrawal from the integrated de-
fense system) have weakened NATO's over-
all posture. The Mansfleld 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:
HicH Cost FOR BALANCE OF TERROR
(By D. J. R. Bruckner)

According to the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, last year £204 billlon was
spent in the world on armaments, including
$103 billlon (a slight drop) among NATO
member nations and $71 billlon (a slight
rise) by Warsaw Pact members. The agency
notes, without a hunt of irony, that the “de-
veloped"” nations account for 90 per cent of
these expenditures.

For many generations military prepara-
tions have been battles within nations of
technology against politics, and the triumph
of technology in this area has always been
disastrous. One can cite examples in history
of nations which failed to arm and have still
been drawn into wars, but you cannot think
of an example of a soclety which supplied 1t-
self with a great arsenal and did not use it.
Countries have been disarmed usually by
losing wars. But the power of present weap-
onry makes loss an absolete method of reg-
ulation,

For a decade Americans have lived with
the notion of a balance of terror between
Russia and the United States. The idea of a
“balance’ was current long before there was
any balance. At the time of the Cuban mis-
sile crisis, Russia had fewer than 100 inter-
continental missiles in place. The experience
of that crisls is probably the reason Russia
has worked so quickly to increase its nu-
clear weapons systems,

From the notion of balance we have got
the notion of insurance against an outbreak
of war: nobody will go to war because no-
body would survive. Only the last part of
that formula is true, however; what the coms-
petition to malntain nuclear balance has
achieved Is a guarantee of the total 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 about some kind
of limit on some kind of weapons. What he
mentioned, in his announcement on May 20
that the two natlons have agreed on a par-
tial agenda for talks, is a limitation on de-
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fensive weapons (ABMs), with the proviso question of limiting conventional forces in

that talks would continue about offensive
Weapons.

The proviso is 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 is 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 is needed is a general pulling
back from confrontation between the two
nations. The sequence of events since last
Christmas is 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
bitter complaints that the White House had
not given clear enough or flexible enough
instructions to Gerard Smith, the chlef
American arms negotiator.

But, during the winter, the Presldent
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
biologlical 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 blological weapons only.

On May 14, he reiterated and expanded
his remarks about troop reduction talks.
That is a lot of movement on a broad front.
You can argue the politics of the Soviet sig-
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-
fled 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 is 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. It 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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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 viewpolnt for talks on a mutual, bal-
anced reduction of forces.

The growing indications that a Berlin
agreement might be within reach after 156
months of discussions were reinforced when
Secretary of State Willlam P. Rogers sald at
& news conference today that he would meet
this week with Ambassador Anatoly F. Do-
brynin to determine when and under what
circumstances Moscow would be ready to
begin talks on a reduction of forces.

“I am golng 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 Iin
terms of time and place, et cetera,” Mr.
Rogers sald.

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

The Secretary declined to enter into the
detalls of the Berlin talks, but he sald that
“some progress had occurred recently 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 afterncon 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. Zlegler, 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 sald, was a
speech in Tiflis on May 14 by Leonid I. Brezh-
nev, the Sovlet party leader, urging the West
to begin exploratory talks on the reductions
of military forces in Europe.

Mr. Brandt said in his speech: “Now we
see that the Soviet Union and the United
States—and not only they—ifavor for this
idea in prineciple.”

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-
iecal 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.

Officials sald that the Soviet position on
Berlin had softened after the Ministerial
Council of the Atlantic alliance sald in a
communique following its Lisbon meeting
earlier this month that “the ministers would
regard the successful 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 “provides maxi-
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mum flexibility” on the troop-reduction
talks, He took issue with Mr. Brezhnev's sug=
gestion in his Tiflis 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 sald 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
mid-1968, which is now almost three years
ago. Their publication could not conceivably
damage American security interests, much
less the lives of Americans or Indochinese.

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 REecorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
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 & 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 will continue to fight to the fullest
possible extent of the law what we believe
to be an unconstitutional 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 is, as was stated In
our original 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 responsibility of the press in
this democracy is to publish information
that helps the people of the United States to
understand the processes of their own gov-
ernment, especlally when those processes
have been clouded over in a vell of public
dissimmulation and even deception.

As a newspaper that takes seriously its ob-
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ligation and its responsibilities to the publie,
we belleve that, once this material fell into
our hands, it was not only in the interests
of the American people to publish it but,
even more emphatically, it would have been
an abnegation of responsibility and a re-
nunciation of our obligations 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-
tory, They refer to the development 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 concelv-
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 about 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 the truth.

It is the effort to expose and elucidate
that truth that is the very essence of free-
dom of the press.

“PRIOR RESTRAINT” ACTION MAY BE PRECEDENT

(By John P. MacKengzie)

“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 traditlon, sald
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 clvil injunction
proceeding.

Yet the odd thing 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 are 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
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speech freedoms has involved attempts to
punish, rather than prevent, some form of
expression.

Major exceptions occur frequently in the
obscenity field. But only last 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 wanted 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 that was done on the grounds
that an agreement with his government cus-
todians had been violated.

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 hospltal
conditions.

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 be irreparable.

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 called The Saturday Press.

Although the city claimed only that future
publications would be as libelous 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 mnot exclusively, immunity from
previous restraints or censorship.”

He added, "The fact that for approximately
150 years there has been almost an entire
absence 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 constitutional 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 Antldeficiency Act violation by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration (with accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION PROVIDING A CONSUMER
INFORMATION PROGRAM

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion submitting proposed legislation to
amend the National Traffic and Motor Ve-
hicle Safety Act of 1966 to provide for the
development of a consumer information pro-
gram concerning the damage 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 Yorr CITY

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
State transmitting proposed legislatlon to
authorize the appropriation of $1.3 million
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for an ex gratia payment to New York City
to assist in defraying the extraordinary ex-
penses incurred by the city in regard to the
25th anniversary celebration of the United
Nations (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 Committee 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, 1838, 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
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

PETITION

A petition was laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore
(Mr. GRAVEL) :

A petition from the West Side Church of
God, Wichita, Kans., relative to the higher
education guaranteed student loan program;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, without amendment:

S. Res. 121. A resolution authorizing the
printing of the 1970 Annual Report of the
National Forest Reservation Commission as
a Senate document (Rept. No. 92-148); and

5. Res. 130. A resolution authorizing the
printing of the report entitled ‘“Cost of
Clean Water” as a Senate document (Rept.
No. 92-149).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, with an amendment:

5. Res. 117. A resclution to authorize the
printing, as a Senate document, of the pro-
ceedings of the public meetings on the de-
velopment of a uniform conventional mort-
gage form (Rept. No. 92-150).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, without amendment:

S. J. Res. 111, A joint resolution extend-
ing for two years the existing authority for
the erection in the District of Columbia
of a memorial to Mary McLeod Bethune
(Rept. No. 92-151) .

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion:

S. Con. Res. 30. An original concurrent res-
olution authorizing the printing of the
study entitled “Soviet Space Programs, 1966—
70" as a Senate document (Rept. No. 92—
152).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
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the Committee on Rules and Administration,
without amendment:

H. Con. Res. 120 A concurrent resolution
to authorize the printing of a Veteran's Bene-
fits Calculator (Rept. No. 92-153).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, with an amendment:

H. Con. Res 206. A concurrent resolution
to reprint brochure entitled “How Owur
Laws Are Made” (Rept. No. 92-154).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
A COMMITTEE

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

By Mr. SPAREMAN, 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 referred as indicated:

By Mr. INOUYE:

8. 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.
JacksonN, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. HarT, Mr. PeArsoN, and Mr.
Moss) :

8. 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:

5. 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:

5. 2076. A bill for the relief of Anton Emil
Eamar. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HARTEE (for himself and Mr,
THURMOND) :

8. 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:

8. 2078. A bill for the relief of Miss Rita
Baccega. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

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

5. 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,
DomINICcK, Mr. HuMPHREY, Mr,
INoUYE, Mr, MONDALE, Mr. PASTORE,
Mr. Percy, Mr. STEVENS, Mr, TaFT,
and Mr. TUNNEY) :
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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. JAacksoN, Mr. PASTORE, Mr.

- HorLrings, Mr. Hart, Mr. PEAR-
sow, 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-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.
NAVIGABLE WATERS SAFETY AND ENVIRONMEN=-

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
abundant and varied types of fish and

20109

wildlife. While the visible 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 transport 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 by 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 these 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 will make the intent of
Congress clear and provide the broad
authority 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,
vceur 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 confrol of vessel traffic in the
United States is long outdated. Other
nations, primarily in FEurope, 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.
Lowg), 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. THURMOND, Mr, WiL-

LIAMS, Mr. HArRT, 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 purchase of packaged perishable or

semiperishable foods; referred 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.
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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 purchases of spoiled meat
products, overage dairy products, and
stale bakery items are appearing with
increasing frequency.

Manufacturers 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:

Baslcally, 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-
chandise 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
promotional item. Yet, for the long-haul,
we still 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

June 16, 1971

“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 temperature and
humidity conditions 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 a 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 and
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 either 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 Recorp, 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 PERISHAELE

AND SEMIFPERISHABELE FOODS

SectioN 1. The Falr Packaging and Label-

ing Act (156 U.S.C. 1451-1461) 1s amended by

adding at the end thereof the following new
title:

“TITLE II
“DEFINITIONS

“See. 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-
able food' means any food which the Secre-
tary determines has a high risk of any of
the following as it ages:

“(A) spollage;

“(B) slgnificant loss of nutritional value;
or

“(C) significant loss of palatability.

“(4) The term ‘pull date' means the last
date on which a perishable or semiperish-
able food can be sold for consumption with-
out & high risk of spollage or significant loss
of nutritional value or palatabillity, 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 contalner or wrapping in
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which a perishable or semiperishable food 1s
enclosed.

*“(6) The terms ‘package’' and ‘principal
display panel’ have the meanings prescribed
for those terms by sections 110(b) and
110(f), respectively, of title I of this Act.

“LABELING REQUIREMENTS FOR PERISHABLE
AND SEMIPERISHABLE FOODS

“SEc. 202. (&) No person who manufactures
or packages a perishable or semiperishable
food in the form in which it is sold by retail
distributors to consumers may distribute (or
cause to be distributed) for purposes of
sale 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
retall 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 distributor of any packaged 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 wunder 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, and

**(8) 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 perishable or semiperishable foods,
may place packages of such foods, labeled
in accordance with subsection (a), in ship-
ping containers or wrappings unless such
contalners or wrappings are labeled by him,
in accordance with regulations of the Séc-
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 semiperishable food to the ultimate con-
sumer any pull date required by this section
to be placed on the label of such food’s pack-
age or shipping container or wrapping.

“(f) (1) The pull date and the storage in-
structions required to be on the label of a
packaged perishable or semiperishable 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 (1) in the case of the month con-
tained In the pull date, expressed in the
commonly used letter abbreviations for such
month, and (i1) 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—

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

*“(11) 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

“(iii) permitting a person engaged in the
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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 subparagraph (A)(lii) of this
paragraph, such regulation shall also con-
taln—

“(1) such provisions as may be necessary
to provide uniformity, where appropriate, in
the time periods used In pull date determi-
nations; and

“(i1) provisions for regular review by the
Secretary of the pull date determinations
and the time periods and data upon which
they are based.

“PENALTIES AND INJUNCTIONS

“Sec. 203. (a) Any person who knowingly
or willfully violates any provision of section
202, or any regulation made thereunder, shall
be imprisoned 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 him 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 than three years or fined not more
than $25,000, or both.

“(b) Any packaged perishable or semi-
perishable food that 1s distributed in viola-
tion of section 202 or any regulation made
thereunder shall be liable to be proceeded
against at any time on libel 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. 834) (relating to seizures)
shall apply with respect to proceedings
brought under this subsection and to the
disposition of packaged foods subject to such
proceedings.

“{e) (1) The United States district courts
shall have jurisdiction, for cause shown, to
restrain violations of section 202 and regula-
tions made thereunder.

*“(2) In any proceeding for criminal con-
tempt for violation of an injunction or re-
straining order issued under this subsection,
which violation also constitutes 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 trial shall be
conducted In accordance with the practice
and procedure applicable in the case of pro-
ceedings subject to the provisions of rule
42(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Pro-
cedure.

“(d) In the case of any imports into the
United States of any packaged perishable or
semiperishable food covered by this title, the
provisions of section 202 and regulations
made thereunder shall be enforced by the
Secretary 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 of section 202
or a regulation made thereunder is reported
by the Secretary to any United States attor-
ney for institution of a criminal proceeding,
the person agalnst whom such proceeding is
contemplated shall be given appropriate no-
tice and an opportunity to present his views;
either orally or in writing, with regard to
such contemplated proceeding.

“{f) Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued as requiring the Secretary to report
for prosecution, or for the institution of libel
or injunction proceedings, minor viclations
of section 202 or a regulation made thereun-
der whenever he believes that the public in-
terest will be adequately served by a suitable
written notice or warning.

“(g)(1) Actions under subsection (a) or
(¢c) of this section may be brought in the
district wherein any act or transaction con-
stituting the violation occurred, or in the
district wherein the defendant is found or is
an inhabitant or transacts business, and
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process In such cases may be served in any
other district of which the defendant is an
inhabitant or wherever the defendant may
be found.

"{2) In any actions brought under subsec-
tion (a) or (c¢) of this section, subpenas for
witnesses who are required to attend a
United States district court may run into
any other district.

“REGULATIONS

“Sec. 204. The Secretary shall make regu-
lations pursuant to this title in accordance
with the procedures prescribed by sectlon
5653 of title 5 of the United States Code (other
than clause (B) of the last 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 description
of his activities for the administration and
enforcement of this title in the preceding
fiscal year.

““COOPERATION WITH STATE AUTHORITIES

SEc. 206. (a) The Secretary shall (1) trans-
mit coples of each regulation made under
this title to all appropriate State officers and
agencles, and (2) furnish to such State offi-
cers and agencles information and assistance
to promote to the greatest practicable extent
uniformity in State and Federal regulation
of the labeling of packaged perishable or
semiperishable foods.

“(b) Nothing contained dn this section
shall be construed to impair or otherwise in-
terfere with any program carrled into effect
by the Secretary under other provisions of
law in cooperation with State governments
or agencles, instrumentalities, or political
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 construed 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 lability 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) BSections 3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8, 8, 10, and 12
are each amended by striking out “this Act”
each place it occurs and inserting in lieu
thereof "this title”; and section 13 is amended
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) Sectlons 102(a), 102(b), and 105
(a) (as soredesignated) are each amended 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 redesignated) are
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amended by striking out “section 4” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “section 102"; and
sectlon 105(c) (as so redesignated) is
amended by striking out “sections 4” and
inserting in lieu thereof “sections 102",

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

(D) Section 102(a) (as so redesignated) is
amended by striking out ‘“‘section 6” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “sectlon 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. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
WirLiams, Mr. Case, Mr. CRAN-
STON, Mr. DoMINICK, Mr. Hum-
PHREY, Mr. INouvg, 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. WirLLiams, and Mr.
Casg, Mr. CraNsTON, Mr, DoMINICK, Mr.
HumMmpHREY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr, MONDALE,
Mr. PasTORE, Mr, PErRcY, Mr. STEPHENS,

Mr. TarT, and Mr. TunNnNEY, 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 “Mpyasthenia
Gravis Week."”

This proposal has the support of the
Mpyasthenia 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
gravis 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 are very expensive. To help ease
the financial burden faced by the pa-
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tient who must take 20 to 30 pills a day,
pill banks have been set up where the
pills can be purchased at a greatly re-
duced cost.

Prior to the foundation’s grants-to-
clinics program which was established
in 1954, only one specialized diagnostic
and treatment center for myasthenics
existed in the United States. There are
now 23 clinies in key cities. Here, where
personal relationship with the patient
is stressed, individualized treatment un-
der striet 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 techniques.

To correct many misconceptions about
myasthenia, and to help the patient ad-
just to his disability and fulfill his ca-
pabilities, education of the patient, rela-
tives, employers, and others directly or
indirectly concerned with the problems
of the patient is vital. Efforts to bring
proper evaluation, care and public
awareness of the myasthenic patient are
uninterrupted. A public information 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 Mpyasthenia 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 dissemination of information
among the members of the medical pro-
fession as well as the general public.

I commend this joint resolution to my
colleagues and urge their support. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of this
resolution be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, 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-
nia Gravis is a neuromuscular disease affiict-
ing thousands of the general population of
the Nation each year, and there is need to
support research, education, drug banks,
clinics and the dissemination of medical and
public information concerning this disorder,
the President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation designating the period
between September 12, 1971, through Sep-
tember 20, 1971, as “Myasthenia Gravis
Week,” and calling upon the people of the
United States and interested groups and or-
ganizations to observe such week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 221

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

B. 5317

At the request of Mr. AnpeErRson, 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 Security Act.
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B. 1081
At the request of Mr. BavH, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (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.
8. 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 composed of soft drink and beer
containers.
S, 1662
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoverN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1662, a bill to provide for the conveyance
of the island of Kahoolawe to the State
of Hawaii, and for other purposes.
5. 2023
At the request of Mr. BayH, the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. ToOwER) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 2023, to provide for
a procedure to investigate and render de-
cisions and recommendations with re-
spect to grievances and appeals of em-
ployees of the Foreign Service.
8. 2040

At the request of Mr. Bogas, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) was
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.

8. 2046

At the request of Mr. MonTovA, 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.

B.J. RES. 75

At the request of Mr. MownpaLg, the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEvENns) 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
appropriate 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
report 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 Recorp at this point.

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

RECOMMENDATION §

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 nevertheless
convinced that the employee pension con-
cept carrles with it so many advantages for
the Nation and its future elderly that its
continued growth is vital. Imaginative new
programs must be sought.

The Task Force bhelieves 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
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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 in 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 sophisticated 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:

8. Res. 137

Resolved, That 1t 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 financial community in
designing, as companion to old-age, survi-
vors, and disability insurance under the
Soclal Security Act, a comprehensive stand-
ard voluntary pension system assuring port-
ability of accrued pension rights and ben-
efits.

SENATE 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 referred 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, durlng the 92d Congress, $20,000 in
addition to the amount, and for the same
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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. EENNEDY. 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 legitimate representative of China
on the United Nations, including the Gen-
eral Assembly, the Security Council, and
all the other member 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, led 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 Republic 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 emphatically relected 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 would 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-
strictions on travel and trade, and es-
pecially the wvisit 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 harbingers 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 issues—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 Relations,
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 Taiwan is also the gov-
ernment of the 800 million people of
mainland China.

It is long past time for the United
States to accept 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 Recorp, 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
REecorp, 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 and 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 (Talwan) in the
United Nations without the prior agreement
of those two governments to such a formula;

(3) That the future status of Talwan and
the future status of relations 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, 1971]
A PorLicy STATEMENT BY U.S, CHINA SCHOLARS

As scholars in Chinese studies, we believe it
imperative that the People's Republic of
China be granted its legitimate seat In all
United Nations bodies as the sole government
of China. We oppose any effort by the United
States to impose a formula for dual repre-
sentation without the prior agreement of
both claimants to China’s seat. In the ab-
sence of such agreement, the gquestion for
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the United Nations is simply who represents
China. On this question, the answer is clearly
the government in Peking. As for the future
of Talwan and of Washington-Peking rela-
tions, these are complex issues whose resolu-
tion will require time, negotiation, and ac-
commodation. In the meantime, Peking
should be granted 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, Cornell,

Eugene Boardman, University of Wis-
consin.

Davis B. Bobrow, University of Minnesota.

Derk Bodde, University of Pennsylvania.

Howard L. Boorman, Vanderbilt.

Robert A. Burton, Unlveristy of Eansas.

Claude A. Buss, SBan Jose State College.

Helmut G. Callis, University of Utah.

Maud E. Callis, University of Utah.

Madeleine Chi, Manhattan College.

8. M. Chu, Temple University.

O. 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, University of Michi-

John Despres, Santa Monica.

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. Falrbank, Harvard.

John Fincher, Johns Hopkins.

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, CUNY.

George C. Hatch, Washington University.

Paul Hiniker, Michigan State University.

J. Stephen Hoadley, Washington 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.

Barry C. Keenan, Mount Holyoke.

Donald Klein, Columbia.

Philip A, Euhn, University of Chicago.

Joseph Lee, Michigan State University.

Robert H. Q. Lee, State University of N.Y.,
Stony Brook.

Alexander Levin, Dartmouth.

Charlton M. Lewls, Brooklyn College,
CUNY.

Robert Jay Lifton, Yale.

Daniel Lovelace, Temple Buell College.

Stanley Lubman, University of California,
Berkeley.

Marc Mancall, Stanford University.

Robert W. McColl, University of Kansas.

Maurice Melsner, University of Wisconsin.

Walter J. Meserve, Indiana University.
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Lucien M. Miller, University of Massa-
chusetts.

Harriet C. Mills, University of Michigan.

Jonathan Mirsky, Dartmouth.

J. Kent Morrison, University of Utah.

Donald Munro, University of Michigan.

Rhoads Murphey, University of Michigan.

Andrew J. Nathan, Columbia.

Dwight H. Perkins, Harvard.

Willard O. Peterson, Dartmouth.

David Poston, University of Redlands.

Jack 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, University 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, Harvard.

A, C. Scott, University of Wisconsin.

Mark Selden, Washington University.

Charles Seymour, Yale.

James D, Seymour, New York University.

James Sheridan, Northwestern.

Sheldon W. Simon, University of Kentucky

Thomas R. Smith, University of Kansas.

So Kwan-wal, Michigan State University.

Stanley Spector, Washington University.

S. Bernard Thomas, Oakland University.

James C. Thomson, Jr., Harvard.

George Totten, University of Southern
California.

James R. Townsend, University of Wash-
ington.

Dantel 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.

Allen 8. Whiting, University of Michigan.

Martin King Whyte, University of Michi-

Al
’ Roxane Witke, State Unilversity of N.X.,
Binghamton.

Arthur F. Wright, Yale.

Pald for by donations, which may be sent
to Allen S, Whiting, Department of Political
Sclence, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
Michigan. Names of colleges and universities
given for identification purposes only.
ScroLARS URGE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

m U.N.

(Press release by: Citizens to Change U.S.
China Policy, 110 Maryland Avenue NE,,
Washington, D.C. 20002, (202) 544-1763)
June 14, 1971: More than 100 scholars in

Chinese affairs from 50 colleges and univer-

sities In 19 States called today for seating

the People’s Republic of China in the UN.

In a New York Times advertisement, the
scholars stated their opposition, moreover,
to “any effort by the United States to im-
pose a formula for dusal representation with-
out the prior agreement of both claimants
to China's seat.” The statement also declared
that *“‘the future of Talwan and of Washing-
ton-Peking relations are complex issues
whose resolution will require time, negotia-
tion, and accommodation."”

Professor Allen 8. Whiting from the Uni-
versity of Michigan and chalrman of Citizens
to Change U.S. China Policy noted, “‘This is
the first time since the scourge of Senator
Joseph McCarthy swept the China fleld in
the early 1850's that American scholars have
spoken out on a political matter central to
their concern.” He called attention to the
presence of such prominent professors as
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John K. Fairbank of Harvard, George Beck-
mann of the University of Washington, Tang
Tso of the University of Chicago, John Israel
of the University of Virginia, Stanley Lub-
man of the University of California at Berke-
ley, Donald Klein of Columbia, Alexander
Eckstein of the University of Michigan, Derk
Bodde of the University of Pennsylvania,
Arthur F. Wright of Yale, and Gordon Ben-
nett of the University of Texas. He noted,
too, the spread of scholarly opinion across
the country in all regions.

Whiting added that the advertisement was
paid for by contributions from individuals
and did not represent any organization or
commit the signatories to any position be-
yond that contained in the statement.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR EDwArRD M. KENNEDY
BEFORE THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON
UnNITED STATES-CHINA RELATIONS, NEW
YorK Crry, 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 unylelding policy of military con-
tainment and diplomatic isolation toward
Communist China, However valld that policy
may have seemed for the Cold War of the
Fifties, it 1s demonstrably false in the Six-
ties, and must not be carried into the
Beventies,

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 policles to rush unimpeded along
their course, it will 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 especially true in Vietnam. There is
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-
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mitment. The advent of a new Administra-
tion affords a moment of hope for millions
of Americans and Vietnamese. It is & moment
that will not long be with us.

The same opportunity exists for our poli-
cles 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 are soft on China, but because
it is 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—Ilikely to exceed one
billion by the 1980°'s—China demands a
volce 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 Kal-
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 billions 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 Nationallst
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 Natlonalists to Taiwan, our government
refused to go to thelr ald and refused to
place the American Seventh Fleet in the
Taiwan BStraits to prevent a Communist
takeover of the island. To do so, we sald,
would be to intervene in the domestic clvil
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 anticl-
pated that we would soon adjust to the new
Aslan 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 Talwan Strait and sent large amounts of
military ald 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-
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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
EKorean 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 hostlle 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 serles 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 allles
limit their trade with China. We conducted
esplonage 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 Is not my purpose here to question the
merits of the actlons 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 Natlionalists’
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 Natlonalist 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 Unifed
Natlons, 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
purpose of the present discussion, however,
one of its most significant drawbacks is that
it is likely to be seen in Peking as a new
military 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 utllity of an
American ABM system is to defend the
United States against whatever feeble re-
sponse Peking could muster after an Ameri-
can first strike against China. Far from de-
terring aggression by China, therefore, de-
ployment of the ABM system will 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 the ABM system, I belleve it makes
no sense from the standpoint of a rational
Asia policy for America.
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In large part, 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-
tainment and political insolation the Com-
munist regime on the mainland would be a
passing phenomenon and would eventually
be repudiated by the Chinese people. Few of
us today have any serious doubt that Com-~
munism is permanent for the foreseeable fu-~
ture on the mainland. There is no believable
prospect that Chiang Kal-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
twenty years, the Nationalists have controlled
only the two million Chinese and eleven mil-
lion Talwanese on the island of Taiwan, one
hundred miles from the mainland of China.
How long will we continue to insist that the
rulers of Talwan 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
soverelgnty over the entire continent of
North America.

The folly of our present policy of isclating
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 choosing, and 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
fllegitimate, 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 Chou En-Lal at
the Geneva Conference in 1954. That slight
has not been forgotten.

The Communist regime was sald 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 1830's. This
evaluation grossly exaggerated the extent to
which Soviet ald 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 because of the great violence and dep-
rivation of freedom that it 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 it and the social and
economic gains it produced. We have ignored
the fact that the Nationalists also engaged
in repressive measures and deprivations of
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freedom, not only during their tenure on
the mainland, but also on Taiwan. We have
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, most leaders
in Washington employ more responsible
rhetorie, 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 occupled Czechoslovakia. Such ac-
tion 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 1862 clash with India
were carefully limited engagements. 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 today is not so
much the danger of direct Chinese aggres-
sion as the uanger of indirect aggression,
based on Chinese efforts to subvert existing
governments and replace them with gov-
ernments friendly to Peking. Yet, until Viet-
nam 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
political instability occurs in Asia, Africa
and even Latin America, its record of sub-
version is unimpressive. On the basis of the
past, it is very likely that nations whose gov-
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 China’s revolutionary zeal. Experi-
ence with the Soviet Union and the Eastern
European Communist nations suggests that
the more fully China is brought into the
world community, the greater will be the
pressure to behave like a nation-state, rather
than a revolutionary power.

Ironically, it is Communist China's former
teacher, the Soviet Union, that is now deter-
mined to prevent any moderation of Chinese-
American hostility. We cannot accept at face
value the current Soviet image of China,
for the Soviets have far different interests
in Asia than we do. Although we must persist
in our efforts to achieve wider agreement with
Moscow, we must not allow the Russians to
make continuing hostility toward Peking the
price of future Soviet-American cooperation.
Rather than retard our relations with Mos-
cow, & Washington-Peking thaw might well
provide the Soviet Union with a badly needed
incentive to improve relatlons with us.

We must not, however, regard relations
with Peking and Moscow as an “either/or”
proposition. We must strive to improve rela-
tions with both. We must be alert, therefore,
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to any opportunity offered 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 our past relations with China, it
is unrealistic to expect Peking to take the
initiative. It is our obligation. We are the
great and powerful nation, and we should
not condition our approach on any favor-
able action or change of attitude by Peking.
For us to begin a policy of peace would be
a credit to our history and our place in the
world today. To continue on our present
path will lead only to further hostility, and
the real possibility of mutual destruction.

Of course, we must not delude ourselves.
Even If the United States moves toward an
enlighted China policy, the foreseeable pros-
pects for moderating Chinese-American ten-
sions are not bright. It is sald 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 last November to resume
the Warsaw talks, although now withdrawn,
suggests the possibility that China's policy
may change more rapidly 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, China's leaders are
divided by conflicting views and pressures
for change. We must seek to influence such
change in a favorable direction. We can do
so by insuring that reasonable options for
Improved relations with the United States
are always available to Peking's moderate or
less extreme leaders.

The steps that we take should be taken
soon. Even now, the deterioration of Chinese-
Soviet relations in the wake of the recent
border clashes may be stimulating at least
some of the leaders in Peking to re-evaluate
their posture toward the United States and
provide us with an extraordinary opportunity
to break the bonds of distrust.

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

First, and most important, we should pro-
claim our willingness to adopt a new policy
toward China—a policy of peace, not war, a
policy that abandons the old slogans, em-
braces today's reality, and encourages to-
morrow’s possibility. We should make clear
that we regard China as a legitimate power
in control of the mainland, entitled to full
participation as an equal member of the
world community and to a decent regard for
its own security, The policy I advocate 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, 1s emphasize to China that our military
posture is purely defensive, and that we
stand ready at all times to work toward im-
provement in our relation.

Second, we should attempt to reconvene
the Warsaw talks. At the time the talks were
cancelled, I wrote the Secretary of State, ask-
ing the Administration to make an urgent
new attempt to establish the contact that we
so nearly achieved at Warsaw, and to do so
before the air of expectancy that hung over
the talks is completely dissipated. If the
talks are resumed, we should attempt to
transform them into & more confidential and
perhaps more significant dialogue. The par-
ties might meet on an alternating basis in
their respective embassies, or even in their
respective countries, rather than in a palace
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of the Polish Government. Whether or not
the talks are resumed, more informal offi-
cial and semi-official conversations with
China’s leaders 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 the 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 to 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-
guently 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 to
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 relations
with the Nationalist regime on Talwan 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 Taiwan 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 malntain 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 Talwanese 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
recognition of the Nationalists. And, as the
case of Great Britain suggests, Peking may
insist on our recognition of the mainland's
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claim to Talwan 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 gquestion of Taiwan, we should
withdraw our opposition to Peking’s entry
into the United Nations as the representa-
tive of China, not only in 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 island'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
Talwan 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 Taiwan might be represented in
the United Nations as an autonomous unit
of China, by analogy to the present status
of Byelorussia 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 willing-
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 range of initiatives I have
mentioned, and make clear to Peking that
our views are not rigid on even the most dif-
fleult issues that have divided us so bit-
terly in recent years.

We will have to be patient. Peking's ini-
tial reaction to serlous 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 ap-
propriate. According to Chinese tradition, the
model Confucian gentleman was taught that,
whenever involved in a dispute, he should
first examine his own behavior, ask himself
whether he bears 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.
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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:

8. Con. Res. 30

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the study en-
titled “Soviet Space Program, 1966-70", pre-
pared for the use of the Senate Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences by the
Congressional Research Service with the co-
operation of the Law Library, Library of
Congress, be printed with illustrations as a
Senate document, and that there be printed
three thousand additional copies of such
document for the use of that committee.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
RESOLUTIONS

5. RES. 98

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

5. RES, 133

At the request of Mr. Tower, the
Senator 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.

AmMENDMENT 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 an amendment to H.R. 8866,
the Sugar Act of 1971, now pending be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee. I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

AmeENDMENT No. 163

On page 7, line 7, strike out line 7 and
insert the following:
proportionately.

“{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 in 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 and reallocate the
same to other foreign countries desig-
nated in the bill to receive quotas.

The question involved is not whether
we should 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 bestowing upon them
a special valuable subsidization, in effect,
of their sugar industry and economy.

South Africa practices racism as con-
scious national policy.

Morality need not stop at the waters
edge. America should operate, both in
the domestic realm and in 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.

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.

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE
ACT—AMENDMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 164

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

Mr. SAXBE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to H.R.
6531, an act to amend the Military Se-
lective Service Act of 1967; to increase
military pay; to authorize military ac-
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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. EacrLEToN, 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 subject 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 be aware,
numerical control is a process of guiding
machines by computer tape rather than
by hand. By this 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 Smal]l Business requested that the
Small Business Administration prepare
a presentation allowing small firms
throughout the country to learn of these
developments, so they could use them as
profit opportunities rather than have
their major accounts and perhaps even
their existence terminated. As far as I
know, no committee of Congress 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 publie,
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, Washington, D.C. 20510; tele-
phone 225-8490.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIR-
PORT—THREE DECADES OF SERV-
ICE TO THE NATION'S CAPITAL

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, 30
yvears ago today a new era in transporta-
tion was launched with the opening of
Washington National Airport. This im-
portant facility is now one of the busiest
and most important airports in the
world, providing the National Capital
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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. Shaffer, 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.
Edward V. (Eddie) Rickenbacker, whose dis-
tinguished contributions to every segment
of American aviation have had a direct bear-
ing on this Natlon's preeminence in aero-
nautical leadership. His service to his Gov-
ernment, the aviation community, and the
American public warrants this Nation's deep-
est gratitude and admiration.

Mr. President, Washington National
Airport is an exceedingly important 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 Recorp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

ANNIVERSARY ADDRESS OF SENATOR JENNINGS
RANDOLPH, WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT
30TH ANNIVERSARY CEREMONIES, WASHING-
TON NATIONAL AIRPORT, WEDNESDAY, JUNE
16, 1971, 11 A.M.

WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT IS 30 YEARS

YOUNG

It is a pleasure to have a part 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 alrport to
serve the Nation's Capital was beilng vigor-
ously debated. The old Washington-Hoover
airport, on the site where the Pentagon
stands, accommodated what few alr opera-
tions there were, but it was clear that new
or at least better alrport facilities were need-
ed. There was a great deal of disagreement,
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however, on where a new field 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
& decision is made and an airport is built,
there is scarcely an instance when the people
of that locality have not wondered how they
get along without the services the alrport
affords.

It has been no different with Washington
National. Debate continued off and on for
nearly 12 years, and 36 separate bills dealing
with an alrport for the National Capital area
were introduced in Congress, beginning with
the first land acquisition proposal in Febru-
ary 1927. In June of that year, a study by
the National Capital Parks and Planning
Commission concluded that the mud flats
along the Potomac at the Gravelly Point area
represented an “attractive” site for consid-
eration. It Is interesting that the location
was opposed by some on the grounds that
over-water approaches and departures were
“too dangerous”, while the noise-absorbing
advantage of the peninsular site apparently
did not figure in the decision. The some 680
acres of airport land include 20 million cubic
yards of “fill.” The airport boundaries still
embrace 170 acres of the Potomac River.

Since the alrport opened in 1841, some 122
million people have arrived or departed
Washington by way of National Airport. And
for 25 of its 30 years, airport revenues have
exceeded the costs of its operation. It also
has been a moneymaker and a provider of
Jjobs for the community at large. Washing-
ton National represents a major “industry"”
for Northern Virginia, employing 8,400 peo-
ple and supporting an annual payroll of
$86 million (1970).

The value of Washington Natlonal, 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 alrport 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 alirlines,
Government, and concesslon operators spent
more than $26 million 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 Natlonal 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 fashionable not to trust any airport
over 30, but in the case of Natlonal 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 maln 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
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it. Since then, WNA has been more or less
under constant construction. In the last four
years, terminal space has been increased 60
percent, with the addition of the improve-
ments made by Allegheny, Braniff, Delta, Na-
tional and Northeast airlines plus the beauti-
ful new American, Northwest and TWA facil-
ities—which together represent an added in-
vestment of nearly $14 million.

Washington National has fulfilled the tests
of a good alrport. During 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 sald a major considera-
tion of any airport should be its “accessibility
to the people it serves.”

Convenience, accessibility, capacity for
growth, adaptability, safety: Washington Na-~
tional has satisfied all the consumer require-
ments for a good airport. It s nonetheless a
source of irritation to its immediate neigh-
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 responsibility to
soften the sounds of air 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 alrport has outlived its
usefulness.

Washington National might have bheen
built near Camp Springs, one of the eight lo-
cations under consideration. 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 trafic 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 potentlal for the air transport
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,
rapld surface access systems coupled with
compatible land use concepts will make re-
mote airparks a virtue, while special pur-
poses—such as reliever or STOLport uses—
may be the destiny for many of today's
“downtown" airports.

Like most airports, 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 ecivil aviation, WNA remains steadfast 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 retirement age. But for this
airport, it 1s neither the end of a story nor
time for retirement. A blueprint for the Na-
tional Airport of the eighties is already in the
making. In fact, in terms of making this air-
port a better nelghbor, 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 always been proud of the
successes of their sons and daughters in
all walks of life.
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One of the best known and certainly
most successful of these is the interna-
tionally known musician, 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-
nomies, 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 onlr 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 Recorb.

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

SpoTLIGHT oN YouTH: A FaMIiLy PrLAN

FOR BUSINESS

When the newest member of our musical
organization, young Mary Lou Metzger,
stepped Into the spotlight to sing “No, No,
Nanette” on one of our recent weekly broad-
casts, it was more than just a regular pro-
duction number . . . and if you had heen
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 recelved 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 into 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
. . . fallure is impossible!

SHARING

President EKennedy once sald, “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 it 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, hls 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
to 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 program. 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 Cates,
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 costum-
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 technigque 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 can walk!” (He
was referring of course, to the fact that she
moved gracefully 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 herself realized that
she needed to refine certain aspects of her
talents, and she began to take vocal lessons
on the side. S8he studied and rehearsed con-
stantly.

But the heart of our training program
made 1tself 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 every 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 ever
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~ 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
understand that 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-
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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 other
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 numbers. 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” flair in her
voice, somewhat reminiscent in feeling 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 revival 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-fledged 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 beneficlal 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-
tribution 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
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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 gpirit,
which grows as employer and employees
strive to reach a mutually rewarding goal.
And third . . . the 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 glve 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, because 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 direction 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 llke dropping a pebble in a
stream, with waves of trust and good will
spreading out in ever-widening circles. For
both employer 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 s0 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 inflation
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 soclety
there has too often been no marriage to start
with, and youngsters are left to roam the
streets 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 ralse their children
with discipline but not love. We ralse 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 all.

THE NEED TO CHANGE SOME LAWS

Our plan recognizes this prineciple, and it
is the basis on which we operate. I know from
first-hand experience 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 natura] 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
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and the small businessman in particular
.. .could afford to traln 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 committed 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 abllities 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
Brow.

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 second. 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 valld 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 wvalue 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
character. 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,
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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 clear
and sound and heartwarming. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Dr.
Parker's essay be printed in the REcoORD.

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

WuaAT Our Frac 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-
torlcal 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, Lincoln'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 & 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, diserimination, riots and war. It rep-
resents adventure and the exploration of
earth resources and space; of men landing
on the moon.

Qur 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 happler. It is a symbol of me as a hu-
man individual lving 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 millions
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 Association, included an article
by Prof. Willilam 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 Recorbp,
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 academic world, and
during that time I have seen that famous
statement of Voltalre's about the rights of
his opponents to speak paraphrased to read.

‘I disagree with what you say, so I will
defend to your death my right to silence

oul”
¥ I come here as an emissary, unfortunately,
from occupied territory in America's Second
Civil War.

And although I say this to enliven the dis-
cussion, I feel it is accurate. The war is not
between Black and White, not between
North and South, not between Business and
the Unlversity, nor even between those above
30 and those below 30. It is, as I hope you
will 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-
cal criminals.”

A NEW KIND OF CRIMINAL

My first point is the “ideological criminal”
or, more accurately, the ideoclogically-moti-
vated criminal. A year and a half ago, in the
April, 1969, issue of the American Bar As-
sociation Journal, I wrote an article entitled
“The New Left and the Old Law."” There I
tried to describe the mentality of the per-
son who commits a crime for a political pur-
pose and to show how different he is from
the “traditional criminal.” For instance, the
ideologue commits his bombings, disruptions,
arson, even kidnapping, as part of the self-
styled “Movement;"” the traditional criminal
operates as a loner or part of small gangs.

The ideologue is politicalized to the nth
degree; he eats, breathes, sleeps “racial poli-
ties.” The traditional criminal, it appears, is
largely a-political. The ideological criminal
is not primarily interested in money, al-
though it is useful for The Cause. He is in-
terested in discommoding the Establish-
ment. When a few partisan ddeologies were
able to work their temporarily mindless fol-
lowers up to the point of burning a branch
of the Bank of America in California, their
purpose was neither psychotic arson nor fi-
nancial self-aggrandizement: it was to de-
stroy a despised symbol, one which in their
own minds they had endowed with a politi-
cal significance that they had been taught
to hate.

Usually the ideologically-motivated crimi-
nal seeks maximum publicity for his actions.
The older, traditional criminal type preferred
to live unknown to the public at large or
the law enforcement apparatus. The ideolo-
gic, on the other hand, often wants maxi-
mum exposure. He wants the press and TV
to pick up what he does—which they do quite
readily—and multiply his image and influ-
ence to others. He views his actions as edu-
cational, whatever direct results they achieve;
thus we now have a few highly-politicalized,
I might say, self-politicalized, lawyers who in
defending “radical” clients will call a press
conference every day of the trlal so they can
spread their venom attacking the system of
criminal justice in everyone’s living room on
the ten o'clock news.

In fact, there have been cases where indi-
viduals deliberately violated a criminal law—
say, burglary, or defacement of property such
as draft records or corporate flles—just to
trigger off a trial where they would have a
foruln—in the courtroom, later in the papers
and nn television—to argue thelr views of the
Vietnam war. They are usually highly in-
censed when the judge will not permit their
political harangues to change the trial from
a question of breaking and entering to one
of international war crimes. What sort of
grasp of the judicial process does the citizen
have who thinks he has a “right” to argue
polities in any forum, even & courtroom?
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The ideologue wants to have confronta-
tlons because this is an education process by
which he can draw in and recruit the un-
committed. The idea is to goad police or
school administrators or both into some sort
of overt physical action which will possibly
hurt somebody—someone hit over the head
or caught in a cloud of tear gas—and then
the student on the sidelines sees the blood or
feels the pain, talks about it in the dorms
and coffee shops, and comes to realize how
“repressive” the Establishment is.

The ideologically-motivated are not really
as interested as you might expect, in the
overall goals of these escapades. At Colum-
bia, for example, Mark Rudd sald he didn't
care about Morningside Heights, that he
didn't even know where the gym was. As
for the Institute for Defense Analysis, a
government-contract 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 aroused, a building seized, the cops
called, and violence to follow.

Now when someone like me tries to point
out the excesses of the violent radicals and
explain their motivation—which is nothing
less than an arrogant attempt to destroy this
soclety—some apologist usually stands up an
says, “You are stifilng dissent”—or being
repressive, or fascist, or whatever, The ob-
jection, 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 Berkeley
library turned into Filthy Speech, when the
violent radicals 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 a few
in the Movement, not the many who want
legitimate social reform. The existence of
particular soclal evils, even serious ones,
does not make a soclety universally bad, any
more than a man who has & head cold or
even an ulcer should be executed. Nor is any
evil in this society so great that it justifies
murder—for the bombing death of that grad
student at Wisconsin in the math building
last summer was murder—to express one’s
“protest.” I am not criticlzing dissent as
such, but the perversion of it; I support
Voltaire's original point, 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 peculiar religious dimension of the
radical movement, The radicals have a politi-
cal faith and are on a great religious crusade.
Faith is something we pragmatic Americans
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 killed
countless millions, from the Berlin Wall to
the Siberian camps—some have estimated 83
million in 54 years—all the price of attain-
ing the ‘“classless society” which—despite
the total absence of any proof such a thing
can be achieved—they believe they can ac-
complish. The radical movement is a kind
of faith. It has its saints—Che Guevarsa,
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-
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glans, such as Herbert Marcuse, whose books
I will discuss in a moment. It has its schisms
in the ranks—during the last year two or
three factions claimed to be the “real” S.D.S.
and anathematized all rivals, even while try-
ing to outdo them in converting—or destroy-
ing—the infidels.

I might remark to judges that in my opin-
ifon an ideologue who is nearly fanatical
about his political religlon will 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 wuniversity computer. For misde-
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 Conguest’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 cause
of his alienation and offer some spiritual
antidotes. I turn to that next.

“THE GREAT REFUSAL”

My third point is: how did they get this
way? True, today’s radicals are part of the
first generation which grew up nourished on
TV and now think you can rearrange a world
with the ease of changing a station on the
set. True, also, they have been glutted by
creature-comforts from 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 paranolac conduct of the arsonists and
murderers. Let me suggest, rather, a deeper
cause: they have been taught to hate this
scclety.

I call your attention to the Gospel Accord-
ing to Herbert Marcuse, who still teaches,
though in his seventies, at San Diego State.
I have a long article on his jurisprudence,
such as it is, in the October 1970 issue of the
8t. John's Law Review, and commend it to
you. Briefly, Marcuse's 1964 book, One Dimen-
sional Man, asserts that American techno-
logleal society, by its very success in satisfy-
ing material needs, is ‘repressive,” even
“totalitarian.” Though a Marxist, he admits
that unionized workers are hardly revolu-
tionaries and grants that the two-class
dichotomy that Marx believed would erupt
in revolution does not exist in the U. 8.
Rather, the entire society is absorbed, he says,
by affluence, so much so that we all—not just
the bourgeolse—refuse to consider the “radi-
cal alternative,” we all have a vested interest
in the status quo, we all attempt to co-opt
dissent by ylelding to the dissenters in trivia
but keeping the essence of the system the
same. The clever system is so repressive, he
says, that we are controlled by it without
even realizing our bondage!

What to do about it? For those who have
“learned how to think radically,” he preaches
what he calls “The Great Refusal” or—also
his phrase—"cultural subversion." In his
more recent book, An Essay On Liberation,
he urges his student followers to “cop out”
of this soclety 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—such as
repeating in bull sessions, on the streets, in
the underground press, that the police are
“pigs;” in life-style, in dress, in habits, in
social contacts, in reading, In resisting the
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“Rules of the Game'—the laws—which he
says are rigged in every way possible the stu-
dents must, he says, build a biological sub-
stratum that will make it easy to extract
their souls from soclety spiritually. He wants
them to be here physically, but spiritually
be—no place. They become psychologically
rootless. I call this a reverse-rehabilitation
process, a process of self-alienation. A person
can “talk himself out of love” with his spouse
by dwelling on her bad points, overlooking
her good features, and concocting in his mind
some glamorous alternative—until finally
getting a divorce is a foregone conclusion,
Likewise, a student can *“fall out of love"
with his country and the values it stands for,
by constantly thinking only about its bad
points, forgetting or never notlecing its good
points, and, with the help of a Marcuse, who
mixes up a head potlon of one-half Marx,
one-half Freud, stirred with revolutionary
rhetoric, swallowing untested the idea “the
Alternative,” which to achieve he must
divorce himself from soclety’'s values.

Marcuse’s final book 1s 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. Impatient with
the slow pace of cultural subversion, Marcuse
constructs a rationale justifying violence:
democracy is wrong, he says, now that the
people cannot make reasonable—l.e., rad-
ical—choices, being co-opted as they are by
the hyper-productive technological soclety.
Thus one must “withdraw tolerance” from
those individuals and groups in this soclety
whose ideas impede “liberation’—as defined
by Marcuse—and bestow it on only those who
are progressive. Thus one must prevent peo-
ple from speaking, if they would speak for
armaments rather than disarmament; if they
would support warfare rather than welfare;
if they would oppose such “progressive” pro-
posals as centralized governmental control of
the economy or large subsidies for the poor—
or amnesty for rioters. We saw this “with-
drawal” of tolerance” in practice last year at
Georgetown, when a score of radicals, some
not even G.U. students, drove Mayor Alloto
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 of
the West, Hayakawa, stifles dissent—3,000
miles from Washington, but what matter?
when you're endowed with infallibility as is
a Marcusean radical, you have a right, to
silence anyone who 1s not progressive, like
you.

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

Before I turn in the last point to some brief
suggestions on what to do about the floating
sub-cultures that the Marcuseans have
created, it should be noted that in a free so-
clety under the Rule of Law, violence is just
as wrong when perpetrated by the Right as
by the Left, and that I would guess the F.B.1.
is just as vigilant to try to penetrate the
Minutemen as the Weathermen. So my fail-
ure to comment herein on the Eu Elux 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 at once.

But there is a larger reason: the violent
radicals on the Left are now in action—kid-
napping Deans, bombing buildings. Moreover,
thelr type of mindlessness is fostered in the
citadels of the mind, of all places, by elab-
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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 activist 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 wisdom. If you
want a parallel, imagine what you'd think if
judges urged lawbreaking, or doctors' medical
journals extolled the virtues of cancer.
WHAT TO DO

In the New Left Article in the AB.A.
Journal I urged some steps that ‘Bar as-
soclations and businessmen could take to
blunt the violent radicals’ attack on soclety.
The goal is to vaccinate the susceptible stu-
dents, who are uncomfortable with the idea
of violence but whose resistance is low,
against the ideas of the Marcuses, who
preach revolution. The weapons in America's
Second Civil War so far 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 are
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 cells
uncontrolled by the overall structure, moving
along through the system and eating and
disrupting and growing despite the overall
structure of the body, and finally reaching
such proportions that the body cannot func-
tion as & whole.

This Is what happens with the kind of
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 feed 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 thingsl) its
abundance. His student followers are ro-
mantics, not realists; they live on the moun-
taintop of theory, not in the marketplace of
practice. They simply have not had any lived
experience with this soclety’'s creative and
productive institutions. Thelr 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 law
resolves, of the wealth-mechanism that cor-
poration law develops, of the channels for
creative endeavor that contract law opens, of
the protection of human dignity of tort law.
They don't understand that far from being
“repressive,” the legal system Iliberates us
from the jungle of resolving conflict through
violence. And they match their ignorance of
law with a simllar ignorance of business, its
problems, its workings.

Yet the fault is at least partially ours. For
we have not provided them the lived ex-
perience of the real workings of soclety so
that they have a basis for reallsm. 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 system in all 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 that the schools provide
courses in “political due process,” the method
of running a free society nonviolently. Nor,
except for falterlng attempts on the yearly
Law Day, have we ourselves offered the
schools much counsel about the legal system.
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If we would restore respect for that system,
weé 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 papers—in a word, a professional ex-
position in every medium—on the Rule of
Law, given in a way that will stimulate ques-
tions, given by men who can answer them, I
recommend each Bar assoclation set up a
“Committee on Law and Soclal Change"” to
undertake these tasks, chalr it with a realist
who understands that this is the most im-
portant “continuing 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 EacLEToN 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, training 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 utilize 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 field 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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nolegy in these two examples is evidence
of the fact 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 educational technology is
title I1I of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act. The Senate Appropriations
Committee has recently allocated a total
of $90 million, a $40 million inerease cver
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 fleld of educational technology.

The field of educational technology is
new. We cannot estimate the pobssible
impact that an extensive use of these
materials could have on cur 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 future 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 AND 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 national 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 impaect 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 letter was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

DEwWEY AND ISRAEL

Sir: The obituaries of the late Thomas E.
Dewey touched upon many facets of his dis-
tingulshed 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 Galllee, including
the city of Safed—severance from the Negev
(constituting about 55 percent of its terri-
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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 its
hostile Arab neighbors and taking away the
Israell part of Jerusalem and international-
izing the city.

Objective Middle East experts were prac-
tically unanimous in agreeing that the im-
plementation of the Bernadotte Plan would
have rendered the State of Israel economi-
cally, politically and geographically unviable.
When the 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 citi-
zens from the public and private sectors
went to Washington to plead with President
Truman to reverse Marshall’'s decision and
to reject the Bernadotte Plan—to no 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
Secretary of State. Against this background,
Marshall had gone to Parls in advance of
the September, 1948 meeting of the UN as-
sembly. As related personally to me, Dulles,
who was preparing to go to Paris as a mem-
ber of the U.S. delegation, had received a
cable from Marshall that 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 Bernadotte
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 press, in which
Dewey pledged to Israel wholehearted po-
litical, economic and territorial support, re-
Jecting the provisions of the Bernadotte
Plan. Two days later, President Truman, in
an equivocal response to the Dewey state-
ment, reversed himself, repudiated Marshall’s
position on the Bernadotte Plan and pledged
support for Israel.

It is not inaporopriate to quote Carlyle:
“The history of the world is to be found in
the biographies of great men.”

BERNARD KATZEN,
Former 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
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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
lawyers 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 relationship between the Presi-
dent and the Congress on war powers
issues.

It concludes—

This analysis demonstrates that Congress
has untrammelled authority to 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-Hatfleld 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 McCGOVERN-HATFIELD
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 65631 (VierwaMm Dis-
ENGAGEMENT AMENDMENT)

The McGovern-Hatfleld 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 armed 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 civillan
populations of Indochina, and 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 prineciple, 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-Hatfleld 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
that any authority which the President may
have had under the Tonkin Gulf Resolution
was withdrawn when the Congress repealed
that Resolution on December 31, 1870,
which repealer was signed by President Nixon
himself on January 12, 1971,

The FPresident’'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
avold 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 pald 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! 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 that purpose appointed.” “The Writings
of George Washington,"” p. 482 (Worthington
Chauncey Ford, ed. 1889)

The essentially “command” nature of the
office of Commander in Chief was emphasized
by Alexander Hamilton who sald 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 authcrity to econduct a sustained

Footnotes at end of article,
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military operation in a distant land, using
what Is essentially a conscript army, and
that Congress lacked the authority to 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.?® 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 had exercised such a power
in 1678 and it was the conscious design
of the drafters of the Constitution to
give Congress more power over foreign aflairs
and over warmaking than the Parliament
had possessed.

Justice Jackson, concurring in the Young-
stown Steel case! made the point In these
words: “(The President) has no moncpoly of
‘war powers,” whatever they are. 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.” ®

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 military mat-
ters. The “executive power" (Article 1I, Sec-
tion 1) and “commander in chief" (Article
II, Section 2) provislons are more than bal-
anced by impressive catalogue of congression-
al powers set out in Article I, Section 8, which
glve Congress basic and substantial authority
over military matters.® 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 a longer term than two jyears."” No other
power of Congress Is restricted in this man-
ner. The restriction, interestingly, does not
apply to the provision giving Congress power
“to provide and maintain a navy.” The two-
year restriction necessarlly 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 able, 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 that the
President is to be commander in chief of the
Army and Navy is to maintain eivilian control
over the military. The clause also prevents
Congress from investing a rival to the Presi-
dent by designating some person other than
the President as commander of the military
forces. Nothing in this particular clause, how-
ever, may be construed as a limitation on
Congress in the exercise of its express powers,
nor does the language of the clause give the
President the authority to determine the
scope and extent of military operations free
from Congressional Iimitation 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. Avallable contemporary authority
seems to support this conclusion.®

The Supreme Court has upheld the limita-
tions on the President's war power intended
by the Framers of the Constitution in those
few cases that have dealt with the President’s
power as Commander-in-Chief, In Little v.
Barreme,” the Court held that the President
had exceeded his powers in ordering the Navy
to seize ships coming from French ports,
since Congress' consent to hostilities was lim-
itad to ships going to French ports. In Flem-
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ing v. PageS’ the Court, while not expressly
deciding the polnt, 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 military. As commander-
in-chief, he is authorized to direct the move-
ments of the naval and military forces placed
by law at his command . . . .”" In Ex Parte
Milligan,'* the Court held that the Presi-
dent’s military power to establish military
courts of general jurisdiction could not be
exercised in areas where constitutionally es-
tablished courts were in operation. In a con-
curing opinion Mr. Chief Justice Chase made
the following observation pertaining to the
division of military powers between the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches:

“Congress has the power not only to ralse
and support and govern armies but to declare
war, It has, therefore, the power to provide by
law for carrying on war. This power neces-
sarily extends to all legislation essential to
the prosecution of war with vigor and suc-
cess, except such as interferes with the com-
mand of the forces and conduct of com-
palgns. That power and duty belong to the
President as commander-in-chief.

From the statement of the Chief Justice
one can clearly infer that nelther branch
may interfere with powers expressly granted
to the other. Thus, the President, as Com-
mander-in-Chief, may not interfere with
either the powers of Congress to raise, sup-
port and govern the armed forces or to de-
clare war.

It is clear that the President does not ac-
quire power simply because he believes that
a particular course of action is necessary or
desirable in the efficlent conduct of current
hostile military operations. The Steel Seiz-
ure Cases arose in the setting of the Korean
War, Steel production was interrupted by
a labor dispute, and the President directed
the Secretary of Commerce to take posses-
sion of the steel mills involved so that pro-
duction would not be interrupted while Con-
gress was considering possible legislative
solutions to the problem. The majority of
the Supreme Court (six to three) held that
the President had acted in excess of his au-
thority, since there was no legislative au-
thorization for the seizure.™

There is neither legal nor historical sup-
port for the proposition that Congress would
be trespassing on the Presidential preroga-
tive if it should assume to forbid sustained
military operations in particular areas or to
direct that a specific military venture be
brought to an end.

The Nixon Administration opposed the
Cooper-Church amendments barring the use
of funds to finance the introduction of
American ground combat troops into Cam-
bodia or Laos on the claim that it interfered
with the Presidential prerogative. It has
sought, however, to comply with the literal
terms of the inhibition against use of ground
forces and advisers in Cambodia or Laos.™
If this resolution were in violation of the
Constitution, there would be no need to ob-
serve it. The attempts at compliance indi-
cate the legitimacy of the exercise of Con-
gressional authority.

Congress has the authority to direct the
President to bring hostilities in a particular
theater to an end, either immediately or
within the confines of a specified schedule.
The power to declare or to recognize war
manifestly connotes the power to call for
the end of a conflict. The President has no
inherent power to direct that a conflict be
continued wuntil it fulfills the President's
objectives.

No war, whether declared or undeclared,
may be maintained without Congressional
support. Congress alone has constitutional
authority to make provision for men and
materiel. Congress is free to exercise its ap-
propriation power in the control of military
involvements and commitments as it sees fit.




20126

It may determine that certain funds are to
be used for housing or education rather than
for military hardware, and 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
analysis demonstrates that Congress has un-
trammelled authority to determine that its
appropriations are not to be used for mili-
tary operations in a particular theater be-
yond a designated date. And that is precisely
what the McGovern-Hatfleld 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.
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MAO TSE-TUNG’'S CHINA

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr., President, on
Friday, June 11, the distinguished Sen-
afor from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) expressed
some confusion about my remarks 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 about bodies floating in the
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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 otherwise 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
trip 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 speech be printed
at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

Appress By Lr. GENERAL V., H. ERULAK

China—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 mankind; a people who
have 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 deprivation, mass
coerclon and terror.

In 1809 Napoleon sald, “Let China sleep.
When it awakes, the world will be sorry.”

China is indeed awake and, unless the
world faces realistically the nature of that
awakening, it is indeed likely to be sorry.

In one brief discussion, it is not possible
to treat adequately all the of Red
China’s interface with her neighbors and
with the world at large.

A real understanding of this interface in-
volves consideration of the burden on the
little nations of Southeast Asia who must
live with a hungry and acquisitive China; of
thelr problems of survival,

It involves an understanding of the race
between China and India for modernization
and power.

Of the hunger of Japan for Chinese raw
materials;

Of the impact of fertilizer, antibioties and
the pill on China's future.

Of the dispute between China and the
U.S.8.R. over millions of square miles of bor-
der area.

Of the tragic turmoil that has beset China
for 25 years;

Of the true state of affalrs In Peking to-
day.

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 is headed today, and what it
means to us.

We are faced with a crisls—nothing less—
where the matter of recognition 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 China is; what she means and, more
important, who is speaking for the 750 mil-
lion people. In short, just what is going on
in Peking? Can we deal with Mao 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 Japan, Taiwan,
Hong EKong.

Thailand and
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I spoke to government leaders, U.S. and for-
eign diplomats, businessmen, journalists,
military people, and personal friends in these
areas and hammered continually 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 are likely to dis-
agree on either the diagnosis or treatment
of a disease, s0 the many people to whom I
spoke were not unanimous on either the situ-
ation in Red China or what needs to be done
about it. Mostly, they spoke confidentially
and with great candor.

I was impressed, in the end, that their
viewpoints did not diverge greatly, and from
it all, I believe I was able to distill a clear
picture of how a group of real experts sees
the situation.

First, let us talk briefly of background. Re-
call that the Chinese soclety has lasted for
over 2 millenia, based always on the family
as the embodiment of the Confucian ideology
and as the fabric which held the people to-
gether.

The Manchus understood this, and tried to
exploit the Confuclan system. So did the
Mongols before them.

But not the communists. After 2,000 years
of family existence, when the communists
came into power in 1949, the first thing they
sought to destroy was the family.

In a soclety 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 parents, set
up boarding schools and nurseries, sald that
all children belonged to the state and tried
to teach them to despise their parents.

As a basically independent people, the
Chinese had shown an 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
efficlency more than anything else, the com-
munists turned their back on the greatest
reverence of all where the Chinese people
are 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 witk
the past and to change the attitude of the
people into one of complete subjection to
the communist system.

The years between 1950 and 1966 were a
constant procession of experiments—experi-
ments involving millions and millions of
people, and each aimed at destroying the
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 QGreat 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 that 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-
mantie, a pure Marxist; probably 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
million 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 viclent temper.

His consummate brutality where his col-
leagues and his people are concerned should
be no surprise 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 quiet
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 impersonal “production units.” Children
were to be wards of the state. Men and women
were to be allowed to cohabit, not as a part
of normal existence, but simply for procre-
ation.

It was a fallure—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 Flylng 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 fallure, 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
ralsed it.

He quickly lost interest.

The next experiment was a period of self-
criticism; a program where Mao encouraged
critics of Maolsm to speak out freely. He
called it his “Thousand Flowers" program,
aimed at getting to the heart of thelr 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 opponents 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 effort
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.
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Fallure. 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-
trol program to help fight famine.

Failure. The Chinese family would not
cooperate.

In the face of this Incredible pattern of
experimentation with the lives of his people
and the unvarying pattern of failure, there
was a8 brief and significant period in 1965
and 1966 when things grew better. This was
not because of any improvement in govern-
ment or enlightenment in leaderhip but
simply because of exhaustion.—The Commu-
nist Party relaxed its pressure to experiment,
probably because they were worn out and
devoid of ideas.

For a brief moment, the people were left
alone to live their own simple lives. The re-
sult was almost miraculous—more food, more
tranquility, more consumer goods;—not only
because the low level party functionaries
were tired of putting their efforts behind
Maoist experiments with the lives of the peo-

le.

. Mao himself, in 1966, was sick with 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 determined to make one last
major push; one designed to transcend in
both scope and results all of those experi-
ments that preceded it.

He decreed what amounted to an attack
on his own party mechanism, or the ma-
chinery and principles of Marxism.

His scheme was to wipe the slate clean, get
rid of every official who had exhibited any
doubt whatever of the eficacy of Maolsm,
purge the intellectuals who had raised ques-
tlons regarding the regime, wipe out the re-
maining large businessmen, and try again to
create an absolutely classless, totally com-
munized soclety. The only people to be left
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 1966
with a free hand to eliminate every vestige
of antl-Mao thought. Mao and his cohorts
expected that the youths would have done
their purging in a month or so, and they
certainly expected that the youngsters would
respond to the direction of the party leaders.

But it did not work that way. They went
wild—killing, stealing, battling among them-
selves, losing sight completely of the Marxist
idealism that was supposed to govern their
actions.

The rampaging of the several million irre-
sponsible youth simply crystallized and in-
tensified the opposition to Mac—both in and
out of the party. Anti-Mao groups took cour-
age and came out into the open. The country
was In turmoil. Strikes and even street fight-
ing between the Red Guards and the contest-
ing factions were common. Wherever he could
get someone to obey, Mao'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 fact was, in
1967 and part of 1968, nobody was in charge
at the top. It was a hollow shell. Low level
civil functionaries did pretty much as they
pleased. Many simply stopped functioning.
People everywhere felt relief at the lack of
government supervision, and were free to
criticize Mao and his minions, Under the in-
fluence of anti-Maolsts, things grew sub-
stantially better, particularly in the coun-
tryside.

Mao saw that his regime was tottering—
about to be engulfed in elvil war, involving
not just the party, but the cities and farms

20127

as well. In desperation he finally turned on
the farmers and laborers, 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 army 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 confiict,
refusing to intervene in Mao’s behalf; willing
at most, to keep some semblance of law and
order in the countryside.

In the end, the army was loyal only to it-
self. Its leaders realized that it stood as the
only stabilizing power in all China. They
were not committed to ldeology as much as
to maintaining the focus of power, and build-
ing up thelr nuclear strength against a pos-
sible confrontation with the Russlans. They
are tough men, they are patient men. They
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 final try.

Almost with a wave of 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 act of authority discharged
by committees of the people.

Whether it was a store, a farm, a factory,
8 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 sald, “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 face-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
s what is golng on now. The Mao regime is
trylng desperately to put on the face of suc-
cess; to preserve the fiction that their Marx-
ist innoculation 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
Maolst totalitarianism. The viclousness of
Mao’s 20 years of attack on his enemies will
be felt everywhere, and the Maoists mania of
totally isolated superiority will 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
are 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.

They have grave economic problems,
brought on by a quarter of & century of
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experimentation. They have serlous agri-
cultural problems. Even though this year’s
grain harvest was good, it is still less than
needed for a bare subsistence diet.

In the face of these facts, all of which
are avallable to the Department of State
and thus to our legislators in Washington,
it will be well to go directly o the subject
of Red China recognition, and the United
Nations.

It is obviously a major issue facing the
United States this year. In addition to the
Communist countries, several of the larger
non-Communist nations have established
some form of relationship with Peking;
Britain, Canada, France, Italy, Sweden and
Norway are the principal ones.

Last year about 40% of the required
66% of the United Nations were in favor of
seating the Maoists. Now the pressure is on
us,
There the key phrase is, “Establish a
meaningful dialog.”

Some of the U.S. diplomatic people to
whom I spoke, some of our business people,
some of our forelgn 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 that we should do
it at once.

But by no means does everyone feel 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 pecple at large, they wouldn't know
what to talk about. They are simple, provin-
cial folk, whose horizon does not extend far
beyond their own village. Eighty-five per-
cent of them are existing at the subsistence
level or below. Their only alm is to survive;
their only satisfaction, caring properly for
their elders; their only pleasure, sleeping
with their wives.

A dogzen times I was reminded that the
government which purports to represent
them does not. Nobody really does. As I have
said, the Maoist leadership is a failure. The
great leap forward failed. The great flying
leap failed, and the great proletarian cultural
revolution failed in a wave of unprecedented
blood letting.

Mao has largely lost the helm to a group of
generals to whom power and not dialectic is
the key and the objective.

What Senators Fulbright and McGovern
and our “meaningful dialog" proponents are
really contending is that there is some bene-
fit to be found in intercourse, not with the
men in the flelds 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 nihilistlc Marxist
brigands who have survived literally by kill-
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 Atilla 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 viclous 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 might as well get in
bed with a nest of rattlesnakes, that is, as-
suming they would be willing to get in bed
with us, which is doubtful.

There is a Chinese proverb that is applica-
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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
sald. After two years of humiliating haggling,
they finally got the Maoists 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.

Seven 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
while M:o's bullies beat him physically,
sacked his 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 generations. It has both the chance and
the challenge to contribute directly to the
peace of the world by standing 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-throats, that where the Mao group is
concerned, no wrltten 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 is 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 walt, the Chinese people
will throw 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-
tlon 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
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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
of a Communist dominated Southeast Asia—
to include Singapore, Burma, Malaysla 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 WAKE UP TO
THE DANGER OF PAKISTAN
CRISIS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, Crosby
S. Noyes, the noted editor and columnist
for the Washington Evening Star, has
written a succincet 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 golng 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 ald is going to
help the wretched millions in the eastern
province. What 1t is doing is sustaining the
government in Islamabad in a campaign of
repression that is unparalleled in modern
history, and creating the conditions for a
major catastrophe.

I agree with this analysis. That is why
Senator Saxse 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 Recorp.

There being no objection, the text of
the proposed amendment was ordered to
be printed in the REecorbp, as follows:

Sec. . All military and economie 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 end 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 regular 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 appropriated 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 Executive 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 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.

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 Washington Evening Star, June
15, 1971)
WE MusT WAKE UP TO DANGER OF PAKISTAN
CR1sIs
(By Crosby S. Noyes)

The situation that has developed in East
Pakistan and western India is not only a
human tragedy of staggering proportions, it
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 bellef that
the problems of Asia are so vast and intrac-
table that there is nothing that can be done
about the agony and destruction of millions
of human beings.

The facts, at least, are brutally clear.

Since March 25, when West Pakistan
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 Indlan
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 population
has swollen to 12 million and whose sanita-
tion 1s the worst of any city in the world.

The influx poses an intolerable threat to
the Indian government, whose own popula-
tion is chronically near the starvation
point, Millions of dollars are being spent to
feed the refugees by a country desperately
short of everything except people. West Ben-
gal already is the most unstable of the In-
dian states and the arrival of millions of
destitute Pakistanis is a prescription for
disaster on a vast scale.

India’s Prime Minister Indira Gandhl has
told the Parliament in New Delhi that “con-
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 sald,
“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 publiely and
seriously about the possibility of war. Even
a man like Jaya Prakash Narayan, who has
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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 officlals 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
ald 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 1t 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 numerous
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 TUnited
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 prisonem be,fore withdrawal is com-
pleted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article I have described be
printed at this point in the Recorbp.

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

A WAY To DISENGAGE FROM VIETNAM
(By Charles W. Yost)

In 1968 I prepared for the Carnegie En-
dowment on International Peace and Coun-
cil on Foreign 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 “substantial and painful concessions"
by both sides.
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It was perfectly clear that Hanoi would
not accept a settlement which left the Thieu-
Ky government in power indefinitely or
which provided for elections to be carried
out by that government, even with some
international supervision. There is a strong
tendency among Asian voters, even in rela-
tively free elections, to accept “the man-
date of heaven"—that 1is, to vote for the
party in power. To Hanoi, elections managed
by the present Saigon government would
mean loss of all it had fought for so long
and so hard.

My paper suggested, therefore, that we
explore seriously and urgently in Paris
whether the North Vietnamese would accept
a neutral interim government to carry out
elections, a government from which both
the Thieu partisans and the National Libera-
tion Front would be excluded or, alterna-
tively, one in which both would be included
but in a minor role. If this were possible,
I thought an immediate cease-fire could be
brought about and the war rapidly wound
down. If Hanol insisted on an interim gov-
ernment which the NLF would clearly con-
trol, that would be unacceptable to our side
and the negotiations would fail.

This paper was just about to be circulated
to the members of the two organizations
which sponsored it when I was offered by
the incoming Nixon administration the post
of U.S. ambassador to the United Nations.
The first request which was made to 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 Asla. 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 elther “bring about
a drastic change in the character of the
Saigon government as a basls 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 belleve 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 that all their military
actions, both defensive and offensive into
Cambodia and Laos, are designed to reduce
American casualties, to protect American
forces as they withdraw and to secure the
release of American prisoners of war. Actu-
ally, there seems little doubt that, if the
administration were prepared either to ac-
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cept a political settlement involving a change
in the Saigon government or to fix a proxi-
mate date for the total withdrawal of U.S.
forces the North Vietnamese would be only
too willing substantially to reduce hostili-
ties as well as to release all U.S. prisoners
by the time U.S. withdrawal was completed.

AN EMOTIONAL BASIS

It appears more likely that the real reasons
why the President and Kissinger are pre-
occupied with at least the appearance of vic-
tory in Southeast Asia are: (1) the simplistic
conception stamped on their minds in their
politically formative years and never relin-
quished of an apocalyptic bipolar global
struggle between communism and the “Free
World” in which any setback to either side
anywhere threatens critically the delicate
balance of power everywhere; (2) their fear
that the loss of South Vietnam after the
expenditure of so much American blood and
treasure In its defense would produce a do-
mestic political upheaval in the U.S. which
would discredit their administration and
throw the Republican Party into the arms of
its right wing, and (3) the panic which
seems to overcome any American President
at the thought of being the first “to lose a
w.ﬂ

These deeply felt emotions are, I suspect,
much more decisive with the President and
Kissinger than are the more prudent con-
siderations which led them to proclaim the
Nixon Doctrine. They cannot yet bring them-
selves to renounce military “options” involv-
ing U.S. forces which they still hope will
preserve the status quo in South Vietnam
and which the American public could still
be persuaded to tolerate. The President has,
partly by the exercise of his own rhetoric,
persuaded himself, as President Johnson did
earlier, that the “loss” of South Vietnam,
however it came about, would be an intoler-
able “humiliation,” would cause the U.S.
to be considered by both foes and friends,
“‘a’ pitiful, helpless glant” and would fatally
blot the reputation in history of the Presi-
dent who presided over it.

Actually, of course, the more leaders use
this sort of language in public, the more they
create the atmosphere which could make it
self-fulfilling. 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.8. 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 advantages,
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 Amerlcans 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
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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 all thls 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 publicly fix a
date for the total withdrawal of all U.S.
military forces from South Vietnam—subject
only to North Vietnamese agreement to com-
merce releasing U.S. prisoners as soon as the
date is fixed and to complete the release of
all prisoners before withdrawal is completed.
This date should preferably be Dec. 31, 1871,
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
soon enough, it might be March 31 or even
June 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 withdrawal con-
ditional on a cease-fire. Acceptance of a gen-
eral cease-filre would mean that the status
quo throughout South Vietnam, and perhaps
Laos and Cambodia as well, would be frozen
while the Americans were withdrawing. It
seems unlikely that such a freezing for 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
for U.S. withdrawal, local cease-fires to facili-
tate withdrawal might be gquite feasible.

3. Before announcing a fixed date for U.S.
withdrawal, we should offer the South Viet-
namese government a last opportunity to
negotiate a political settlement on the only
basis on which it might conceivably be nego-
tiated—that Is, an interim government ac-
ceptable to both sides to carry out elections.
Obviously, if Saigon were willing to try to ne-
gotiate such a settlement, it would have a
better chance of doing so successfully while
the Americans were still 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.
withdrawal.

4. We should, simultaneously with this
announcement, propose to all participants
in the Geneva Accords of 1954 and 1962 re-
turn to the full application of those accords,
with such modifications as changed circum-
stances require or as seem desirable to all
concerned, but specifically including with-
drawal of all foreign forces (including North
and South Vietnamese) from Laos and Cam-
bodia and reaffirmation of the neutralization
of these two countries. One modification of
the accords which would be most desirable,
if it could be obtained, would be the creation
of more effective supervisory machinery than
the old International Control Commission. If
a8 new Geneva Conference were necessary to
accomplish these ends, as it very likely would
be, such a conference, 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 of both North and South so desired,
but it would not necessarily do so.
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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 rehabilitation, reconstruction and de-
velopment in North and South Vietnam, Laos
and Cambodia, to be carrled out preferably
under United Nations auspices,

Achievement of the objectives proposed
under these five points seems to me realistic
and practicable. Achievement of the objec-
tives apparently still being pursued by the
administration seems to me an empty fan-
tasy, the continued pursult of which under
present circumstances would be disastrous
to the security, welfare and moral character
of the American people.

EicHT ERRORS CAUSED OVERINVOLVEMENT

(By Charles W. Yost)

The direct and massive U.S. military in-
volvement in Southeast Asla beginning in
19656 was grossly disproportionate to any na-
tional interest the United States had in the
area, and soon proved to be prodiglously dam-
aging to the welfare of the Vietnamese and
Laotlan people, There are many reasons why
this highly motivated but disastrous mis-
caleulation by U.S. leadership occurred. In
my view, elght 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 capability 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 capablility of
involving itself directly or indirectly in mili-
tary adventures ouside its borders.

2. The second mistake in judgment, the
“domino theory,” was the belief that South-
east Asla 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 fo 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 SBouth-
east Asia, which had not been penetrated
to anywhere nearly such a degree. Of course
the extension and conduect 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 rivaled
the North Vietnamese in stiff-necked recalel-
trance and independence.

4, The fourth error was in imagining that
NATO could be duplicated in Southeast Asia
and in setting up there a purported military
coalition which was in fact only a facade for
unilateral U.S. support of several weak coun-
tries. Nevertheless, SEATO had the effect of
committing the United States to a deeper and
more formal involvement In Southeast Asia
than was wise, without in fact significantly
increasing its capabilities there.

5. Perhaps the most decisive mistake made
In Vietnam and, for a time, in Laos was, on
the one hand, U.S. Insistence that regimes 1t
supported be 100 per cent anti-communlist
and antineutralist and, on the other, its
fallure 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 falth in “counterinsurgency”
which swept Washington in the early 1960s.
Based on the correct assessment that Com-
munist aggression was henceforth more likely
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 condifions 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 tralned to fight with massive air and
artillery support, which obviously will be far
less effectively avallable 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 Federal
Judiciary Council.

So that all Senators can consider this
editorial I ask unanimous consent for it

to be printed in the Recorb.

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

IN SUPPORT OF THE ProrPoSED FEDERAL
JUDICIARY COUNCIL

In a widely-publicized interview last
December, Chief Justice Warren E. Burger
called attention to a function of the Lord
Chancellor of England which presently has
no counterpart in this country. He sald:

“The Lord Chancellor in England is the
highest judicial officer, but he devotes only &
limited time to purely judicial duties, He is
also Speaker of the House of Lords and a
member of the Prime Minister's cabinet.
Thus, he has access and constant com-
munication with all three 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
judieial, are closely interrelated and Inter-
dependent in many ways. In the federal sys-
tem, the executive appoints the members of
the judiciary, and the Congress appropriates
the funds for their salaries and operating
expenses. Each 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 it has been the
addresses of the chief justices before the
American Law Institute and the American
Bar Association, which have served in an
informal way as an annual report on the
state of the judiciary. To this should be
added, of course, the comprehensive annual
reports of the Administrative Office 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 appropriations and other leg-
islation affecting the judiciary.

Now a bill, S. 1440, introduced by Senator
Gordon Allott of Colorado, proposes estab-
lishment of a new agency, the Federal
Judiciary Council, composed of two repre-
sentatives each of the executive, the legisla-
tive and the judiclal departments,

*. . . Wwhose purpose shall be to advise the
Congress, the Executive and the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States on matters
affecting the administration of the courts of
the United States.”

The bill proposes that the Council report
to the Congress at least once a year—

“, . . with respect to the impact of pro-
posed legislation on the administration of
justice in the federal courts, the desirability
of legislation to modernize court procedures
and thereby ease court congestion, the neces-
sity for additional personnel and facilities,
and the appropriate allocation of judiclal
functions to the federal courts.”

In his statement on the Senate floor, Sen-
ator Allott noted that the proposed council
would be quite a different entity from the
Judicial Conference of the United States,
which 1s composed entirely of judges repre-
senting all parts of the federal system, or the
Federal Judiclal Center, which is a research
and educational arm of the judicial branch.
The Federal Judiciary Council would un-
doubtedly draw heavily on these and other
agencies and resources in formulating and
substantiating its recommendations, and as
an organ of all three branches of govern-
ment its pronouncements could be expected
to carry more weight than those from any
one branch alone.

Some people have thought that there are
already too many organizations and agencies
in the fleld 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
50 many were on the job. Whenever it ap-
pears that another one could serve a par-
ticular purpose, it should be welcomed by
all. The National Center for State Courts en-
dorsed by the President and the Chief Jus-
tice in Willlamsburg will render a useful
service as a means of communication, coordi-
nation and cooperation among them.

In another equally important dimension,
the proposed Federal Judiciary Council can
be a medium of communication, coordina-
tion and cooperation between the judiclal
and the other two branches of the govern-
ment with respect to their common interest
in judicial matters. Its concept comes very
close to the ministry of justice which we have
long urged as & needed addition to our gov-
ernmental structure. Enactment of this legls-
lation will provide a wvaluable boost for the
score or more of state judicial councils, and
a useful new ally to those agencies already
at work on improving the administration of
justice in 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. His findings bode
badly for the future. He reports:

The proudly independent and theoretically
nonaligned nation of Cambodia has become

an American dependency. U.8. economic aid,
U.8. armaments, and U.S. tactical air sup-
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port 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 Cambodian 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 Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Sunday Star,
May 23, 1971]
INTERPRETIVE REPORT—CAMEODIA:
DEPENDENCY
(By Henry S. Bradsher)

PENoM PENH, CamMBODIA.—The proudly
independent and theoretically nonaligned
nation of Cambodia has become an American
dependency. U.S. economic ald, U.S. arma-
ments, and U.S. tactical air 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
ald—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 Cambodia which is
as strong as any written treaty, and that
the United States has helped create and
has accepted this obligation,

Neither Washington nor Phnom Penh has
sought to establish a formal treaty tie.

A treaty would destroy Cambodia’s claim
to neutrality, so officlals here do not want
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 began
developing in April 1970. But it remains &
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 such a degree of dependency.

The American help provided to Cambodia
within an understood rather than written
framework has been limited both in nature
and in mannei of application.

This help does not include “ground combat
troops,” the component which distinguished
U.8. help to South Vietnam from ald to other
Southeast Aslan nations. Cambodia once
wanted them, but that time has passed.

The help has so far been provided for the
Cambodians to use themselves. There is no
evidence of a system of covert control by
Americans, of the kind that distingulshes
U.S. help to Laos, being bullt up here.

U.S. ROLE STUDIED

Some observers here see the possibility,
however, that a U.8. 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.

U.s.
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It 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 & Chinese client in Peking.

Parallel with this pride, there 1s a de-
veloping psychology of reliance upon the
United States. Few Cambodians see any in-
consistency in this.

Conversations with a number of private
and officlal Cambodians reveal an assump-
tion that it is only just and right for the
United States to have the responsibility of
providing this help into the indefinite future,
since Cambodia is the victim of Vietnamese
Communist aggression.

Cambodians emphasize to Americans the
Communist aspect, although what many of
them fear the most for historic reasons is
Vietnamese imperialism.

The help which Hanoi receives from other
Communist eountries is often cited as mean-
fng the United States automatically 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-
ified by public statements.

Ald “involves no commitments,” the State
Department has sald. “The U.S. government is
committed to a neutral government in Cam-
bodia,” Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird
has sald.

AN UNWRITTEN TREATY

The Cambodian foreign minister, Koun
Wick, said in an interview that he feels
there is an unwritten 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 States 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 the Philippines after Amer-
ican warplanes are withdrawn from South
Vietnam.

The president of the National Assembly,
Yem Sambaur, sald 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 Vietnam, But this is
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.8. interference in Cambodian in-
ternal affairs up to now.

The U.S. Embassy here was especially
careful not to appear too interested in the
recent cabinet crisis. An Aslan ambassador
commented that U.S. Ambassador Emory C.
Swank “might go down in Cambodian his-
tory as ‘the invisible ambassador.’"”

But a European ambassador noted that all
the possible new cabinet combinations being
discussed during the crisis involved people
dedicated to continuing the policies which
Washington approves. This ambassador won-
dered whether the United States would be
so forebearing if a “peace party” willing to
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compromise with Hanol arose as a possible
government here.

A frequent refrain in conversations with
Cambodians is the need for American advis-
ers in civillan government jobs.

There is an eagerness to learn new and
presumably better ways of doing things, to
be brought up to date on world practlces.
Some political leaders say advisers would
benefit Cambodia without acquiring undue
influence.

“For 10 or 12 years we got bad advice and
did things the wrong way,” said one senior
leader, 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 ald, 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 officlals 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 is 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 aild 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 Salgon, with the embassy here housing
only the forward detachment. This is the
same pattern that was established for Amer-
ican military ald 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.

VISIELE AID TOTAL

The total amount of visible U.S. ald to
Cambodia in the fiscal year ending June 30
is $262.4 million. It is likely that such in-
visible items as the cost of tactical air sup-~
port and American contributions toward the
operations of South Vietnamese troops In
Cambodia more than double this figure.

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, the
U.8. government presently plans visible aid of
about $310 million. 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. ald covers virtually all
import needs.
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[From the Washington Evening Star,
May 24, 1971]
WaR 1v Campopia KmuinG Its EcoNOoMY
(By Henry S. Bradsher)

PunoMm PEnH, Cambodia.—Cambodia will
earn just about enough money from its ex-
ports this year to pay the interest charges on
forelgn loans. There might be a little change
left over.

That assumes, however, that the already
grim economic predictions of officials here do
not turn out to be too optimistic—as has
been happening regularly in the first 14
months of war in Cambodia.

As for paying for all the things that an
agricultural country needs to import in order
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 modernization—but only be-
cause of American ald.

U.S. PICKS UP BILL

Virtually the entire import bill is belng
picked up by the United States. Small
amounts of economic aid have come from
Australia and Britain, but Japan has stalled
ofl a Cambodian request for $20 million.

The United States has promised $70 mil-
lion in import aid and §8.56 million in PL-480
commeodities in the year ending June 30, The
Nixon administration has asked Congress 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 abllity to support itself at much
better than subsistence level for the time
being.

In some ways, it is only temporary 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
(1869 was $62 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 $37.56 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 civillan 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 Sthanouk in Peking.

Foreign Minister Koun Wick said in a re-~
cent interview that Cambodia i{s considering
asking for a debt moratorilum because of
the war.
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The main export in the first thréé months
of 1971 was rice, always Cambodia’s mainstay.

The rich rice growing area around Battam-
bang in southwestern Cambodla, 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 1870.

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.

RUEBBER EXFORTS 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 ald 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 inflatlon 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 population lives close to the soil.
Most basic necessities like food are sold on
an unorganized basis.

The National Institute of Statistics caleu-
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.

BALARY INCREASE

The government has recognized this by
increasing the pay of its employees. But it is
unable to take the baslc steps of restricting
expenditures or increasing domestic reve-
nue.

U.S. aid will 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 draln a little money out of
the economy.

American ald officials are determined not
to get involved in providing new and ab-
normal types of consumer goods for the sole
purpose of sopping up money to check in-
flation, as the United States has done with
sad results in South Vietnam.

American ald instead is intended only to
meet Cambodia’s foreign exchange require-
ments at their normal peacetime level, plus
providing for additional elvilian 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. ald 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 ald.

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 Iinternational value of Cambodlia’s
money.
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[From the Washington Evening Star, May
25, 1971]
PoweR STRUGGLE Looms 14 CAMBODIA
(By Henry S. Bradsher)

Panosm, Pewn, Cambodia—The recent
cabinet changes in Cambodia are having the
unplanned result of reviving the National
Assembly as a political 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 confilct
between the assembly and the cabinet.

The possibility of confliet is heightened
by the antipathy of some politiclans toward
the effective head of the government, Maj.
Gen. Sisowath Sirik Matak, who is premier-
delegate.

Some observers do not expect a major con-
Aict 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-
1y in the area of executive efficiency versus
parliamentary responsibility.

The United States, which has been try-
ing to encourage governmental efficlency,
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 apprehensions among crit-
ics who charge that he still acts in the au-
thoritarian manner of his royal ancestry al-
though the country has become a republic.

The recent cabinet changes ratified and
widened Sirik Matak’s powers as head of the
government on behalf of the sick premier,
Marshall Lon Nol. Lon Nol’s personal popu-
larity provides the political backing for Sirik
Matak.

In the changes, one of the nation's most
experienced politicilans, Yem Sambaur, was
dropped from the cabinet.

Yem was then elected assembly president,
defeating a supporter of Sirik Matak,

OUSTER OF SITHANOUK

Yem {5 now determined to revive the pow-
ers of the assembly in Cambodia’s parliamen-
tary system. Never very strong under Prince
Norodom Sthanouk, the assembly had atro-
phied in the 14 months since it voted him
out of power.

The assembly president then, Brig. Gen.
In Tam, went off to fight the war. So did a
number of deputies. Others were silenced by
membership in the government.

Phnom Penh's students took over by de-
fault the role of an opposition.

“Now the assembly must be respected,”
Yem sald in an interview after his election
to succeed In Tam, who joined the new
cabinet.

Yem sald he planned to reactivate assem-
bly committees so they would better oversee
cabinet ministries. Instead of officials an-
swering to student groups, the assembly
must be the main forum of public review,
he said.

Yem repeated widely heard—and widely
believed—charges of corruption.

The assembly must investigate these
charges and eliminate corruption, he said.
Only by eliminating it can Cambodia insure
that it will continue to get foreign aid, he
declared.

“If people in Washington, if the U.S. Con-
gress, begin to think that their aid money
for Cambodia is being used in bad ways, to
make a few people rich, then they won't
continue to help us,” Yem sald.

Will Yem’s revived assembly get into con-
flict with the cabinet?

He denied 1t would, but quickly added
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that anyway the constitution provided for
the assembly to do its duty, and that duty
could not be shirked because of possible
trouble.

Yem was premier of Cambodia for 15
months in 1949-50. When Sihanouk was
ousted in March 1870, he became foreign
minister.

There was talk then of a triumvirate, with
Lon Nol, Sirik Matak and Yem jointly con-
trolling the new government. But Yem was
never so important as the other two.

He soon slipped further below them, be-
coming minister of justice and parliamen-
tary affairs in the cabinet reshuffle last July
1. Then recently he was dropped,

Sirlk Matak supported another former
cabinet minister, Op Kim Ang, to succeed
In Tam as assembly president.

But Yem, the old parliamentarian, upset
him by a vote of 35-34.

YEM'S SUPPORT

Yem's margin of support—and the propor-
tion of assembly members favoring a more
active role now—might be wider than that
close vote. Several Yem supporters reported-
ly were absent. Several blank ballots could
have signaled an initial reluctance to cross
Sirik Matak which is now removed,

Besides Yem, several others left the gov-
ernment and became advocates of assembly
assertion. One is Duc Rasy, who had dared
to criticize Sihanouk before his ouster.
Others include Hoeur Lay Inn, Keo Sranas
and Trinh Hoanh.

Cambodia is still trying to write a new
post-Sthanouk constitution.

A new constitution would require new
elections. But Sirik Matak has separately
ralsed the possibility of elections for a new
assembly.

If the present members become too diffi-
cult, the government might try to prevent
further extensions of their already-expired
terms. The government itself would have to
be reconstituted from any new assembly,
however, so this involves risks.

And trying to conduct elections while the
war continues, creating insecurity in large
but not too populous areas of the country,
would be difficult.

[From the Washington Evening Star,
May 26, 1971]
TEN PERCENT OF CAMBODIANS TERMED WAR
Victivs
(By Henry 8, Bradsher)

PaNoM 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 resldents who have fled from
aroused Cambodian nationalism to South
Vietnam, 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-AERTAL

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.

Although the Cambodian air force flies
some tactical air strikes, and the South Viet-
namese alr 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-keyed 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.

Experlenced relief officlals in a position
to be thoroughly famillar 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 1s 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 correspondent has seen around Asia.

A FOREIGN ELEMENT

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 trylng to escape to South
Vietnam after many Vietnamese had been
murdered in a venting of Cambodlian hatred.

A report on war victims just issued by
Tian says 102,130 Vietnamese have now been
repatriated to South Vietnam. The Salgon
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 Cambodlan 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 avallable, 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 been grouped in pro-
vinclal centers and army towns.

Of the war deaths, fewer than 500 were
clvilians and the rest military. About 1,000
civillans have been wounded.

The government pays hospitalized civilians
as much per week—about 92¢, or the cost of
three chickens in rural 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 ralses the amount spent or
avallable 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 organizations. The
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views expressed in these editorials are
worthy of your consideration.

The first of these editorials appeared
in the June 1 edition of the Dallas Mormn-
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 Recorbp,
as follows:

No ForceEp UNIONISM

Congressional leaders who have been toy-
ing with a proposal to allow farm workers to
be fired for not paying union dues have re-
celved a solid vote of nonconfidence from
the American people opposing the idea.

A survey contracted 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, sald 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 that prevalled in 18969 when forced
unionism was considered a “sweetener” nec-
essary to get union leaders’ approval of re-
organization of the Post Office Department.
Opposition from the public saved the right
to work for postal employes.

Farm workers, like all other workers, should
have the right to join or to abstain from
joining a union.

Forcing union membership through 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.

FreepoM 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, Republicans, 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 labor 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 labor law Congress ulti-
mately passes should ineclude right-to-work
guarantees—just as last year’s postal reform
legislation did. For without those guarantees,
well-meaning reform would result in serious
loss of freedom.

JUSTICE

DEPARTMENT WITH-
DRAWAL OF OBJECTION TO VIR-
GINIA REAPPORTIONMENT PLAN

Mr, HART. Mr. President, last Thurs-
day, following the announcement by the
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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
statement 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
REcorbp, as follows:

SENATOR HART QUESTIONS ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL’'S APPLICATION OF VoTiNG RiGHTS AcCT
GUIDELINES TO VIRGINIA REAPPORTIONMENT

Only recently, the Justice Department as-
sured members of Congress, including my-
self, that the Attorney General would apply
the correct standard for reviewing submis-
slons under Section 6 of the Voting Rights
Act, namely, that the burden of proving
there is no discriminatory effect would be
upon the State—just as it i= when the State
sues under Section 5 in the District Court
here in Washington. These assurances were
obtained only after repeated and widespread
expressions of concern from members of
Congress and the civil rights community that
the Attorney General was applylng an er-
roneous view of who bore the burden of proof
when such changes were under review.

This week the Department specifically as-
sured my office that this burden of proof
would be applied by the Department in any
reconsideration of its earlier objections to
the Virginia reapportionment law.

Today the Department has announced it
is withdrawing its objections to the portion
of the Virginla law dealing with the state
assembly. The Department indicated it felt
compelled to withdraw its objection because
of the declsion by the United States Supreme
Court in Whitcomb v. Chavis, which reversed
a lower court's disapproval of multi-member
districts in Marion County, Indiana (In-
dianapolis). The Department's Statement
read simply:

“Inasmuch as our cbjection was based on
the decision of the United States District
Court in Whitcomb v. Chavis, and that deci-
slon was reversed on June 7, 1871, by the
Supreme Court, our objection to the House
multi-member districting 1s hereby with-
drawn.”

This announcement is extremely disturb-
ing. It ralses serious questions about the
Attorney General's willingness to apply 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 be 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 power by
minority group members. In Whitcombd, the
burden of answering these questions fell on
the plaintiffis challenging the plan and the
Bupreme Court found that it had not been
met.

On its face, the Justice Department’s state-
ment today suggests a mechanical applica-
tion of the legal prineiples controlling in the
Whitcomb case. But the decision in Whit-
comb was not under the Voting Rights Act
of 1965; the Attorney General’s review of the
Virginia plan is. The applicable law is differ-
ent because the burden of proof under the
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Act is on the state to demonstrate that there
will not be discriminatory impact.

In Whitcomb, the opponents were required
to demonstrate the discriminatory results;
they failed. In Virginia, once the opponents
of the districting ralsed the possibility of
discriminatory impact, Virginia was obligated
to demonstrate that in fact it would not
occur. If the Attorney General makes clear
that he finds Virginia has met its burden of
proof by supplying evidence which satisfac-
torily answers the questions posed in Whit-
comb, that is one thing. But if, as today's
ambiguous statement suggests, he merely as-
sumes that, since multi-member were upheld
in Whitcombd, they should be approved in
Virginia's case, then it is open to serious ques-
tion whether the Attorney General recognizes
the difference which the Voting Rights Act
is supposed to make in placing the burden
of proof on the submitting State. I hope the
Attorney General will clarify this decision in
the near future,

POLITICAL PROCESSES IN
VIETNAM

Mr. ALLOTT. 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
John P. Roche in today’s Washington
Post. So that all Senators can consider
the moral of this story, I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REecorbp.

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 an educational
grant. Before leaving Salgon he was asked
by his government to prepare a confidential
report on how the Americans, at a comparable
state in their development, had handled the
political 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 local officials, legislatures, and in
some cases governors. When in 1775 the Brit-
ish moved to destroy their power and war
broke out, there weas little change except
that the Royal governocrs (formerly appointed
by the EKing) 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 well 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?
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“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 llke rather poorly translated
Latin) and I began reading the innumer-
able plagues 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 EKing 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 that what was done in Massachusetts
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 Eing
—the Virginia law of 1776 to this effect was
probably drafted by the famous Jefferson.
The Pirst 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-
communicated them in the literal 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 antl-war forces in the United
States, this would 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 fatthfully,
TaIcH THOC THO.

TWENTY-TWO YEARS AGO TODAY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 22
vears 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 Natlons 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 this convention, which I urge, the
Senate of the United States will demonstrate
that the United States 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.
W= have fallen into disrepute throughout
the world because our deeds do not live
up to our words. The hallowed documents
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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
meSt' 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
Armenian minority. The 2 million Arme-
nian dead is overshadowed only by the 6
million Jews eradicated by the Nagzis 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 erime. 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 convention
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, IIl1., and such a mayor is James E.
Williams.

Mayor Willlams’ 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 vietim 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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liams 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 REcorb,
as follows:

Brack Mayor Faces East St. Louis WoEes

EasT ST. Lovis, June 5.—James E. Williams,
the first Negro mayor of East St. Louis,
needs only to glance out his window at City
Hall to see the magnitude of the problem
facing him.,

Across the street in the city's business
district is & row of seven shops. A clothing
store, a shoe repair shop and a frult stand
are still in business. But the other four
are vacant, and two of them have boards
over the windows.

STORES ARE SYMEOLS

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 again is a tough nut to crack, but
we're going to crack it.”

It is, indeed, a very tough nut. The un-
employment rate in East St. Louis s current-
ly running at about 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 bullding
an addition to its packing plant, but two
other large packing houses near the stock-
yards have left town.

BLEAK ENVIRONMENT

East St. Louils’ industrial decline has oc-

curred chiefly over the past 15 years. Some
lame 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-
vironment that is not as bleak as that of
East St. Louis.

“What we need is a climate of confidence
in city government,” Willlams 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 campalgn, Willlams 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 Willlams’ campaign was that,
if he won, the people would take control of
the government and throw out the politi-
clans, Willlams' campalgn 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.
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FOLICE CHIEF NEEDED

Even though the city's economic problems
will probably be the enduring concern of
Williams' administration, the new mayor
would like to handle two other matters as
top priorities.

“The first is the national recruitment of
a chief of police,” he said.

East St. Louls needs a police chlef and a
police force it can be proud of.

The police department is in less difficulty
now than it was in the days of Buster Wort-
man, the Southern Illinois rackets boss who
died about three years ago. Wortman sought
to control everything on the east side of the
St. Louls metropolitan area—Including the
East St. Louis pollice 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 and gambling, espe-
clally the numbers racket.

CRIME BATE HIGH

The more immediate concern of residents
is street crime. About one of every 12 persons
living in the city was a victlm of a major
crime last year. Persons living in other parts
of the St. Louis metropolitan area avold East
St. Louls at night and may even drive out
of the way to skirt the city.

East St. Louis has 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
deflclt 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 i1s . . .
escapist.

Hesays:

Few things threaten U.S. power more seri-
pusly than excessive or misguided interven-
tion; the Viet Nam War has done more than
any other factor in recent years to reduce
U.S. global influence. Seeking to rationalize
U.S. commitments abroad is the very opposite
of isolatlionism, 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 REcorp.

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

How REAL Is Neo-IsoLATIONISM?

Isolationism, 1t would seem, is once again
on the rise. President Nixon has used the
term neo-isolationist 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 pejorative word. It has no
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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 19th century insularity. No
doubt some Americans are experiencing an
emotional recoil from foreign commitments
as a result of Viet Nam and domestic trou-
bles. But apart from a small group of myopic
radicals totally obsessed with the need for
revolution at home, there are hardly any real
isolationists left.

The conflict between the President and an
influential minority of the present Senate is
real; but the heart of the dispute is not lso-
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 avold further 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
redundant, provocative or both.

However arguable 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 Presl-
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 Mississippl, 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 illuminate 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 failure and nuclear
war. To call the course they propose lsola-
tionism is to misread both the history of the
'30s and the record of American forelgn policy
prior to that time.”

From the perspective of the "70s, it is all too
easy to dismiss America's past isolationism as
inevitably misguided and foolish, As BSelig
Adler points out in The Isolationist Impulse,
the doctrine in many ways is “woven into the
warp and woof of the American eple." From
the very beginnings of the U.S,, immigrants
envisioned it as a way to a4 new existence.
“They reasoned,” Adler wrote of the colonists,
“that God Himself had intended to divide
the globe into separate spheres. America was
the ‘New Zlon," and Providence had served
this ‘American Israel’ from a timeworn, cor-
rupt and warring continent.”
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Until the outbreak of World War I, the U.S.
consistently followed a policy of isolation-
ism—at least in the all-important sense of
acting alone—even as its actual isolation
from the rest of the world gradually disap-
peared. To be sure, the U.S. invaded Canada
in 1812, and gradually eliminated the Brit-
ish, French, Spanish and Mexican presence
from within its continental borders. It also
fought Spain in Cuba and the Philippines.
But in all these enterprises, the U.S. took a
unilateral stance and confined most of its
treaty obligations to such limited matters as
fishing and sealing rights, immigration and
trade.

These sporadic ventures into international
affairs point to a basic ambiguity in Ameri-
can history. On the one hand, there was a
desire to keep clear of other continents’ in-
ternecine squabbles; on the other, an al-
most mystical sense that America had a mis-
slon to spread freedom and democracy every-
where. This evangelistic bellef was strongly
reinforced by the waves of immigrants, who
periodically tried 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-
tionist ardor. As early as 1821, Secretary of
State John Quincy Adams was forced to
counter a popular enthusiasm for Greece's
struggle against Turkish overlordship. While
the T.8. would always view sympathetically
the struggles of foreign peoples agalnst tyr-
anny, he sald, “she goes not abroad 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 1880. 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 befitted her infaney.” The isolation-
ist past was decisively rejected by Woodrow
Wilson’s intervention on the Allled 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 anti-
internationalist movement reached a peak
of influence in the years just before World
War II. Its primary goal was to prevent the
U.8. from becoming entangled in the loom-
ing war in Europe. Hapless remnants of isola-
tionism persisted for a decade after 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 nostalgia.”

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 obvicusly
needs reappraisal. This quest for reappraisal
was Inspired by Viet Nam. But other factors
would have brought it about even without
the Indochina conflict.

During World War II, the U.S. acquired a
mental hablt 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 longer 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 détente.
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In this new situation, which has actually
existed for at least a decade but which the
U.S. 1s not yet really accustomed to, foreign
policy will have to depend less on military
force and direct Marshall Plan-style economic
heft and more on diplomacy, trade and po-
litical maneuvering. French Journalist-Poli-
ticlan Jean-Jacques Servan-Schrelber, among
others, has argued that the U.S. will have to
choose between continued international
power and the building of "“an ambitious
civilization” at 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 Willlam Rogers puts it another way;
he says that “there are lots of ways to in-
fiuence people. The force of reasoning and
the force of public opinion have a lot to do
with influencing nations.”

Though Japan and China are bound to
play a growing role, for a long time 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 mountalins
brought Indian pleas for military aid from
any quarter. East-West ideologlcal battles are
bound to continue, though perhaps in abated
form, and so will jockeying 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 discussions of mutual force reductions
in Europe are examples. This delicate diplo-
matic work is not helped by Senate efforts
to mandate U.S. troop reductions in Europe—
or by a hard-nosed presidential response that
finds “unacceptable’ 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, 1t 1s not necessary—or wise—to impose
overly stringent and sweeping limitations on
U.S. influence abroad. But the nature of that
influence must evolve 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 automatic answer to wars of “national
liberation” (even those backed by other na-
tlons). 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 ecan-
not be made all that clear—resulting in mis-
understanding by friend and foe alike. Rather
than 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 diplomatic 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
places, Even apart from the dollar drain, it is
hard to justify the 375 major 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 discussions
of how this can be done. One specific pro-
posal: Congress could establish a small, select
“National Security Committee,” composed of
members with expertise in military and for-
eign affairs, that would periodically discuss
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diplomatic problems with the President on a
secret but utterly frank basis. Both Congress
and the President can move away from an in-
flationary, supercostly military procurement
policy that seems, at times, almed more at
breaking the Soviets by outspending them
than by providing the U.S. with what it really
needs for deterrence and defense, Unless this
is done, says former Under Secretary of State
George Ball, the U.S. economy is in danger of
becoming “a Strasbourg goose with an over-
developed liver.”

These problems, as well as such lesser mat-
ters as reorganizing foreign aid and restoring
the stature and influence 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 alone in thinking that the
balance in U.S. diplomatic decision making
has tilted too far in the direction of the Chief
Executive. Fortunately, there Is a fairly re-
cent example of the kind of cooperation
needed: the historic postwar collaboration
between President and Congress that estab-
lished the policy of containment against So-
viet aggression, the Truman Doctrine and
the Marshall Plan, Then, as now, the White
House and the Congress were controlled by
opposing parties. Nonetheless, an excep-
tionally fruitful relationship developed be-
tween Democratic Presldent Harry Truman
and a Republican-controlled Congress in
which Arthur Vandenberg was the foreign
relations leader. Why should any less be ex-
pected from a Republican White House and
Democratic Congress?

Isolatlonism carried into the 20th century
is essentially a flight from reality. To label
the critics and reappralsers of U.S. foreign
policy neo-isolationists is equally escapist.
Few things threaten U.S. power more serious-
ly than excessive or misgulded intervention;
the Viet Nam War has done more than any
other factor in recent years to reduce U.S.
global influence. Seeking to rationalize U.S.
commitments abroad is the very opposite of
isolationism, because only such rationaliza-
tlon 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, alternate red and white;
that the union be thirteen stars, white in a
blue fleld, representing a new constellation.

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 flag, but the nation itself.
And whatever may be lts symbols, Iits in-
signia, he reads chiefly in the flag, the gov-
ernment, the principles, the truths, the his-
tory that belong to the nation that sets it
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 traditions?
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 equal, that they are
endowed, by their Creator, with certain in-
allienable 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, and 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 1917, 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 us—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 President, 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-
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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
invcivement 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-
pared 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 tragedy 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 suggest that Congress and the
American people refrain from making
rash judegments as to our involvement in
this conflict. High emotionalism has been
associated with our involvement 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
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allow the rightness or wrongness of our
actions to be evaluated 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 REcorb.

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

[From the Washington Star, June 15, 1971]
THE PENTAGON PAPERS

There is no questioning the fact that the
Pentagon study of America's involvement in
Indochina 1s the most fascinating news story
of the day. Other people’s secrets are in-
variably intriguing. And when the diaries,
the private letters, the gossip and the per-
sonal conversations involve presidents, am-
bassadors, generals, cabinet officers, and for-
eign heads of state, the fascination is ir-
resistible.

Bo the massive secret Pentagon study, now
being published in part by the New York
Times, will be avidly read, here and around
the world. It presents a unique insight into
the operation of the executive, previously re-
served for those at or near the top levels of
government. It represents, so far as is known,
a unique attempt by one part of a govern-
ment to document and assess a complex se-
quence of events and decisions, It 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 unquestionably be a prolonged
public debate—and quite possibly a judicial
debate as well—about the propriety and the
legality of ithe unauthorized delivery of the
documents to the Times by the anonymous
donor, and of the newspaper’s decision to
publish the classified material. It is an in-
teresting topic for theoretical discussion. But
of more immediate interest are the facts that
have been revealed, and the use that will be
made of those facts.

It is still too early to draw any final con-
clusions about the Pentagon papers. The pub-
lic has only been shown a small sampling of
the 40-volume work. The beans will be spilled
in daily installments throughout this week,
unless the government’s legal move ko halt
publication is successful, Any final assess-
ment of the material must walt until the job
of letting us in on the government’s secrets
is completed.

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 decision 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 i1s also possible, and even more impor-
tant to recognize the limitations of the Pen-
tagon study. It is not what many observers
seem anxious to make it: A definitive history
of the executive declsion-making process on
Indochina.

The study was ordered by Defense Secretary
McNamara in 1967, at a time of personal de-
spailr over the progress of the war. It was
carried out 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 highly specialized arm
of the executlive, 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 total, infinitely complex
pleture.

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, If
unquestionably will provide much grist for
Communist propaganda mills and intelli-
gence services. But it should not, in view of
its bullt-in limitations and distortions, be
seized upon by Congress, the administration,
or the public as a cause for panie. 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 glve
for relief of the East Pakistan refugees.

Yet, in America, he says:

By contrast, the flight of five milllon 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 Indla?

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 stabilize
life in Pakistan and get the refugees back
is some form of independence, with Yahya's
army out.

His conclusion is well taken.
It would be reassuring—

Says Lewis—
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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, $17.6 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 REcorbp.

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

AMERICA AND THE WoORLD: I
(By Anthony Lewls)

Lowpon, June 11.—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 tragedy has been
the dominant story for many days; the larg-
est-circulation tablold has spread a rellef
appeal over page one. The House of Com-
mons has been debating how Britain can do
more to help.

In the United States, by contrast, the
flight of five million refugees into impover-
ished India, with disease and starvation
threatening, has evidently had no great pub-
lic impact. A news agency manager remarked
the other day that the stories from India
were getting little play in most U.S. papers.

President Nixon has made no public state-
ment on the disaster since it began three
months ago with the intervention of Pakis-
tani troops in East Pakistan. 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 with India,
but that is not a sufficlent answer. Ameri-
cans have traditionally been generous in
helping at times of great human disaster,
whatever the historical or political context.

A major reason must be 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 sald of the limited public reaction
to the Pakistan disaster.

Looking at it another way, the present
epilsode shows the distortion in American
values that has occurred because of Vietnam,
the dispropontion 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 India?

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 by a general
who jailed the runner-up in the election, the
peace candidate, and who is now busy rig-
ging the terms of the next election.

Until John Foster Dulles staked out an
American responsibility there in 1954, hardly
anyone would have conceived of South Viet-
nam as of particular strategic interest to the

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 Salgon 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,
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President Nixon says, 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 Ehan 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, sald a few days ago
that unless the sltuation 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
Bengalls 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
and 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, 15 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 the return by the United States of
Okinawa to Japan.

In my opinion, Senate consideration
and discussion regarding ratification 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 REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, June 4, 1971]
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 valuable Asian ally since World War
II. It was a notable achievement for the
leaders of the two countries to agree in 1969
that Okinawa—seized as war booty in 1945
and later transformed into a major American
gtrateglc base—should be returned. 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 have been
worked out and ratification means that the
resultant product will have been approved
by the two legislatures.

Although 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 Japanese peace treaty) is in-
volved—Mr. Nizxon decided to submit the
Okinawa transfer to the Senate, rather than
conclude an Executive agreement He erred,
however, by allowing our textile dispute with
Japan to get badly out of hand. Rightly or
not, the suspicion now is widespread that he
would not really mind if the Senate held up
Okinawa reversion in order to put pressure
on Tokyo on textiles.

Defeat in the Senate on Okinawa is less
likely than delay, but even delay would be
extremely costly: it would provoke anti-
American outbursts in Japan and call into
question the basis of mutual confidence on
which future Japanese-American relations
must be built, The President does not have
the luxury of being able to start over again
on textiles. He could, however, announce at
the time of signing of the Okinawa agree-
ment that he considers its prompt ratifica-
tion by the Senate to be of the utmost na-
tional importance and that he regards tex-
tiles as an issue quite apart. Responsible
senators would welcome such a statement.
Wise statesmanship commends 1t,

[From the New York Times, Apr. 19, 1971]
BRINKEMANSHIP 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 reqguire at most a
majority vote of both houses of Congress.

The White House decislon, if not reversed
shortly, could make the Okinawa accords now
being negotiated with 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 Japan to reduce its exports to the United
States.

The Japanese suspect that Mr. Nixon chose
the treaty route for this very purpose—to ful-
fill his campalgn 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 committed to regaining administration of
the island and the rest of the Ryukyu chain
by 1972,

It was only Mr. Nixon's November 1869
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 hecomes a poker chip for
textile protectionists on Capitol Hill, the re-
sult could be anti-American riots that might
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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 stability 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 all 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 foreclosed for Okinawa, given the possi-
bility that Congressional act, even by major-
ity vote, might be 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
50.

[From the Boston (Mass.) Christian Sclence
Monitor, May 6, 1971]

UNTANGLING OKINAWA

Return of Okinawa to Japan, a highly
flammable political issue for Premier Sato’s
government, is becoming snaggled in the
threads of the textile import issue, of deep
political interest to Southern United States
senators. The result is likely to be a very
tangled skein on the loom of international
diplomacy.

The two pieces of goods are cut from dif-
ferent bolts of cloth. They should be kept
separate.

The Ryukyu Islands should have been re-
turned long ago, with appropriate guarantees
from Japan regarding continued use of mili-
tary bases on Okinawa. Until U.S, relation-
ships with Southeast Asia, the two Chinas,
Japan and the U.S.S.R. are on & far more
stable basis, military strategists can rea-
sonably argue that Okinawa remains a vital
aﬁng legitimate strategic Pacific base for the

But with that proviso, unpalatable as it
may be to Japan, everything else points to-
ward a return of the Ryukyu Islands to
Japanese control. Prior to the U.S. takeover,
formalized in the peace treaty of 1951, Japan
has held the islands since 1874. Japan re-
mains their major trading partner today,
despite overdependence of the local economy
on the U.S. military as an employer. And
most of the one million Okinawans wish to
go back under Japan's political wing.

The issue has nothing to do with textile
exports from Japan to the U.S. Whatever
merit Southern senators may have in their
arguments that Japan should increase its
voluntary cutvack on textile shipments east-
ward—and free trade advocates can make a
telling case against any quotas at all—
Okinawa’s political status is not a proper
quid pro quo for senatorial bargaining.
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Right now the issue seems to hang on
tactics. The administration has virtually as-
sured the Senate it will not give over U.S.
control of the islands without the “advice
and consent to the Senate;" that is, it will
not make an end run around the Senate by
resorting to executive agreement. But a treaty
requires a two-thirds Senate vote. The
BSouthern bloc thus hopes to use the issue
as leverage, elther through amassing unfa-
vorable votes, or by use of a fillbuster.

Even the threat of these may be enough
to make the Forelgn Relations Committee
hesitate sending a treaty to the Senate floor.
So the matter is in suspension as of the
moment.

Between the White House and Senate lead-
ership, it 1s to be hoped that a solution can
be worked out that will threaten neither
the international issue of Okinawa's future,
nor the proper concern and active parntieipa-
tion of the Senate in making that decision.

Return of Okinawa to Japan, already stip-
ulated in writing with a deadline of 1972, is
too crucial an issue to be allowed to floun=-
der in the mire of domestic politics. Nothing
less than a major international crisis would
result from a foul-up, jeopardizing the entire
United States position with Japan in partic-
ular and the Far East as a whole.

[From the Washington Evening Star,
May 8, 1971]

OKINAWA AND THE SENATE

A serious threat has arlsen to our rela-
tions with Japan—America's most powerful
and important ally in Asia. The possibility
that ratification of a treaty returning the
island of Okinawa to Japanese jurisdiction
may be blocked in the United States Sen-
ate is a matter of grave concern both here
and in Japan.

The treaty on Okinawa's reversion has
been under negotiation for years. It is an
issue of very great political importance in
Japan, where the public has been led to be-
lieve thiat a transfer of jurisdiction will take
place in 1972. Agreement between the gov-
ernments is expected later this month. But
ratification of the treaty by the Senate has
becomse problematical.

The problem, briefly, is a group of South-
ern senators, representing the interests of
the American textile industry. The law-
makers are demanding sharp restrictions on
imports of textiles from Japan, They are
threatening to hold the treaty hostage in or-
der to get them. And since ratification re-
quires a two-thirds vote, it is quite possible
that in a showdown they will get their way or
defeat ratification.

If so, it would be a shocking demonstra-
tion of the Senate's growing assertion of its
prerogatives in the conduct of foreign affairs.
From the outset, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has insisted that any agreement on
Okinawa should be in the form of a treaty,
which requires Senate ratification, rather
than an executive agreement, which does
not. The administration, so far, has gone
along with this demand.

But it is unthinkable that narrow, sec-
tlonal, protectionist interests might be al-
lowed to sabotage an agreement 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 bring
down the pro-American government of Pre-
mier Eisaku Sato.

It is unlikely that any voluntary restric-
tions on exports to by the Japanese
textile industry will satisfy the protectionist
senators. If they cannot be dissuaded in
their opposition by the responsible leader-
ship, the administration may be forced to
reconsider Its commitment to submit the
agreement in treaty form. This indeed is the
recommendation of Senate Majority Leader
Mike Mansfield, who takes a broader view of
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the nation's interests than some of his
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. 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 Okinawsa 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-thirds, 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 Japan.

A treaty 1s the proper constitutional way
of handing back the island chain, which the
United States has administered since World
War II. But it is also a dangerous one.

It 1s feared some textile-state senators, led
by Strom Thurmond, (R-8.C.) will block the
treaty until Japan agrees to restrict sharply
its textile exports to this country or wil
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 to 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-
Tully in 1972.

The strategically located island had be-
come the most emotional issue in US.-
Japanese 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 agreement. That
may still be the case today.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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 blackmall, 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-Paclfic
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 Okinawa
treaty to the Senate and see what happens.
He’'ll have to fight for it. We hope he does—
and wins.

[From the Roanocke (Va.) Times,
May 7, 1971]
ORINAWA, TEXTILES AND THE SENATE

The dispute between the U.S, and Japan
over textile quotas has cast some doubt 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 that gov-
ernment. This is a ticklish business, bordering
on interference in Japan's domestic affairs;
for if Washington does not deliver on ex-
pectations that it will turn the island 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 American garrison
on Okinawa. Apparently there ls no serious
difference there; Japan seems willing to grant
the U.8. rights to continue using military
bases on the island if administrative control
of the territory 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 the 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 that, in han-
dling the Okinawa matter, President Nixon
should make reversion of the island an ex-
ecutive action, bypassing the Senate where
the question could become entangled with
the textile lssue.

Sen. Harry F. Byrd Jr. of Virginia has
pointed out that the Constitution requires
the Senate’s advice and consent to any treaty
entered into by the U.S., and that the U.S.
obtained control of Okinawa by our peace
treaty with Japan—a treaty ratified by the
Senate, Sen. Byrd properly contends that
any change in that treaty should not come in
unilateral executive action, but only with
the approval of the Senate.

The senator notes, with satisfaction, that
the Nixon Administration now has formally
agreed to submit any such change to the
Senate. It is a positlve move. We may not
necessarlly agree with whatever the adminis-
tration 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, 1071]
PrLAaYING WITH THE FIRE OF THE RisiNG Sun
(By George W. Ball)

The chronicle of our relations with Japan
prior to the second world war begins with
ineptitude and ends with disaster. Not only
did we affront Japanese pride by slamming
our doors on their sons and daughters, but,
by prohibitive tariffs, we excluded their
goods from our markets, For this protec-
tirn!st outrage we, of course, pald 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-
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ing population, we helped encourage her
soldiers to gain control of raw material
sources through conquest—a course of ac-
tion pretentiously known as the *Greater
East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere,” which ulti-
mately led to Pearl Harbor.

Happily, in the postwar period, we have
shown the Japanese a more mature com-

. prehension and & greater awareness of mu-

tual interests; yet the critical test is only
now beginning, as—a quarter century after
the war—Japan abandons its “low posture"
for a more assertive role,

Where that role may lead her no one can
say, since Japan is pervasively rootless. More
than in any other country, the war tore
asunder the fabric of Japanese soclety and
politics. No longer was the Emperor the god-
king, with his imperial will expressed
through the military. No longer was the
state cult of Shinto intact, or the obsession
with ancestor worship and the Confucian
authority of the family. Today, as a great
industrial nation, Japan 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, language, literature or
history.

Largely because Japan leaped from feu-
dallsm to Industrial pre-eminence in less
than a century, the resemblance between her
institutions and those of Western nations
is more apparent than real. We watch with
dismay as her great industrial companles
pursue pricing policies and practices in ex-
ternal markets that subordinate profit to
the national purpose. We find the collective
spirit of national effort permeating every
aspect of soclety.

SENSIELE COMPROMISE

Thus to fit Japan into a world system of
politics and economlcs shaped by the tradi-
tions of Western individualism will not be
easy, nor can it be achieved by America alone.
Although European statesmen and business
leaders seem deaf to the problem, it remains
& common task for the whole community of
industrialized nations. Meanwhile, Japanese
relations with the rest of the world are be-
coming more and more polarized between
Tokyo and Washington,

Undoubtedly, those two capitals have
much to say to one another, but not always
with full understanding. Recently they have
faced two issues of special urgency: the re-
version of Okinawa and the opening of the
burgeoning Japanese market to the produce
and investment 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 would revert to Japanese administra-
tion during 1972. It was a decision long
overdue, since how could anyone possibly
Justify the continued rule by the United
States, a whole generation after the war,
of more than 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 in the nick 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 eflectuate the Okinawa reversion by exec-
utive agreement, which at the most would
require only a majority vote of both houses
of Congress, but rather by a treaty, requiring
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 things 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 squandered much political 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 chalrman of the
House Ways and Means Commitee, Wilbur
Mills.

In the atmosphere of bitterness and con-
fusion thus created, calm 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 hand in extracting a
more restrictive import limitation from
Japan., Yet what could be more grotesque
than an attempt to trade off the reversion
of Okinawa—a vital step to preserve our
security in the Far East—for the appease-
ment of a single industry and a few Southern
senators, at large cost to American consumers
and with grave risk of undercutting all hopes
of widening access to the vast Japanese
market?

Whatever the Administration’'s motives—
and I prefer to draw mo invidious conclu-
slons—the situation demands the most care-
ful attention, for we dare not let protection-
ism again 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 to grant
their protectionist demands, That is an even-
tuality to make one shudder, for if the Pres-
ident should prove unable 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]
Bic Risk ror SoME SoUTHERN VOTES
(By Milton Viorst)

President Nixon, having lost one battle af-
ter another over restrictlons on textile im-
ports, has now leveled the biggest gun of all
at his chief target, the Japanese—a threat
to break the American commitment to return
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 determination to keep the Sfouthern
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 witnh textiles
risks undermining American security in the
Pacific, increasingly dependent on Japan.

In fact, the President himself said not long
ago: “Whether Asia and the Pacific become
an area of peace or an area of devastation
will depend on what happens between the
United States and Japan, more than between
any other nations in the world."”

Yet Nixon insists, at Japanese expense, on
special privileges for the textile Industry,
although it has been—both before and since
the recession—in stronger condition than
American industry generally.

The President is still burning over the slap
he took a few weeks ago when the Japanese,
after the collapse of formal negotiations, an-
nounced that they would impose restric-
tions upon themselves on textiles,

Behind the Japanese announcement was
the shadowy figure of Wilbur Mills, chair-
man of the House Ways and 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.
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In a petulant public statement, he Pres-
ident not only complained that the Japa-
nese limitations were inadequate. He also
was angry that Mills had usurped diplomatic
prerogatives which he belleved, quite justi-
fiably, 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 textiles in C ess.

The President had two tactical possibili-
ties. One was to llmit textile imports—as he
had oil imports—by executive order, on the
grounds that they impalired national secu-
rity. But he knew such grounds were
ridiculously flimsy. The other was to black-
mail the Japanese 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-
flanked 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, 1871]
EconoMmIcs SPARKING U.S.-JAPaN CRIsIs
(By Carl T. Rowan)

Deep undercurrents of anti-Japanese feel-
ing have burst forth in the press and the
public utterances of leading Americans. And
there is growing worry in official circles here
that a totally unnecessary crisis in relations
between the United States and Japan may
soon become unavoidable.

It al]l 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 assortment of diffi-
culties.

A tiny article in the back pages tells us
that in 1969 and 1970 Japan had balance-
of-payments surpluses totaling almost §4 bil-
lion. In the same period the United States
suffered deficits totaling $15.5 billlon.

B0 now we hear U.S. Cabinet officers whis-
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pering that Japan is waging an “economic
war” in hopes of dominating the world.

Leaders of the American textiles industry
wage a ceaseless campaign to convince Amer-
icans that the Japanese are “Orlental 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
get governmental assistance that Uncle Sam
Just doesn't give 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
policles 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 observers 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
at work. Japan is the first Asian nation to
occupy 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 varlety of
issues. The Japanese are reaching 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 at
stake, suggests Americans had better get used
to it rather soon.

Trade between the United States and
Japan reached $10.6 billion last 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 products. This
is of vital consequence to middle-class Amer-
lcans whose pocketbook interests scarcsly
permit any anti-Japanese excesses.

Much is made of the fact that Japan has
an advantage 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
alreraft and computers.

The figures don't tell the whole truth
about Japan's trade advantage. The Japanese
import 5 million barrels of oil a day from the
Middle East, most of it from 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.

There is also talk about how the United
States spends 8600 million a year 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 stock PXs in Viet-
nam—Iitems the United States buys at such
a rakeoff that the Japamese to some degree
help subsidize the war effort.

The Japanese are aware that their trade
and investment policles have been a sore
point with Americans, and they are in the
process of speedy liberalizations,

But one critical question is whether the
anti-Japanese frenzy has been fanned 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 highly emotional issue
in Japan. U.S. officlals decided on the merits
that, 26 years after war’'s end, the Ryukyus
ought to be handed back. An agreement on
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reversion will soon be completed after years
of tense and tedious negotiation. Anything
that upsets that agreement would seriously
disrupt U.B.-Japanese relations, throw the
Sato government out of power and produce
new troubles in an already volatile Par East.
The trade issues ought to be kept separate.
But it may be too much to expect the textiles
industry or some others to resist the tempta-
tion to create a treaty crisis 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 Vietnamese 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 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 Vietnam.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this educational document be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, 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 country in Asia,
about 8,000 miles away from the United
States. About 17 years ago, part 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 than 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 sat down to talk with
the Viet Minh in the city of Geneva in
Bwitzerland. 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
to get away from the communists. Many more
wanted to go too but the communists broke
the rules of the agreement made at Geneva
and would not let them go.
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NORTH VIETNAM ATTACKS THE SOUTH

A few years went 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 communists 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 that they
knew would not be falr. This made the
communist leaders of the North very angry,
and they decided to take over South Viet-
Nam by force.

When the country was divided into two
parts, the communists had left some men in
the South who pretended to be like the
Southerners. These men received orders to
dig up the guns which they had hidden and
to kill people in the South so the men in the
South would be afrald to fight against the
communists, These communists in the South,
called guerrillas, would often go into villages
at night and kill important people such as
the mayor and the school teacher. This would
make the villagers afraid to tell the South
Vietnamese soldiers where the guerrillas were
hiding. The guerrillas did not wear uniforms
and it was easy for them to hide in the
jungle or to pretend they were villagers.
During this time we were sending guns and
supplies to the South Vietnamese so they
could fight back. We also sent some soldlers
to advise them how to fight.

SOUTH VIETNAMESE WANT TO DECIDE OWN
FUTURE

As time went on, the North Vietnamese
sent more and more men from the North into
South Viet-Nam. They began to ‘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 to fight.
Things were going badly for the people of the
South. They wanted to be able 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 people and we knew
that if the North Vietnamese were not
stopped from trying to take over another
country by shooting and killing, the other
countries in Asia would be in danger too from
the communists. So we decided to help the
South Vietnamese people, and some other
countries also decided to help. That way we
hoped to keep the war in Viet-Nam from
becoming & big war that might put the
whole world in danger.

AMERICA AND OTHER COUNTRIES HELP
BOUTH VIET-NAM

America promised to help the South Viet-
namese and we sent soldiers, ships and air-
planes to Viet-Nam. Five other countries 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 to 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 soldiers destroyed the communist
bases in the next-door country of Cambodia.
We did this because the bases gave the com-
munists a chance to attack 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 alr power, have moved into the nearby
country of Laos to cut the supply lines the
communists need to carry on the war in
South Viet-Nam.

We and South Viet-Nam do not want to
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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 sald 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 allles would
then believe that 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 1s 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, complete 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-
ficials 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 REcCORD,

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

Does Power FLow FrRoM THE GUN BARREL?

The blessed Apostle of Allah sald: "I swear
by Him in Whose Power is my life, it 1s 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 taint
them also. Or He will curse them as the Jews
were cursed.”—Hadls quoted in Ibn Eathir's
Tajfsir. II. B3,

The indecent haste with which India tried
to take advantage of the army operations in
East 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 1871, 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 1s present In
the Pakistani press itself and can be shown
to all doubters. If the Pakistani government
can prove anything to the contrary we will
recant with pleasure.

At machine-gun point the Presldent of
Pakistan, Agha Muhammad Yahya Khan, has
banned the Awaml League and accused its
leader of treason. In his speech of March 286,
1971 he declared “Shiekh Mujibur Rahman's
action of starting his non-cooperation 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 (as 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-
cratic Movement (PDM) through 1967-1969,
traitors? (Let us make it clear here that the
Pakistanl government has itself declared
that Mujlb 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, assoclation, organization and group,
was solidly behind Mujib and demanding
transfer of power. Thus the charge of trea-
son is an Insult hurled agalnst the entire
population of East Pakistan. Yahya EKhan'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
Mujlb's whole party consisted of a pack of
traitors the questions arise that:—

(1) Why was he allowed to fight the elec-
tions? If he had any contacts with India,
what was our intelligence department doing
during 1969-1970? If any proof of contacts
was available why was the party not imme-
diately banned and the proof put before the
people? Is it not a serious charge against the
government that it knowingly allowed '‘trai-
tors” to fight the election?

(2) If the government wishes to argue that
Mujib and a small group had fooled their
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own party and 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 dealt with them? India cer-
tainly could not have helped the *“traitors”
in the presence of the army. Or would the
entire people of East Pakistan have been
helpless before the handful of “power hun-
gry and unpatriotic people”?

(3) Why did the President announce in his
‘Pakistan Day' message that: “The stage is
now set for our elected representatives to
work together for the common goal which
would accommodate both East and West
wings in smoothly working harmonious sys-
tem”? (Dawn March 23, 1971). Two days
later the curtaln went up on a fascist
clique’s take-over. It would not be wrong to
presume that while talks were going on the
cligue was preparing for the shooting spree.
The events outlined in our March Issue
should be read along with this.

It seems that Mujib understood what the
government planned to do. Hence his fran-
tic calls to his people to remain disciplined
and peaceful and to maintain harmony
among locals and non-locals. Before each
important meeting he said that someone else
should speak for him if he does not manage
to come. It is best to record here the words
in which Mujib rejected the commission set
up by the Martial Law Administrator zone
‘B' to Inquire into the reasons for the call-
out of troops in East Pakistan.

“The only term of reference is: “To go
into the circumstances which led to the call-
ing of the army in ald of the civil power in
various parts of East Pakistan between March
2 and March 9. The fundamental issue is thus
pre-judged, since what has to be Inquired
into 1s whether the development and use of
force was in ald of ulterior political purposes
and not at all in aid of civil power. The
‘commission’ is further shut out from inquir-
ing Into the actual atrocities, which have
been reported from varlous parts of Bangla
Desh, involving thousands of casualties. Thus
even the number of casualties and the cir-
cumstances in which unarmed clvilians were
shot down cannot be inquired into.”—Morn-
ing News, March 19, 1971.

Those politiclans who had some connec-
tions in the armed forces seem to have sensed
what was coming. One day after Yahya Khan
postponed the Assembly sesslon (on March
1), in response to Bhutto's threats, Air Mar-
shal (Retd) Nur Khan strongly insisted 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,
1871). 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-
tered (Jasarat March 14).

Asghar Ehan announced after hearing of
the 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 crying tears of blood for the peo-
ple in East Pakistan. If firing on our innocent
East Pakistanl brothers goes on I will go
there and stand in thelr 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 llke that of
1968 (Meaning evidently that the struggle
was the old one between dictatorship and
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democracy) (Jasaraé, March 13). [The same
day Maj. General Sher Alli 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 Islamic
Republic.” (Ibid.) ]

Asghar Ehan went on with his warnings.
On March 19 the PPP guards 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 & half
hours. (Morning News March 20). These at-
tacks on PAF herces 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 having conspired with
India.

No explanation was glven 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 slster of the Quald-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 Ehan's
political machinery, firmly in Bhutto’s hands,
proved 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 Pakistan. It
could not be declared “treacherous” as it had
support in both wings of the country. Later
almost every party, except Bhutto’s PPP and
Bhashanis’ NAP, joined it and wunder the
name of Democratic Actlon Committee
(DAC) 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
pericd and the leftist students were con-
vinced of his “socialiem.” It seems they were
quite incapable of objective thinking.

As time passes I think it will become more
and more evident that he is a government
agent. Perhaps our readers remember how
Bhutto and Bhashani 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 agaln announced hls demo-
cratic Intentions.

Later announcements were made to the
effect that constitution-making would follow
elections. Curbs on political activity were
lifted 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 agaln with no gov-
ernment response. The inquire into the burn-
ing of coples of the Holy Quran in March
1969 at Lahore was quletly dropped, Protests
evoked no reply. Thus the government ap-
peared as defender of the falth, but tolerated
all attacks on the falth., Even Falz's poem
openly attacking the basic bellefs of Islam
was deflantly published. Again protests had
no results. Secondly the attempt to throw a
bridge between the two wings of Pakistan
was meticulously folled and an organized
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attempt narrowly failed to wipe out the
Jamaat-e-Islami leadership at Paltan 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, 19871
brought matters to a head. In a democracy
on a natlonal 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
party “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 West
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 majority and in another (Sind) it
has a very narrow majority. It has no provin-
clal-level power in Baluchistan, NWFP and
East Pakistan. Bhutto's party declared that
the opposition parties In West Pakistan had
no right to speak or to join hands with Mujib
in a coalition. Heads I win, tails you lose.

March 19. (Karachi) Mr, J. A. Rahim, PPP
Becretary-general and Mr. Abdul Hafeez
Pirzada, president of the Karachl zone PPP
told a hurriedly called press conference that
the PPP had finalized a contingency plan to
foil “the conspiracy to sell out the interests
of West Pakistan.” Asked what the plan was
they refused to disclose the details but sald:
‘“You will know when the implementation
begins.”

Question: Do you mean to say that the
inclusion of Khan Wali 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? Pirzada: Obviously; it
would mean that the majority of the 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. (Down
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 Earachi: “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 Ali Rizvi and Maulana
Ibrahim Burq (all of Jamiat-ul-Ulema-i-
Pakistan), Prof. Ghafocor Ahmed and Mah-
mood Azam Faruqui (of the Jamat-e-Islami)
Maulana Abdul Hakim (Jamiat-ul-ulema-i-
Islam) Mian Nizamuddin Hyder (CML)
Makhdoom Noor Mohammad Hashim (Baha-
walpur Motehda Mahaz) and Maulana Zafar
Ahmed Ansari (Independent)' Dawn March
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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 Wali Ehan sald: "“They
{Awami League) wanted six-points, but you
have offered confederation to them" he sald
adding “those who opposed the convening
of the Assembly session are now talking of two
Prime Ministers”. Morning News, March 286.
It is important to remember that during
Ayub’s regime the army and alr 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 Baluch and Frontier leaders issued a
joint statement strongly condemning the de-
lay in transfer of power and Bhutto's preten-
sions as leader of West Pakistan. Akbar Khan
Bugti and Ataullah Mengal had expressed
similar sentiments earlier.

But none of them seem to have understood
how ruthless the government could be. On
March 256 Yahya suddenly arrived back in
Karachi (Jasarat, March 27). His departure
was the signal for army shooting in Rangpur,
Chittagong and Saldpur which left 64 civil-
ians dead and many wounded. (Ibid.) The
violent elements now got a chance to spread
their ideas that “power flows 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 Ehan. 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 conclusion, 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 from West Pakistan that Mujib was
a traitor!

POINT OF LAW

In his speech of March 26 Yahya Ehan has
sald: “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 postulates that there
are any constitutional impediments in the
way of transferring power by the present re-
gime merely because at present we have ne
constitution, then my answer is simple:
there are no such impediments.

“If you recall what happened in 1947 you
would get my point. Then too the departing
British transferred power to the constituent
assemblies for India and Pakistan and left
provistons in the Indian Independence Act
under which the provisional governments
were to function and constitutions were to
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be framed In the two dominions of India and
Pakistan.”—(Morning News, March 25)

MARTTAL LAW AT WORK

In 19656 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 bodles
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, llke 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 civillans, 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 sald by foreigners
is false there is at least one martial law
regulation which indicates that the army is
behaving llke 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 traflic 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
imprisonment.” (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 published in a news-
paper or other document whatever, any mat-
ter which—

“(a) Tends directly or indlrectly 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 1s 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, (Jasarat
March 31). The Government knows the nec-
essity of making people forget all that was
said in the recent part. “The Director of In-
formation, Baluchistan has instructed all
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 T7 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." (Jasarat, April
L )s

! WHAT OF THE FUTURE?

Translations from Bengall newspapers
published prior to March 26 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 for East Pakistan's suffering. By
destroying the Awami League Yahya Ehan
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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 Bengalls abroad
are giving up the idea of 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
the 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-
rachi, 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 reallze 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.—EKaukab
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 gathering of Pakistani students
attending the 5th Midwest Reglonal Con-
ference of M.S.A. of U.S. and Canada resolves
that instead of shooting Pakistanis in East
Pakistan, the Central government must as-
sure the people of Pakistan that it is the
majority which rules in a democracy and
so the captured political leaders be released
and power must be transferred to the ma-
jority party after the Constitution has met
the minimum condition of the solidarity and
the Islamic basis of Pakistan without any
regard to any East, West or any provincial
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 TIKEA,
RELEASE MUJIB, RESTORE DEMOCRACY

Resolution No. 1.—This assembly strongly
urges the Government to bring back the
country to normal peaceful conditions 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 milltary,
govern the Country.

Gen. Tikka Ehan 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 and Justice to all the units of
Pakistan.

Resolution No. 3—It 1s the considered
opinion of this assembly that 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 failure of the two major political parties
and their leaders to be equal to the task of
meeting the challenge of existing condi-
tlons leading to the disruption of the coun-
try. It strongly urges them to rise to the oc-
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casion and give a solution within the frame-
work of one Pakistan.

Resolution No. 5—This meeting of the
Pakistani Students Assoc. of the U.S.A. ex-
presses Its profound grief and 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 material losses of the
affected families 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 situation in East Pakistan
which, if not checked will soon engulf the
whole sub-continent. The Pakistan Students
Assoclation sees their support and propa-
ganda as a useless effort of the Indian Gov-
ernment to divert the world's attention from
its own oppressions and brutalities on the
freedom fighters In Eashmir.

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 Awami League,
the majority party, should be asked to form
the civil governmendt,

All the political leaders who have been
arrested should be released.

Resolution No. 8—This Assembly believes
that Shalkh 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—ecoalitions 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, Epmunp S. Muskig, 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 eloguently on many occasions, to
convey. I ask unanimous consent that
this timely speech be printed in the REec-
orp. It repays careful study.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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A CoALITION OF INTEREST: BLACK AND WHITE
TOGETHER

After years of practice, white politicians
know the right things to say to an audience
of black people. But we cannot really 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-
ging buildings, far from a decent job 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 appointment to the Supreme Court—
and his vote can deny the insulting claim
that this was the best the South could give
to American justice. But he cannot feel the
insult it was to blacks to even consider the
nomination of a man whose most famous
public remark was a raclal slur.

Bo I did not come here tonight to lecture
you on the wrongs you have endured for so
long. You understand them in a personal,
everyday way, far better than I ever could.
And I did not come here to tell you again
where I stand. I hope you already realize
that I am with you now as I have been in
the past. I believe now more strongly than
ever that the future and the fate of America
depend on our fight for racial justice. And
I belleve 1t is time to win that fight.

Presidential commissions and Senate 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 left us with elogquent pleas and detailed
plans for equity in America.

But defining the solution is no longer the
problem. If we do not know by now what
must be done, then we will never know it
or do it. The challenge of racial justice in
1871 is not to construct a stronger case for
& cause already so clearly and completely
right. Our real challenge is to construct a
strategy which will permit that cause to
prevail.

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 am talking about a coalition of con-
sclence, committed to creating a nation
worthy of our hopes and our boasts, White
Americans must ask themselves and each
other—again and again—the same question
President Kennedy asked them elight years
ago: “which of us would willingly trade
places (with a black man)?" In the last
decade, the answer was a stream of civil
rights legislation which left our people
equal in law, but not in life.

Now we must answer, not only with &
coalition of conscience, but with a coalition
of interest. For we are learning that millions
of whites share something of the black man's
fate. We are learning, in the words of Con-
gressman Willlam Clay, that blacks “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 ldentified 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
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things that unite us can overcome the things
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
and 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 blacks
and 16% for whites. Most of all, they 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 clty 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 must never hear
that reply again.

A coalition of American workers can also
muster the [nfluence to Insure a stable
economy—where this year's higher wages no
longer buy less than last year’s lower wages.
In 1970, the average famlily 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 the 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 twelve months
of this decade—for the first time since the
statistics were kept—there 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 basls
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 together. 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 1s 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.
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When industry flees our urban centers, it
leaves thirteen million blacks behind. But
such departures also endanger the forty-
five million whites who have made their
homes in our cities. Some of them follow
industry’'s exodus. But many of them 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 the rents that reflect property taxes—
and the tax bills 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 taxes in New York City will go
way up—while the quality of life will prob-
ably go way down. Across the country, over-
crowded schools, deterlorated housing, and
obsolete transportation are shortchanging
urban blacks and urban whites. By circum-
stance if not by choice, the races are unit-
ed in a coalition of frustration about the
cities they inhabit.

And that frustration can insplre a new
coalition of interest on the urban issue. At
the municipal level, the coalition can work
for modern and efliclent goverent—so cit-
ies can get the most out of the resources
they already have. At the state and federal
levels, the coalition can use its voice and
its votes to insure a sensitive, responsive pol-
icy toward urban America.

There is nothing in public life more pow-
erful than fifty-eight million urban citizens
of every race demanding their due. Almosti
alone, their power could secure reforms to
keep industry in our cities—and fast pub-
lic transportation to carry people from the
cities to jobs in the suburbs. Business must
stop running away from urban centers. And
workers must have real access to available
employment.

Our Nation's citles are far from finished.
They can endure—and they can flourish
again. The remarkable renaissance of down-
town Chicago is proof of their essential vi-
tality. But so much more must be done—for
urban 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 coalition of interest among all the races.

I think the black people and the white
people of our cities care enough about urban
survival to do enough about it together. And
I think they also care enough about their
own survival to form a coalition of interest
on a third vital issue, the future of health
care in America.

Even in the distant days when inequality
was an accepted principle and practice in our
land, there was one inescapable equality. It
is with us now and will be with us always. It
is our most basic common link—the simple
fact that we are all mortal.

And in 1971, the sad truth is that America’s
failing medical care system is helping our
mortality along.

In the last decade, hospital charges in-
creased six times more than other prices—
and doctors’ fees climbed twice as fast. The
tragic results are visible everywhere in
America.

Poor blacks are abandoned to uneven and
often inhuman public health services. Their
bables die twice as frequently as white in-
fants, Their wives die four times as fre-
quantly in childbirth. And their life expect-
ancy is seven years shorter. Black Americans
are the worst victims of the system'’s fallure—
as they are so often and in so many different
ways. But they are not the only victims.

Poor whites suffer, too. And the middle
class is caught squarely in the middle—too
well-off to qualify for Government help—too
pressured to help themselves with comprehen-
sive insurance. They often end up with an
excruclating cholce between losing their
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health 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 expectancy
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 health.

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 coalition 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 health insurance that
takes the dollar sign out of medical services.
They can insist on the right to care within
their reach—Federal subsidies to ftrain
enough doctors and nurses and then to locate
them where the people and the problems are.
And they can Insist on the right to care
within their needs—medical attention
which 1s 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 coali-
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 medically deprived American.

In the economy, in our cities, and in medi-
cal 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 and its
efforts.

And in the final analysis, a coalition of
interest would be our single best hope for
racial justice—because it would also serve
the vast majority of our people. The legal
guarantees of equality will become an every-
day reality only when blacks and whites have
equal rights to American prosperity as well
as equal rights in American law.

But some Americans are pulling against
a coalition of interest. They are worried
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 economic rivalry
will inevitably destroy the coalition from
the start.

In recent years, we have seen repeated
attempts to divert our people from the pur-
suit of common interests by appealing to
groundless fears. Perhaps the most viclous
implication we have heard is that black
Americans are against law and order. Nou
one quite says it that way—but there are
voices which convey that meaning—voices
which use law and order as a code word
for prejudice instead of a keynote for crime
control,

But blacks suffer more from crime than
most of our soclety. In our cities, they are
the victims of a majority of all rapes and
homicides and a near majority of all rob-
beries. And long before drugs touched white
American they were preying upon the de-
spair in black America.

No wonder every indication we have tells
us that blacks overwhelmingly 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 the guilty and
swiftly release the innocent. No wonder they
have also demanded reforms that will make
our prisons places for rehabllitation instead
of schools for 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 backs 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 corporations spend mil-
Hons 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 citles
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.

T have talked with you tonight about
the common needs of your race and mine
berause 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 raclsm
is the greatest stumbling block to justice
in America.

I think the barrier is 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
no greater “freedom in journalism" de-
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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 buttresses (the) suspi-
cion that this Administration . . . has con-
ceived, planned, orchestrated 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 Boston
Globe of May 19, be inserted here in the
RECORD,

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

CrRONKITE Fears FEDERAL ANTI-PrRESs PLor

New Yorr.—Walter Cronkite sald yester-
day “evidence buttresses the suspicion” that
the Nixon Administration has “concelved,
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 Radlo & 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 credibllity of the
press.”

The CBS newsman sald, “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 s 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 sald, “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
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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 criticlsm 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 criticlzed 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 away. 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 REec-
ORD.

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

A Goop CITIZEN

Leo Burnett, who bulilt 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 affalr with Chicago.
He was consistent in his praise of the city's
growth and progress.

Mr. Burnett agreed with Danlel 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 19656 Mr. Burnett offered hls ap-
praisal of how well we had lived up to that
summons and that promise.

He spoke of the ever-changing Chlcago
skyline and physical facade, mentioning the
enormous development of recent years after
a drouth in new bullding lasting 23 years
between 1932 and 1955. He was Impressed by
the 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, 1t handled more traffic than the
Panama Canal. He found that in its cultural
endowment, its commercial vitality, the
spirit of its neighborhoods, Chicago was alive
and pulsating.

We all should keep in mind his bellef 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 Chicagoan,”
and we should seek to be as good cltizens 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-
lems of nuclear reactor safety. The let-
ter states “the officers of HCPC feel the
funding for research and testing in the
area of public safety and environmental
protection should be increased dras-
tically.”

While I have not yet had the oppor-
tunity to study all 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 economically 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 that an editorial from the Lewis-
ton Morning Tribune dealing with the
actions of the Hells Canyon Preservation
Council in sending this message to the
President be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

HELLs CANYON
PRESERVATION CoUNCIL, INC.,
Idaho Falls, Idaho, May 22, 1971.
President RicHARD M. NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: During the past year,
the officers of the Hells Canyon Preservation
Counecil (HCPC) have become increasingly
concerned over the adverse publicity and gen-
eral confusion associated with the wvarious
methods of providing this Nation's present
and future energy needs. We are especially
distressed by the charges that conservation-
ists in general are uncompromisingly opposed
to nuclear power as a desirable means of
providing these needs and further distressed
by the apparent inability of many govern-
ment officials, industry executives, and other
members of the public to hear what the con-
servationists are trying to say.

The Hells Canyon Preservation Council
has, and continues to, support nuclear power
in general as the most desirable, principal
method of producing electrical energy in the
next few decades. The officers of the HCPC
feel they have a positive position with re-
spect to this Nation's future energy needs
and would like to Propose a program for ac-
tion which we feel the conservationists of
the country can support.

The HCPC was founded in August of 1967
for the single purpose of preserving a very
magnificent and unique National treasure,
Hells Canyon of the Middle Snake River. As
you must be aware, Mr. President, Hells Can-
yon is the deepest river canyon on our entire
planet and that part of the Snake that flows
through its heart is the last unaltered ex-
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ample of how this mighty American river
appeared to our forefathers.

Hells Canyon deserves to be preserved on
Its merits, for all Americans for all genera-
tions, and it should not be a part of the
energy debate.

The HCPC is headquartered at Idaho Falls,
Idaho, home of the National Reactor Testing
Station (NRTS) and location of the world’s
largest assembly of experimental nuclear re-
actors. During its four-year growth to a Na-
tional organization of over 1000 members in
45 states and four foreign countries, the di-
rectors, and officers have come predominantly
from the engineering and scientific stafl of
the NRTS.

While we feel this unigue aspect of our
leadership leaves us with a certaln respon-
sibility to speak out on the merits of nuclear
power, it also leaves us open to the charge of
having a selfish interest in the guestion, of
desiring to further our own ends. We have
tried to overcome any personal interest that
we might have, however, and I am writing to
you In the hopes of presenting an objective,
informal, conservationist’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 before the Pacific Northwest Conserva-
tion Council in Missoula, Montana. I quote
the following from Dr. Slansky’'s speech:

“The Hells Canyon Preservation Council
proposes an alternate to the High Mountain
SBheep Dam which will solve the previously
mentioned problems and still furnish electric
power for the people of the Paclfic Northwest
Power Pool at costs which are as low, and
probably lower, than from any corresponding
hydroelectric installation. The alternate
source of power 1s nuclear power,

“We realize that utllity companies must
plan far in advance for new installations to
meet expanding needs. Nuclear power has
come into its own only in the last few years,
Our hope is that the Pacific Northwest Power
Company and the Washington Publlec 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 reactor, equiv-
alent to the first power installation at High
Mountain Sheep Dam, could be bullt and in
operation in the same time as the dam.
Eventually nuclear . . . why not now? SBave
the Middle Snake River in Hells Canyon! Let
us refraln from bullding 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 before the
Federal Power Commission (FPC) on Septems-
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 Pacific 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 eventual-
ly nuclear power will be a major source of
power. However, nuclear power 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 examined
and re-examined our stand. We have in ad-
ditlon been asked by our own Senator Jor-
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dan and others to speak cut more frequently
in defense of nuclear power because of our
particular expertise in that area.

Recently we were falsely accused by Mr.
William Levy, presiding examiner of the Fed-
eral Power Commission, of being against nu-
clear power. In his recommendation to the
Commission on February 23 regarding the
proposed licensing of dams on the last free-
flowing stretch of the Middle Snake, Mr.
Levy saild:

“If the hydro-thermal program were
on schedule, Middle Snake development could
be deferred indefinitely in the interest of
preserving the existing values, options, and
uses of the river that would be destroyed by
development. 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
projects that would provide the required al-
ternatives. It is the responsibility of the Fed-
eral Power Commission 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, iIn 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
HCPC 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 fossll-fuel facilities
throughout the Nation. It should be under-
stood, however, that this simple statement of
nuclear power being preferable 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 harmful to our
environment. But the controls are established
by man, and like a campfire in the forest, if
damage is 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 the specific
concerns and criticisms expressed by other
conservation groups, the HCPC s in agree-
ment. Certainly the industry in general has
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 harmiful
effects to the environment.

Our own criticisms of the AEC and the
industry and our comments on other 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 question 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-
celve 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 priority
though obviously it would not require an
equal dollar effort, would be to evaluate the
present energy uses and pollcies, to stop the
fantastlc waste of energy that exists today,
and to establish a new National energy policy
of efficlent 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 rate 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 avallable 1s 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 Blll
584 by the Honorable Boe PacEwoon of Ore-
gon deals well with this source of energy and
we urge support of his efforts in this regard.

There are other sources of energy, of
course. Municipal solid waste contains about
one-third the energy capacity of a good grade
of coal, Gas turbines are more and more be-
ing used for peaking power requirements.
Magnethohydrodynamics is being developed
as a process which might lead to substan-
tial improvements in thermal efficiency of
electric power generation. These other
sources of power seem to be recelving 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 considered supplemental
but they should be considered. Geothermal
and solar energy are important because 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 which are today more
harmful to the environment.

We are of the opinion, however, that the
primary long-term source of energy must be
nuclear—it may be from elther fisslon or
fusion. Most likely it will be from both. The
feasibllity of fusion-generated power, how-
ever, has yet to be proven and on eConomic
fusion reactor is probably 30 to 50 years
away. But fission is here, today, and is eco-
nomical.

There are two principal types of fission-
generated power reactors: the thermal, most-
ly-water cooled reactors in use throughout
the United States today and the liquid-
metal fast-breeder reactors (LMFBR). The
water reactors throw away two-thirds of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

energy produced in the fission process and
most of the uranium mined for the fuel.
Taking into consideration the energy used
in the mining and fabrication of fuel, the
real energy waste 1is something greater
than just the two-thirds lost 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 up the chimney.

In addition to the problem of inefficiency,
there are serious questions about radloactive
waste and public safety. There is much we
still do not know about the dependabillity
of engineering safeguards. Will they really
work in the emergency for which 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 about $17
billion in capital costs and a total of about
$80 billlon if the fuel and other operating
expenses for a 30-year life are included, and
yet the AEC's entire request for nuclear safe-
ty in FY 1872 is less than $36 million. The
officers of the HCPC {feel the funding 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 energy. Its chief benefit
is in using essentially all of the uranium
mined rather than a small percentage and
thereby increasing 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 "thermal pollu-
tion” by conservationists, a water reactor
typically throws away 50% more heat than a
fast reactor. The release of gaseous radio-
activity to the atmosphere is also more easily
controlled in the case of fast reactors.

The leaders of the world'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 breeder as our
primary source of energy. The world's first
electricity was produced here in Idaho by a
breeder reactor in 1951. And yet, 20 years
later, while the Russlans are bullding a
600,000 kilowatt electric capacity plant, the
United States plans are still 5 to 10 years
away from a similar facllity.

The problem with our slow development
is largely funding rather than technical. Only
$85 million 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 “legislated away” or the responsi-
bilities passed on from one agency to an-
other with no progress accomplished.

We belleve that funding in the area of
LMFBR technology must receive the great-
est priority of the entire research and devel-
opment effort related to nuclear power and
that it must be increased drastically, per-
haps to a level several times its present
level.

We feel there is no crisis facing the quality
of life in 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 golng to meet
that need for clean energy unless we pay
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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 assoclated with
all nuclear-generated power, any Natlonal
energy policy likely to receive conservation-
ists’ support must also include a high-
pricrity 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, 1s the present policy
of having the nuclear industry, the AEC,
and the JCAE establish the policies and
practices of nuclear technology. This leaves
the main responsibility for the technology in
the hands of those who are most enthusiastic
about its development and who are not al-
ways directly associated 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 Federal 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 Secretarles 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 Council 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 resources. 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 949 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 down, to stop the waste. Pleas
and criticilsms by conservationists, and cries
of alarm by reputable scientists are met with
charges ranging from “wanting Americans
to give up their TV's and air conditioners and
g0 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 is, “How shall we provide for these
needs?”

The consumption of electricity in this
country in the past 20 years increased by
over 4509, the consumption per person by
350%, and yet the population rose by only
85%. The FPC predicts that national con-
sumption will 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 mno 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 valldity. 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 relative
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 contalners 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 909% 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 belleve 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 providing this
Nation with its energy needs, calls for a new
set of priorities and policies. They must be
priorities 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
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overtaxing our planet's ability to provide the
resources.

‘We hope you will give these comments and
recommendations your most serious consid-
eration, Mr. Presldent, We have come fo 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 Counecil 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, recelve the support of other conserva-
tion groups as well as the public at large.

Very sincerely yours,
PeTErR 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-
ohsolete 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 is 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-
structlon 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 wvirtually every
new power project of any type.

Opposing dams, nuclear plants 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, copilng with the public is a matter of
dealing with what will happen, not what
should happen. Consequently, if the public,
for a few more years, is going to demand and
get more electric energy, the 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 the least and support it. The
public, when it begins running out of energy,
is likely to be less selective and take anything
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, It automatically creates more pres-
sure for a nuclear plant in Oregon or else-
where.

The Hells Canyon Preservation Council is
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inclined to believe that the lesser evil is nu-
clear generation, And so are we. However, the
question is still open. The contesting c n-
servationists should confer and try 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 pointing to a feasible alternative,
The same could be true of the entire conser-
vation movement.

The council is also being constructive with
its positive advocacy of a crash research and
development effort to seek “dependable
methods of generating clean, pollution-free
electrical energy . . ."

The organization’s stand is a political
model for other conservationists. And it is a
stand that could buy the time needed to get
the population turned off.

And, of course, as the council realizes, with
present 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't 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 described 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 he argues that press
treatment of Commission pronounce-
ments can compound confusion.

Finally, Professor Glazer gives the ad-
ministration good marks 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 Recoro.

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

A BREAKDOWN IN CIVIL RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT?
(By Nathan Glazer)

When the enormous report* of the United
States Commission on Civil Rights appeared
last October, it made page one of the New
York Times, under the predlctable head-
lines, "U.S. Rights Panel Finds Breakdown
in Enforcement.” The first sentence of the
story read: “The United States Commission
on Civil Rights said today there had been a
‘major breakdown' in enforcement of the vast
complex of federal 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 complainis of deprivation of
voting rights, to study and collect informa-
tion on denial of equal protection of the
laws under the Constitution, to “appraise
federal laws and policies with respect to
equal protection under the laws,” 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 members) and it
has been unsparing in exposing and criti-
cizing the deficienclies of both local authori-
ties and federal departments and officlals.
It has been particularly persistent in point-
ing to the failure of federal departments to
use the extensive powers avallable to them
to make sure that their programs be carrled
out in a nondiseriminatory manner, that
their employees—and the employees of the
agencles they support or contribute to, pub-
lic and private—be properly representative of
the racial character of the areas in which
they operate, and that their benefits are
distributed equally to black and white. Thus,
for example, it has been able to demon-
strate that the programs conducted by the
Department of Agriculture—which dispenses
huge sums to farmers—are conducted pri-
marily by white employees, and do not pro-
portionately benefit black farmers.

The CRC thus stands in a remarkable
position. It is independent of the executive
and legislative branches of government, re-
sponsible 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 federal bureaucracy in all its manifesta-
tions attempting to grapple with the increas-
ingly complex problems of assuring “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 Commission—or its pub-
lic relations officers—as carrying its main
burden, because in fact it describes a grow-
ing and rapidly increasing army of federal
officials carrying out the laws and orders to
enforce equality. The report points out that
there is now a great array of powers available
to the federal government and its agencies to
advance 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 levels, utilizing every
possible skill. Secondly, there is the power
that exists by virtue of the fact that the
federal government has contracts with a
good part of the businesses of the country—
“fully a third of the nation's labor force is
employed by companies which are govern-
ment contractors” (p. 133)—and that “for
nearly three decades, nondiscrimination in
employment generated under federal con-
tracts has been national polley.” (p. 133)
Both of these great powers—the power to
employ directly and the power to compel
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, which go back to the time of
Presidents Roosevelt 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 through
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Title VI of the federal Civil Rights Act of
1964. If the power of contract compliance
reaches to one-third of the work force of
the country, the Title VI powers reach to
most of the rest. Title VI asserted that “No
person . . . shall, on the ground of race,
color or national origin, he excluded from
participation, be denied the benefits of, or
be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving federal assist-
ance.” And just about every school district
in the country, every state, every agency of
local government, every university and col-
lege, every hospital, every bank in some in-
terpretations—indeed the list could be end-
less—recelves some form of “federal financial
assistance.”

There are other provisions 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, fol-
lowing up on Executive orders and a base of
legislation in many states, bans discrimina-
tion in the greater part of the housing stock
of the United States. There is Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which “renders
most employment discrimination illegal on a
nationwide basis,” and under which the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
was created.

Finally, quite independently of Executive
orders, judiclal 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 (Soclal Becurity, Vet-
erans Administration, and others), in the
regulatory agencles—ICC, FPC, FCC, CAB,
FMC, SEC, FTC—all having great powers
over their respective industries—rallroads
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 federal 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
poliey 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 ralsing the posi-
tion of minority groups may be exercised in
many ways, indeed in ways so numerous and
distinet 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
{ssues 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
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[the Office of Federal Contract Compliance]
attacked the plan EEOC had approved, and
finally, in January 1968, the Justice Depart-
ment, in a sult, urged the court to reject the
senjority 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.” Fortunately
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 is not my intention, however, tempting
as it is, to pick out the anomalies and con-
tradictions that inevitably arise in a com-
plex governmental effort, involving every
agency, at central and local levels, operating
under different laws and Executive orders
and guidelines and “clarifying” letters. The
report is an important and serious effort to
review almost the entire scope of federal ef-
fort in this field—an attempt matched by no
other study, even though, as the writers of
the report are the first to admit, they them-
selves have engaged in only a sampling of the
federal effort in this vast fleld. It comes up
with a severe judgment as to the inadequacy
of this effort, and it comes up with recom=-
mendations designed to improve the effort.
How sound is this 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 report itself. I belleve the report seri-
ously underestimates the scale and intensity
of the federal government’s effort, and the
degree of its success, when measured in the
light of the scope of the effort and the real
difficulties that any program to raise the
position of minority groups must deal with.
I belleve many of its specific proposals for
improvement of this effort—particularly
those that propose the centralization and cos
ordination of civil rights enforcement in the
White House and in the new Office of Budget
and Management—are good ones, and should
be acted upon. Finally, I believe that its
surprisingly negative judgment of the fed-
eral effort to date, and its refusal to accept
the real difficulties, the inevitable contradic«
tions, 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 matter, but I think
one way 1s to recognize something the CRC
report never does. That is, in moving from
equal opportunity—which seems scarcely at
issue in most of the report—to an attempt
to ensure a full equality of achievement for
minority groups, we are not simply continu-
ing an old civil rights effort; we have 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
discriminction by anybody in this enormous
report—which indicates the CRC's sense of
the present importance of that issue. It uses
a new measure—the achievement of full
equality of groups. Concretely, this means the
test is not: Are members of minority groups
discriminated against? 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 actual employ=-
ment of minorities, has not been achieved.”
(p. 134) The Civil Rights Commission 18
aware of no problem in making this state-




June 16, 1971

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 CRC report demonstrates
to me that it is a test which simply can no
longer be used mechanically, in the absence
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 efficlency of using
special tests to qualify minority members for
jobs in order to increase the pool of potential
applicants and Job holders.

The CRC sees as the test of success in the
employment area the achlevement of pro-
portions of employees at 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 NASA 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 over $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-
half 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. T1)

Let us look at the matter more closely.
One way of increasing 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
informs us that “a visit by one or more
federal officlals is made for every 20 black
students; the ratio for whites is estimated
at 1:225."” (p. '79) Certainly the federal gov-
ernment has not been deficlent 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, 656 had
accepted Jobs with government, primarily
federal.

Let us consider other data which bear on
the size of the avallable pool of Negro can-
didates for the higher reaches of the Fed-
eral Civil Service. The report points out:

“An analysis of occupational categories
comprising most G.S. 156 to 18 executive po-
sitlons . . . [reveals] . . . medicine and en-
gineering—occupations long virtually closed
to minority group members-—make up near-
ly one-third of all positions, More than 50
per cent of federal executive level employ-
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ees hold masters degrees or better. Again,
the premium placed on higher educational
attainment works to the disadvantage of
minoerity group members, who have been sys-
tematically deprived of equal educational
opportunities for generations. Other char-
acteristics 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 Federal Civil Service consists 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 federal 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 deficlency.

Nor will the pool of engineers and doctors
be increased rapidly. A recent 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 muech better among
medical students.

The 1ssue, however, is not only the pool of
avallable employees. There is also the fact
that advancement to high position is a mat-
ter of reward for long service and, one hopes,
efficlent service. At least, the merit system
and the Civll Service Commission, one of the
more admirable agencies in the federal gov-
ernment (the CRC agrees with this judg-
ment, which I8 not mine alone) do their best
to ensure this result. Obviously on many oc-
caslons young men are advanced, and some
who have not been in the service long, and
some without higher degrees. What would
happen to the morale and efficlency of the
Federal Civil Service—indeed that very serv-
ice we count on to carry out the enforce-
ment of the clvil rights laws, as well as many
others, an enforcement that cannot be based
on brief enthusiasms but must be grounded
on well-established procedures, maintained
over long periods of time—what would hap-
pen if these long established procedures for
advancement, which men in the service count
on, and which helps to motivate them and
keep them In service, were to be radically
weakened? These are considerations which,
unfortunately, never come up in the CRC
report.

Now let us consider the matter from an-
other perspective. Concelvably the federal
government, by increasing the scale of its
efforts, could increase the proportion of Negro
college graduates going into government,
But should it? Would it not be desirable for
larger proportions of this limited pool to go
into business and corporations, into higher
education perhaps, than for increased propor-
tions to go into government service? Re-
cently the newspapers have reported a drop
in the number of Negro officers in the armed
forces, and one reason, despite intensive
efforts to recruit, is undoubtedly that other
opportunities are now more easily available,
Should this be seen as a mark of fallure—
or rather as an indication that other things
have succeeded? Looking at the CRC figures,
it seemed clear to me that the pace of im-
provement we had seen in 1962-87 in Negro
representation in the higher grades of the
federal government could not be main-
tained—the pool simply was not growing
rapidly enough, and there were too many
more attractive clalms upon it. Recently, I
was informed by an official of CRC that in-
deed the rate of Improvement had not been
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maintained. From the point of view of
CRC—at least as indicated in this report—
this should be cause for further criticism of
the federal government. From its own evi-
dence, however, the problem is not In the
intensity of recruiting efforts but the simple
fact that there are no more people to be
recruited,

Even this improvement in the ratio of mi-
norities to all federal employees has not
occurred without effort—and perhaps serious
costs. The report tells us that “Arithmetic
and algebralc components of the Federal
Service Entrance Examination , .. have been
largely eliminated. . . .” (p. 83) In addition,
one can enter the federal service, under cer-
tain circumstances, without written examis
nations at all, on the basis of high grade-
point averages in one’s college, or by gradu-
ating in the top 10 per cent of one's class.
Six hundred persons enter the federal service
through this avenue each year, 200 to 300 of
whom are non-white.

The Civil Service Commission and the
various agencles seem, on the basis of the
directives and letters quoted by the Civil
Rights Commission, to be torn between the
meaintenance of the merit system, and its
further abandonment in the light of the
need to increase the proportion of members
of minority groups at higher levels of the
civil service. In quoting these directives and
letters, the CRC is quite severe about 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 abandonment? This is no simple
matter. Interestingly enough, the report is
perhaps most severe—in criticizing the qual-
ity of work of federal employees engaged in
enforcing equal opportunities laws and
directives—on the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission itself. It would be inter=-
esting to know to what extent the procedures
to ensure merit have been fcllowed in staffing
this agency, and whether the CRC believes
the procedures it urges for all other agencies
of the federal government (not to mention
all of private industry and other employ-
ment) would actually lead to harder working,
more committed, and steadler 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 its chief
officlals. 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 1t, through the procedures that
the CRC is quite ready to dismiss. Conceiv-
ably the CRC might be reduced to the posi-
tion that all other agencies ercept those that
enforce the civil rights laws and directives
need not be terribly efficient, and could well
dispense with merit conslderations—but
understandably these other agencies, and
those that are the cllents for their services,
might disagree.

I believe I am as well acquainted with the
weaknesses of a civil service as most people.
My problem has always been to find an
answer to the question: What is a better
system for staffing bureaucracies with im-
portant and permanent functions?

Undoubtedly many meodifications in the
present merit system can be made, without
impairing the general level of competence of
the people who work for government, and
with the additional benefit—one of enor-
mous importance to government Iin 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 about this). There are a large num-
ber of tests—for example, for administrators
in schools and education departments—that
seem quite devold of connection with the
talents that one wants in these posts. Having
sald this, 1t is quite another matter to go on
to say that knowledge of how to read 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 the enormous report considers,
as far as I can recall, whether any test is
relevant to a competence, but considers all
tests simply as barriers to the employment
and advancement of members of minority
groups.

This is part of another pattern in the re-
port. No funection of government is consid-
ered really important, aside from that of mi-
nority employment. Thus, again and again
the various officers of the federal government
will be criticized for taking their primary
Jobs serlously—for example, placing con-
tracts. Undoubtedly some of us are against
such functions of government as the acquisi-
tion of bombs or uniforms for the army; we
would much prefer to see the function de-
layed or abandoned and the contract officers
devote their energy to some other goed, 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 malling
millions of social security and other direct
payment checks, paying hospital and doe-
tors' bills, delivering the mail, approving

bulldings that qualify for government aid
and support in various forms, giving out re-
search contracts, etc. We do not deal with
absolute claims, of course—bulldings can be

delayed if that will lead to more minority
hiring, or better integration. The question is,
how much shall these services welgh in the
balance?

It is just this kind of question which seems
forelgn to the thinking of the CRC. It may
seem immoral to ralse in connection with any
moral issue the question: How much? But,
inevitably, it must be ralsed. For instance,
how many people should be hired to enforce
the civil rights laws, with what budgets, with
power to affect what other operations of gov-
ernment? One is iImpressed by how many are
already so engaged. Thus, the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance In the Department of
Labor had a full-time stafl of 118, expected to
grow to 173 by 1873 (only 28 in 1967). In ad-
dition, each agency has its own contract
compliance staff. The Department 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 budget 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 Congress. The Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission had
570 employees—I understand this is to rise
to 1,600. 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 Division had 13
attorneys and 2 research assistants. Six thou-
sand employees of the federal government are
being trained as equal employment counsel-
lors (for thelr agencles) by the Civil Rights
Commiseion. 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 governmendt.
Yet it would not be unimportant in deter-
mining, how much is enough, or too little,
or too much?
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The Civil Rights Commission has 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 clvil rights objectives can
be advanced in many programs that do not
have these as thelr primary objectives. It
continues this tradition in this report. But it
also continues another tradition 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 will 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 Raclal 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, are those who deal 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.”

Concelvably, the picture of civil 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 officlals have resigned
from the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, and the Department of Health,
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 the cructal question of the
effectiveness of the present Administration's
shifts of tactlcs in southern school integra-
tion. But the areas 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 fleld, 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 deal, with a greater sense of
roality, with a number of questions. What is
the minority pool of skills and talents? How
can it be increased? What 1s the real extent
and character of raclal 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 efficlency 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 ecivil
rights enforcement begin to fall off? They
should also consider, from the point of view
of gaining the support of the highest 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 Committee on
Aging, of which I am chairman.

Leading this effort has been Congress-
man Davip 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-

reased national attention on the prob-
lems and challenges of aged and aging
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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 REecorb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
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 “trallers staffed by volunteers a block
from the Rayburn House Office Building.

For two years the 36-year-old Arkansas
Democrat has crusaded to consolidate all leg=
islation dealing with the elderly in one House
select committee on the aging rather than
having it dispersed as it is now among 11
committees.

But the committee chairmen, particularly
Representative Willlam M. Colmer, 81, the
Misslssippi Democrat who heads the Rules
Committee, have refused even to hold hear-
ings on the suggestion although Mr. Pryor
has the backing of 236 House members, more
than a majority.

PHONE SERVICE LACKING

Lacking Federal funds and Federal office
snace, Mr. Pryor this afternoon installed the
15 volunteer members of his unofficlal 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 dllapidated
parking lot next to Joe's Gulf Statlon.

“The phone company tells us we have to
put up our own telephone pole before they'll
glve us service,” Mr. Pryor sald in exaspera-
tion.

Inside the trailers, the volunteer company
of 12 college students and 3 senlor citizens
sweltered in humild, B4-degree heat. Records
were piled in old orange crates, which aug-
mented secondhand furniture borrowed from
local TUnitarian and Roman Catholic
churches.

“We hope to have air conditioners running,
sometime,” Miss Patricla Roberts, the staff
director, sald.

“HERE TO GET ACTION"

Miss Roberts, a 21-year old senior at Doug-
lass College In New Brunswick, N.J., sald
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
fallure 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 jolned the
group “as my way of protesting peace fully
within the system.”

[From the Washington Post, July 15, 1971]
THE ELDERLY IN ExXILE

(Poem from nursing home patient for
Representative Davip PRYOR)

When the old, old, old lady finally, finally
died;

I was the only one, the only one who cried.

“Why do you weep,” sald 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 Paul 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
Traller Committee on Aging"” opened for
business in two trallers parked at the Capitol
View Service Station, near a railroad via-
duet.

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 volce 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, no single committee of
the House focuses sufficient attention on the
myriad problems of 20 million elderly Ameri-
cans, whom he calls “the abandoned 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-
tles.

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, 236 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 Prycr was born—still
refuses to give the proposal a hearing.

“If the resolution ever got to the floor, it
would be approved,” sald Pryor. “But after
13 months of walting, of being patient, of
trying to work within the House system, we
haven't gotten very far. There still is no
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House forum to take a comprehensive ap-
proach to the problems of the elderly, and
the problems are getting worse. The House
stands naked and impotent to meet these
needs.”

Chairman Colmer sald 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 & 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 volce in the Capitol,” Pryor
sald of the 90-day traller project.

Chairman of the trailer committee is Pat
Robert, 21, a Rutgers University senlor 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, & 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 cltizens
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
pilanets, 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 REcorb.

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

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF DISCUSSIONS ON
Space COOPERATION BETWEEN THE ACAD-
EMY OF ScIENCES oF THE US.S.R. AND
THE uU.s. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION
1. The Academy of Sclences of the U.S.8.R.

(hereinafter called the Academy) and the
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U.S. National Aeronautics and 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
beneflt of man on earth, contribute to the
eflicient 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 Acad-
emy and the Acting Administrator of NASA,
with leading representatives of other con-
cerned agencles (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 increased co-
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
in particular the understanding 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 current series of meetings, the
Academy and NASA have agreed to undertake
certain cooperative 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 comsider
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 meteorological rocket sound-
ings, to formulate provisions for a program
of soundings along selected meridional lines
in cooperation with other countries,

In 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 territorles so as to advance the
potential applications of space and con-
ventional survey techniques for investigating
the natural environment in the common
interest.

In the fields of exploration of near-earth
space, the Moon and the planets, to work
jointly to define the most important scientific
objectives in each area, to exchange informa-
tion of the sclentific objectives and results
of their national programs in these fields, to
consider the possibilities for coordination of
certain lunar explorations, and, in partic-
ular, to initiate an exchange of lunar surface
samples by performing an agreed exchange of
samples already obtained in the Apollo and
Luna programs.

In the fleld of space biology and medicine,
to develop appropriate procedures and recom-
mendations to assure a more detalled and
regular exchange of information including
biomedical data obtained in manned space
flights.

4. The detalls of the considerations de-
scribed generally in paragraph 3 are pro-
vided in Attachments I-IV to this SBummary
of Results, These Attachments shall be
understood to constitute an integral part of
this Summary of Results.

5. To provide for the specific actions with
respect to agreements and further coopera-
tive possibilities which are set forth in the
Attachments noted Immediately above, the
Academy and NASA agree to designate rep-
resentatives to Working Groups in connec-
tion with each Attachment. Such designa-
tions shall be made by the President of the
Academy and the Administrator of NASA
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at the same time that each acts to confirm
this Summary of Results under the provi-
sions of paragraphs 6-8 below. Each Joint
Working Group shall commence to con-
sider, as a Group, the tasks assigned it under
the applicable Attachment within 90 days
of the date that confirmation of this Sum-
mary is established. After commencing its
assignment, each Joint Working Group will
report its required actions and recommenda-
tlons to the President of the Academy and
the Administrator of NASA within a further
period of six months. The Joint Working
Groups shall conduct their work by corre-
spondence and direct meetings in an expedi-
tious manner within the schedules prescribed,

6. The President of the Academy and the
Acting Administrator of NASA have indl-
cated their prellminary agreement to this
Summary of Results by initialing it below. It
{s agreed that they shall have a further
period of 60 days from this date in which to
provide for further consideration. By the end
of that period, they shall communicate to
each other their written and final confirma-
tion of this Summary, or, in the alternative,
their possible specific proposals for altered
language to modify any of its provisions.

7. In the case that full and mutual con-
firmation shall be established, the proce-
dures provided in paragraph 5 above for im-
plementation shall automatically go into
eﬂae?t;n the case that the President of the
Academy or the Administrator of NASA is
not prepared to give full confirmation of the
Summary, he may confirm certain Attach-
ments and reserve confirmation with respect
to others. In that case, the Attachments
which are mutually confirmed shall go into
full effect. The remaining Attachments shall
be considered expeditiously by the President
and the Administrator, by correspondence if
possible and by meetings if necessary, in or-
der to reach agreement on changes which

will permit their early confirmation and im-
plementation.

[Attachment I]
SPACE METEOROLOGY
1. METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITES
A. Agreements and objectives

The Academy and NASA noted the useful-
ness of cooperation in the field of meteorology
within the Bilateral Agreement between AS
USSR and NASA USA of 1962 and Memoran-
da of Understanding of March and May 1963
and June 1064 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 and NASA consider it useful to
disecuss 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
surface transmitted;

To improve the forms of presentation of
satellite Information in combination with
other types of meteorological data;

To improve further the technical perform-
ance of the communication link between
Moscow and Washington;

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, data
format, international communications pro-
cedures to be followed, etc.
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B. Proposals for further discussion

1. Cooperation in scientific investigations
for further development of methods of
meteoroclogical 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-
cipitation areas and intensity etc.;

Development of optimum methods for
mathematical solution of inversion problem
in satellite meteorology;

Application of information from meteoro-
logical satellites to numerical forecasting
techniques;

Methods of automatiec data processing of
meteorologlcal satellite 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 into 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 consider
and coordinate the following problems, al-
ways giving consideration to interests 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 Iinstrumentation systems and tech-
niques 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-
count also the appropriate recommendations
of the World Meteorological Organization
and the International Council of Scientific
Unions.

[Attachment IT]
StupY 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 sclen-
tifically useful and economically advantage-
ous. The capability to conduct such surveys
is in an early stage and requires intensive
surface, air and space investigations, studlies,
testing, and intercomparisons on an experi-
mental basis,

2. In this field the Academy and NASA
agree to make every effort to develop coopera-
tion in the following principal directions:

a. Discussions, and the exchange of sclen-
tific information, on the use of space tech-
nology for investigating the natural environ-
ment;

b. Swudies of different technigues of meas-
uring parameters of the natural environ-
ment, using space and conventional means,
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and studles of the interpretation 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 conventional 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
integrated experiments involving space and
conventional technology in selected areas of
the international ocean; and also the ex-
change of results of coordinated research
above selected areas of the earth surface, with
initial emphasis on vegetation, 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 necessary 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 use 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 parameters 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 surface, air,
and space data obtalned 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.

[Attachment III]
EXPLORATION OF NEAR-EARTH SPACE,
MooN AND THE PLANETS
A. Agreements and objectives

I. The Academy and NASA agree that their
respective programs of scientific investiga-
tion of the Moon can be substantially en-
hanced by exchanges of samples and other
scientific 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 sides materials from all sites visited
on the Moon, and to facilitate analysis in
unique or special facilitles 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 provide the Acad-
emy about 3 grams from the regolith 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-
propriate NASA and Academy representatives.

III. The Academy and NASA agree to sup-
port in their respective national programs
the “International Magnetosphere Survey"
being organized by the IUCSTP-COSPAR
Special Study Group.

IV. The Academy and NASA agree to use,
along with the existing international scien-
tific channels, such as COSPAR, direct chan-
nels for the exchange of sclentific informa-
tion in those cases where the existing chan-
nels are inadequate or too slow for the pur-
pose, and where it is in the mutual interest
to do so.

B. Proposals for further discussion

The Academy 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 during
the period of a particular satellite investiga-
tion.

3. Investigate the possibility of standard-
izing the presentation of data and methods
of measurement in studies of the Magneto-
sphere.

4. Examine the possibility 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 minimum solar
activity.

6. Arrange for perlodic and timely joint
reviews of the status of knowledge of X-ray
radiation from the sun and the processes on
the sun associated with solar activity.

II. Exploration and Use of the Moon:

1. Define the scientific problems of the
Moon which should be investigated over the
next several years.

2. Recommended procedures for the recip-
rocal exchange of future lunar samples and
describe the documentation which will be
required.

3. Recommend procedures for the recipro-
cal exchange of lunar photographs, from both
orbital and landed spacecraft.

4. Conduct a jJoint study of the methods of
analyzing lunar photographs and preparing
lunar maps, and prepare an agreement on a
standard lunar coordinate system.

5. Recommend 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
Academy can take advantage of their
knowledge of the other’s scientific objectives
as they plan their specific lunar flights.

7. Initiate a joint discussion of the prob-
lems of the use of the Moon for astrophysical
studies.

III. Exploration of the Planets.

1. Discuss the principal scientific problems
in the exploration of the solar system.

2. Arrange for periodic and 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-based astronomical observations.

[Attachment IV)
SPACE Brorocy anp MEDICINE
A. Agreement and objectives

1. There are increased possibilities for the
extension of 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 flight and to gen-
eral medical knowledge which may be used
for the benefit of all mankind.

2. The Academy and NASA agree that a
Working Group shall develop recommenda-
tions and procedures to implement the ex-
panded exchange of information. This Work-
ing Group will consider the arrangements
for regular meetings of competent represent-
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atlves for the detalled and timely exchange
and evaluation of data associated with
manned space flight. This exchange should
include sufficiently detalled pre- and post-
flight data, operational information, and
other considerations necessary for full under-
standing of the results obtained.

3. The exchange of scientific information
of mutual interest shall include:

2. blomedical data characterizing the
adaptation of man to the conditions of space
flight;

b. the development of recommendations
concerning the internal environment of
manned spacecraft;

c. radiation effects and considerations ap-
plicable to manned space flight; and

d. directions and methods of biologleal in-
vestigations.

4, The Academy and NASA further agreed
that such 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
possible and should be dedicated to the
examination of data and results obtained
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 shared through this
program, and new problems associated with
manned space flight develop, the Working
Group should expand the scope of its recom-
mendations for further information exchange
accordingly.

[ Translation]
AcapEMY oF SciENCES, USSR,
Moscow V-T1, LENINSKIY PROSPECT 14,
March 26, 1971,
Dr. GEorGE M. Low,
Acting Director, NASA,
Washington, D.C.

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, inltialed
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 established 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. EELDYSH,
President,
Academy of Sciences, U.S.8.R.

FUR CITY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, during 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 by the Joint Furriers Council,
was celebrated 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
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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 REcorb,
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 Tth through June 11th, 1971.

Mayor John V. Lindsay has declared the
event as “Fur Excitement 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 visitcrs who have
been invited to attend the event, the Mayor
has directed that 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. dally, by setting up Kkiosks
and sidewalk cafes, for the public's pleasure
entertainment. Refreshments will be served
while musicians play both classical and mod-
ern musiec.

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.
Aurello 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 Avenue
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 the two-block area.
There will be runway for the fashion show
cn Tth Avenue,

Klosks, already taken by various sectlons
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 Tih 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 million and New York City is the
nation’s fur center.

The Furrlers 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 specles
as leopards, cheetahs, ocelots and jaguars, to
help protect these animals 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 obtalned elsewhere. The
latest styles in fashions are developed 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 T 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 important 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 of 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 health
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
5,626 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, officz or hospital based in patient
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care, for 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 built since 1956, 52
are now vacant or being used as barber-
shops, ete.

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., 656 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-
zZens.

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 REcCORD.

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

[From Look Magazine, June 29, 1971]
WHERE Have Our DocTtors 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 30,688 men, women
and children in the suburb of Park Forest, Il1.,
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 medicine, 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 sald. “The doc-
tor's day off. ... No, you ecan’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 drugstore
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
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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 lungs.

My troubles in finding a doctor are exceeded
only by those of some neighbors. My wife and
children are lucky at least to have had the
same obstetrician and pediatrician for over
20 years. But the people who are new in
town have a terrible time.

Niki Scott, a writer for the Park Forest
Reporter who was researching the local doc-
tor shortage telephoned the six pediatricians
in the immediate area and sald her child
had an earache. Four of the doctors said
they could not accept & new patient under
any circumstances. The other two sald they
could examine the child—but not that day.

Mrs, Scott then called the ten internal-
medicine specialists of the reglon, complained
of a stomachache, and said she was new in
the area. Nine of them sald they couldn't
see a new patient immediately, or at all, but
two said they might be able to examine her
in two or three weeks!

This same reporter cites the case of a
mother of two who moved here last August:
“She was told that her children would not
be allowed to attend school until they had
had a physical examination. She called all
the pediatriclans in the area, and was told
by each of them that they could not accept
new patients. Desperate, she called the Park
Forest Village Health Department. They gave
her a list of physiclans, all of whom she had
already called. After weeks of searching, she
found a general practitioner in Chicago
Heights [an adjoining town] who would
examine her children.

That there is a shortage of physicians,
estimated at over 50,000 natlonally, should
not surprise anybody except the American
Medical Assoclation, which discovered only
a few years ago that there were not enough
doctors to go around. Sellg Greenberg, in
his compelling new book, The Quality of
Mercy, notes that during the Depression of
the 1830's, “The AMA Journal called edi-
torially for ‘professional birth control,’ and
the medical schools obliged by materially
reducing their admissions.” Later, he says,
the AMA achieved the same results by “lob-
bying strenuously in Congress against Fed-
eral ald for medical education without
which the schools could not possibly expand
their enrollment to any meaningful extent.
The palpably specious argument used to
block such ald was that it would endanger
the ‘freedom’ of the medical schools.,”

In recent years, a number of new medical
schools have been opened, but many schools
are in deep financial trouble, and some have
curtalled teaching programs. Though by the
end of this decade there will be noticeably
more graduates, so far the growth has been
slow (6934 graduates in 1961; 8946 this
year). Even If we double our graduates in
20 years, says an authority, deaths and re-
tirements will cause the total number of
physicians to change little.

The medical schools still turn down over
half of their applicants, and if it were not
for foreign-trained doctors—who now make
up nearly 17 percent of our medics—we
would be shy another 3,000 new licensed
doctors every year. As it s, our teaching
hospitals are currently short more than 12,-
000 residents and interns. Without the for-
elgn interns, many hospitals would have to
close thelr 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. Pediatriclans 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
QGP’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 getting 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 clinies. Of 162 clin-
les built since 19056, 62 are nmow vacant or
being used as barbershops, ete.

You can get a glimmer 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 & 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.

Plerrz de Vise, a distinguished urbanolo-
gist and 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 fowns 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 25 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 roocms
are filling the void. In 1960, St. James Hos-
pital in Chicago Heights had 8,686 emer-
gency-room cases; last year, it had 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 autc-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.” Sixty-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
80 percent.

The emergency room is not a particularly
good place to be treated. In the Chicago area,
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only a fifth of the departments have a paid
full-time doctor In charge; nearly half de-
pend cn 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, twice the national
rate and twice Chicago’s rate of 15 years ago.
As De Vise points out: “The emergency room,
the least-efficient and worst-staffed and
equipped department of the hospital, is the
major provider of primary care. .. ."” For
years, the emergency room has been a place
where black persons and poor whites were
supposed to get care (see Cook County Hos-
pital: The Terrible Place, LOOK, May 18,
1971). But now, at institutions like St, James
in Chicago Heights, middle-class whites sit
right next to poor folks In the emergency-
room walting section. 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 1565
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 ls, 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 the 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 point
of entry into the medical system,” she says.
“One thing the South Cook County Medical
Soclety should do is have & roster of doctors
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
of the Chicago Medical Soclety. It has 250
members. He scoffs at the idea of a physl-
clans' roster. “It hasn't worked in Chicago,”
he says. “Why would it work here?"

I complain to Dr. Driscoll that the quality
of medicine is bound to suffer with so few
doctors and so many persons. Isn't a doctor
inclined to take shortcuts, with a roomful
of patients waiting? Don't the latest statistics
show that doctors now treat 11 percent of
all complaints by telephone? Dr. Driscoll
agrees: “A good doctor can take care of only
50 many patients, Many have attempted to
take care of more patlents than they should,
and they can't give quality care because
they're oversxtending 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 clalm?
What about all those jokes about them play-
ing golf on Wednesday afternoons? The AMA,
which surveys 5,000 physiclans 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 about making life easler 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=-
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rently earolled in these programs. In the five
years, only 75 aides have been graduated, and
ancther 150 are finishing this year.

In Illinols, there is not a single physician’s
asslstant. 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 Flanning 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 aldes,” he says. “Ideally, if the law and
malpractice insurance permitted, they could
do all sorts of things that only I am allowed
to do mow: skin blopsies, electronic removal
of moleg, sutur! 'g of minor wounds that are
not cosmetic, aspiration of breast cysts, ete.”

Dr. Ashley would even let his aldes 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 used for history-taking;
this would automatically call the doctor's at-
tention to dangerous symptoms. In fact,
computers are already doing this, but in
limited numbers.

A kindly man, who looks like a movie ver-
slon of a country doctor, Dr. Ashley is a firm
bellever in group prectics. Fiftean percent cf
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 obstetrl-
clans, 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 patlients 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 ycu 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
prepald physiclans., Most of them will come
from the Tllinois Central Hospital in Chicazo,
a facllity that was started by the railroad
and still treats many rallroad 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—if that.

What is needed, says Hirman Sibley, ex-
ecutive director of the Hospital Flanning
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 citles.

Dr. Walter C. Bornemeier, outgoing presi-
dent of the AMA, thinks the shortage of
doctors and their maldistribution will soon
be a thing of the past. He says the AMA was
right In curtailing the number of doctors
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years ago “hecause 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 will 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 1980.”

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 will attract doctors to
places they are needed.

Dr. Driscoll, of my local medical soclety,
also believes that the physician 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
680 percent of our state's graduates have left
Ilinois. 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 dle in the state.
It imports doctors from Chicago. “No matter
how many more doctors we produce,” says
Plerre de Vise, “the 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 examination 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 doctors
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 to the civil-
ian populace of that country, the Marines
this month began final redeployment of
their forces from Vietnam 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 REcorb.

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 Recorb,
as follows:

For the United States Marine Corps, the
confiict in South Vietnam is ending. This
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month, the last elements of a Marine force
which at one time held the flve 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 Natlon'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 19656 and whose return now
underscores this administration’s commit-
ment to reduce forces in Southeast Asia.

For more than six years, the Marines—
together with other U.S. and Free World
Forces—have supported the Government of
Vietnam's efforts to develop a viable and in-
dependent mnation, I think, that as the
Marines return home, it is appropriate that
we review briefly their record in Southeast
Asis and identify the varied roles of Marine
forces in that commitment.

Marine Corps participation began on 27
February 19656 when the Joint Chiefs of Staff
relayed Presidential approval to deploy a
Marine air/ground team, the 8th Marine Ex-
peditionary Brigade, to South Vietnam. Nine
days later, on the morning of 8 March 1965,
the 3d Battalion, 9th Marines conducted an
unopposed amphibious landing near Danang
to spearhead the introduction of U.S. combat
units into South Vietnam. On the same day,
the 1st Battallon, 3d Marines began to arrive
at Danang by alr from Okinawa. Within two
months, additional Marine units had been
landed at Hue/Phu Bal and Chu Lal. Just
prior to the amphibious landing at Chu Lal,
Marine forces consisting of most of the 3d
Marine Division and the 1st Marine Aircraft
wing were redesignated as the 3d Marine Am-
phibious Force (III MAF).

The III MAF strength steadily increased to
meet increased operational requirements, so
that at the beginning of 1068, 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 operational forces of
the Marine Corps and one out of every three
Marines was serving elther 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 Bal. 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 civillan population of 1,930 to
417 square miles enclosing a civilian popula-
tion of 108,840. These totals eventually grew
to 10,700 square miles and 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 flve northernmost
provinces in South Vietnam.

From the outset, Marine operations in
South Vietnam were oriented to the realiza-
tion that defeat of VC/NVA 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
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strategy to achleve these goals embraced
three concurrent efforts.

First, participation with the Government
of South Vietnam and other U.S. agencles
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, almed
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.

Tlfus, 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 control 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 concentirating on the destruction of the
Viet Cong infrastructure. During the period
8 March 1965 to 81 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 motiva-
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
technigues 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 Iinnovation 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 battallons or larger size units, these
operations involved small unit saturation
patrolling and ambushes in areas adjacent to
harvest sites, providing securlty 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 sufficlent 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 aircraft,
helicopters, and tactlcal 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
mnorthern 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 reg-
ular NVA divisions. These losses forced the
enemy to withdraw NVA units to sanctu-
arles in North Vietnam and Laos and re-
sulted, by the end of 1968, in almost total
absence of major enemy units in northern
Quang 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 Hol An. The most intense sustained
fighting of the Tet offensive took place 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 etrategy 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 selzing
large guantities 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 personnel 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-
fous 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 Speclal Landing
Forces each consisting of a Battalion Land-
ing Team and a Marine helicopter squadron
conduected simultaneous amphibious and
helicopterborne assaults against enemy
forces occupylng the Batanagan Peninsula
south of Chu Lai and Quang Nam Province.
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Also simultaneously, a U.S. Army task force
maneuvered to seal off the southern bound-
ary of the operating area. Thus, without
warning, a hitherto enemy sanctuary was
surrounded and then systematically searched
and cleared. The operation served notice to
the enemy that no area was secure from the
mobile striking power of the Marine Corps’
Special Landing Forces and the Navy's Am-
phibious Ready Groups. Adding to its slig-
nificance, this special Landing Force opera-
tion returned nearly 12,000 Vietnamese civil-
ians to GVN influence,

As a complement to large scale operations,
the Marines commenced in 1966 to employ
smaill reconnaissance teams, both in the
hinterland and in reglons of the coastal
plain, to observe the enemy and direct artil-
lery, air strikes, and naval gunfire on enemy
forces detected. Called Sting Ray patrols,
these lightly armed and lightly equipped
teams were generally inserted by helicopter
near the objective area and moved overland
by stealth to a preselected position. The Im-
pact of these innovative operations on the
enemy was acknowledged by the extensive
efforts the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese
units expended in attempts to locate the
Sting Ray patrols when they suspected one in
a particular area.

Other innovative contributions to the con-
duct of operations against the enemy in-
cluded the arresting gear developed as part
of the Short Airfleld for Tactical Support
(SATS), developed to save alrcraft and lives,
Air support radars and transponder bea-
cons—developed by the Marlne Corps—were
used to guide planes through bad weather
and darkness to conduct accurate and dev-
astating strikes on the NVA/VC, These tech-
nigues were also successfully employed in
guiding transport helicopters to friendly
ground units. On the ground, new equip-
ment and technigues such as sensors, Inte-
grated Observation Devices, and the Surveil-
lance/Reconnaissance Center were tested and
employed during the conflict 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 hamilets and in the success
achieved in support of the Government of
South Vietnam's pacification and revolution-
ary development programs,

One of the most successful means of 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 (FF 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-
slons for combined missions. In addition to
providing security, this combined action pro-
gram also helped upgrade the military pro-
ficlency 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 (CUPP), which was initiated in 1969
and was designed to extend the hamlet and
village pacification effort along the populated
littoral against NVA/VC counterpacification
ploys. Conceptually, a Marine rifile company
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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 1070, 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 capability. As evidence that
these Regional and Popular Force units have
been effective in numerous independent com-
bat operations and have been able to assume
responsibility for their own population se-
curity 1s that fact that of the 3.1 million
people living in the five northernmost prov-
inces, more than 95 per cent now live in
secure villages. In areas where an element
of danger to the individual soldier and his
family is still evident, this is significant—
and reflects a commitment by the people to
their country and its development.

Reestablishment and reconstruction of the
Vietnamese social, economic, and political
systems were considered by the Marine forces
to be a prerequisite to final victory, so a
broad-scale civic action 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
projects in education, public works, 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 adequate medical facil-
ties to serve 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
2d Marine Division Memorial Children’s Hos-
pital were initiated at Dong Ha Combat Base.
A portion of the U.S. Naval Company “D"
Medical Facility at Dong Ha was converted
to temporary use as a Children’s Hospital
and was officially dedicated on 1 September
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 the training and
experience required for continued operation
of the new hospital by the Vietnamese.

Another significant example of the Marine
Corps Civic Action Program in Vietnam is
the Hoa Khanh Children’s Hospital located
near Danang. This modern 120-bed hospital
started as a wood and tin first-aid station in
1865 In the hamlet of Hoa Khanh, as part
of & 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 north, the
Force Loglstics Command of III MAF took
over responsibility for the expanding first-
aid station. Eventually, to meet the grow-
ing demand, a much larger facility was con-
structed inside the Force Logistics Com-
mand compound northwest of Danang.

Vietnamese craftsmen were hired to con-
struct a stone building under the superwvi-
slon of Navy Seabees and Marine Corps Engi-
neers. Assisted by voluntary contributions of
$300,000 by Marines and Navymen and their
friends in the U.S. and Vietnam, the hos-
pital is now one of the largest medical facili-
ties of its kind in Southeast Asia. The hos-
pital is not only an institution for major
surgery but also for the treatment of skin
infections, tuberculosis, pneumonia, plague
and other illness. It also provides training for
some T0 Vietnamese nurses, aldes, and tech-
nicians. In anticipation 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 aldes until the Viet-
namese can assume complete responsibility
for its operations and functions.

The Marines also realized that providing
support for the education of Vietnamese chil-
dren would not only beneflt them as individ-
uals but would also enable them to contrib-
ute to the building of a viable nation.
Through the ITI MAF Scholarship Fund, the
General Lewls W. Walt Scholarship Fund,
and numerous personal contributions of Ma-
rines and their families, over 136,000 chil-
dren in I Corps were assisted in continuing
their education. The U.S, Marine Corps Re-
serve/CARE Civie Action Fund provided
school kits consisting of pens, pencils, copy
books and Vietnamese arithmetic tables.
This fund grew to 748,000 by 1871. The III
MAF also alded in the construction of 251
schools and 171 churches, pogodas, and tem-
ples (also used by the Vietnamese in the
education of their children).

A clear-cut indication of the progress
made in education within I Corps can be
gained by the fact that in 1855 there were
only about 400,000 children in school in the
entire country; by 1971, there were over 310,-
000 children in echools of all types in I
Corps alone. Additionally, by 1971, there were
1,059 elementary schools and 126 secondary
schools within I Corps.

In summary, as the Marine forces redeploy
from Vietnam to contingency stations in the
Western Pacific and to bases in the United
States, they leave behind them a legacy for
continued improvement by an independent
veople.

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-
nam are positive indications that the efforts
of Marine forces have materially assisted
the Vietnamese people to achleve security
and tranquility, 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, Marine com-
bat operations against NVA and VC main
force units were characterized by highly
imaginative techniques which emphasized
the increased mobility provided by the heli-
copter,

The vertical envelopment concept, devel-
oped by the Marine Corps, was refined and
expanded in cperations throughout I Corps.
Marine units conducted bold, aggressive hell-
copterborne assaults, continuously supported
by Marine attack aircraft and by establish-
ment and sequential displacement of artil-
lery fire support bases, to defeat enemy
forces in the mountainous northern and
western regions of I Corps.

Marine Corps heroism and gallantry has
added new history to its illustrious past. Such
names as Dewey Canyon, Ehe Sanh, Union,
Con Thien, and Hue stand proudly alongside
those of other years—Belleau Woods, Guad-
alcanal, Iwo Jima, 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—Always
Faithful.

The role of the Marine Corps of the fu-
ture, like the Corps of the past, rests secure-
1y in the hands of Congress and in the hearts
of the American publie. If one asks what its
objective will be in the years ahead, theé
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.
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Its sole honor stems from the recognition
which cannot be denied 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 falthful 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 DISCRIMiINATION LAW
IS THWARTED

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, with
unemployment reaching its highest level
in approximately 9 years, older workers
and their families have been particularly
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 cate-
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 dilemma, there
is still a widespread attitude in our so-
ciety that the mature job applicant may
not be as desirable as a young person.

This occurs in spite of the fact that a
measure to 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 diserimina-
tion on the basis of age—whether covert
or overt—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 to 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 disecrimi-
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-

als—including my Older Americans Com-

munity Service Employment Act and the
Middle-Aged and Older Workers Em-
ployment Act—to help move unemployed
persons off the jobless rolls to the pay
rolls. Additionally, we shall seek out fur-
ther solutions to protect older persons
from age bias in employment,

An article in the Wall Street Journal
of June 16, 1971, provides an excellent
discussion about the inadequate enforce-
ment of the age discrimination law.

Mr. President, I commend this article
to my colleagues, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

as follows:

FAVORING THE YOUNG: PROHIBITION ON AGE
B1as 1y EMPLOYMENT Proves DiFrFcurt To
ENFORCE

(By Jim Hyatt)

Otto Ray says his problem began when he
and his son Roger, then 24, applied for jobs
at a QGreenville, S.C., warehouse of Great
Atlantic & Paclfic Tea Co.

“The man at the warehouse sald he could
put Roger to work the next morning,” Mr.
Ray recalls. “But he said if he hired me, I
wouldn’t last two weeks” after personnel offi-
cials at A&P learned of his age- -656. So he
wasn't hired.

Mr, Ray persisted, however, after a friend
told him the U.S. Labor Department would
go to bat for him over the issue of age dis-
crimination. Indeed, after negotlations be-
tween AXP and department officials, Mr, Ray
was hired at the warehouse in late 1969 and
pald $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 in the matter.
Mr. Ray views it somewhat differently. “They
fired me because they had to hire 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 than
what Congress had in mind when it banned
age discrimination in employment in 1987.
But four years later, Labor Department offi-
clals say enforcing the law ds 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 the 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, critics
say. Some observers even question whether
the law has any value. “Enforcing the age-
discrimination clause is almost hopeless,”
says George G. Kleln, 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
agalnst hiring, he says.

Although 27 states have some form of age-
discrimineation law, few of these are actively
enforced. The Labor Department says that
in Ohlo, Texas, Montana and Indiana, age-
statutes don't even provide for penalties
Some officials question the eflectiveness oi
the national law, too. “It has prevented
some people from being lald off,”” one fed-
eral attorney says, “but it isn't having the
effect that Congress hoped for.”

PHYSICAL FITNESS

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,” adds
Tom White, vice president of industrial re-
lations and personnel for Brlstol Myers Co.,
New York.

Because of continued high unemployment,
federal officlals say the number of age-bias
complaints increased 30g;, in the year ended
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last June 30 and is rising steadily. New York
State’s Human Rights Divislon 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 his boss, one attorney
says. So officlals must try to find a general
pattern of discrimination at specific firms
or in given industries to bolster thelr 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-blas case
until late 1969, and that matter is still
pending.

AGE AS A SAFETY FACTOR?

This lawsuit alleges that Greyhound Lines
Ine., 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 behzalf, the Labor De-
partment sued the station owner, Cowles
Florida Broadcasting Ine.,, 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 bankruptey 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,
statlon 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-blas law also per=
mits workers to file their own private law=-
suits, results there, too, have been less than
earth-shattering from the individuals' point
of view.

Even the federal government gets involved
in age-discrimination matters for its own
employes. Earller this year the U.S. Civil
Service Commission and the Justice Depart-
ment asked Congress for authority to permit
the agencies 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
Hmits might apply to such jobs as border
patrol agents and criminal Investigators for
the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs.

Some people say they even have a hard
time finding an attorney to take an age-
discrimination sult., (“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 at this point.” He says an
employer can use “too many other reasons"
to get rid of older workers.)

Although the federal and private lawsults
have produced no landmark decisions in
favor of older workers, 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 examples:

—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 $988 in back
wages. He wasn't hired, however, because he
had obtalned other employment in the
meantime,

—A chain store, despite an age limit of 56,
agreed to hire a 59-year-old couple to man-
age one of its outlets and pald more than
$2,800 in back wages. The older couple’s
resume, the company agreed, was as “fully
impressive as those submitted by other appli-
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 $4,317 in back wages.

Moreover, some age barrlers have been
dropped through informal contacts between
the Labor Department and employers, adver-
tisers and employment agencles. In reporting
to Congress in January, Labor BSecretary
James D, Hodgson sald “some potentially dis-
criminatory bars to employment because of
age were elilminated 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
Amerlcan Society for Personnel Administra-
tlon, “You inhibit the individual from really
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 graduation date to figure out
approximate age. One corporate attorney says
“every employer wonders what's going to
happen if he lays off & man between 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 Recorp at this
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point the following article from the
Maryland 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 qulet, modest
State Board of Agriculture (SBA) sclentist
who is retiring this month after 42 years
of public service in Maryland.

Long before it became so popular and
pressing, Dr. George S. Langford was on the
firing line of the battle to protect and pre-
serve our environment,

State Entomologist since 1957, Dr. Lang-
ford early in his career directed the blological
control program that eliminated the Japanese
beetle as a major pest in Maryland.

An outstanding example of the use of an
insect disease (milky spore)—rather than
chemicals—to control insects, the Japanese
beetle control program brought national and
international 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 commiunities 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
pesticlde 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 Natlon for
a long time to come,” Director of S8BA Pro-
grams Dr. Charles P. Ellington said.

POPULAR SUPPORT IN MASSACHU-
SETTS 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-
posed 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 REcorp.

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

MASSACHUSETTS PoLL: BAY STATERS PREFER
UNITED STATES MEDICAL PAYMENT

People in Massachusetts, by better than
2 to 1, favor the Federal government's fur-
nishing medical care, 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 and independents in
10 support the idea, while Republicans are
divided, with 46 percent in favor and 49 per-

-——

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cent opposed. There also seems to be less re-
ceptivity to the proposal among the more
affluent than among the lower-income groups.

A Boston carpenter sald: “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 medical care alone; $110 for a hospital
bed is too much.”

A Chelsea businessman called it “too much
soclalism, too high cost.”

A factory worker from Allston said: “The
government shouldn’t delve into those

A production manager from Dorchester,
unemployed, said: “You start to get into so-
clalized medicine.””

The poll was taken by telephone between
Feb. 5 and Feb. 12 among 1000 Massachu-
setts residents 18 years or older.

The poll results:

QUESTION PEOFLE WERE ASKED

“Some people have proposed changing the
present system of medical care in this coun-
try so that the Federal government would
take over the responsibility of providing
medical care for all those who want it.
Would you favor or oppose this change?'

Percent

Favor Oppose opinion

Total Massachusetis publke.. .o oo oo
Area of State:

L e R R T S B L e
1

Boston suburbs
Rest of State__
Political party:

1 e T S B SR SRR L e TR R
it e U e ST I St SO 2 TR T 50 LI YO N " [T

indepandents_ - ..o ...

$5,000 to $7,499. ..
$7.500 to $9,999.___
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 and over.........

6
9
5
7
7
5
6
5
7
8
2
6
4
3

1 Counties of Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, Plymouth, and Suffolk, excluding Boston.

ATR 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 convgnience of location is ex-
tremely important. 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-
ington 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-
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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 travel, includ-
ing transcontinental flights, In addition,
Dulles is handling an increasing number
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 traffic 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
percent 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 Recorp 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 REcorbp,
as follows:
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OFFICE OF THE BSECEETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C.
Hon, Wmniam B. Serong, Jr.,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR SrponNG: Attached is the ac-
tivity sheet you requested from the Federal
Aviation Administration on Washington Na-
tional and Dulles Airports.
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increase shown by Washington National Air-
port is due to the fact that in April of 1870,
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 oceur,

Sincerely,

LAURENCE J. BURTON,

For your information, the rather marked Director, Office of Congressional Relations.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION—NATIONAL CAPITAL AIRPORTS

WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT ACTIVITY!

April

Year-to-date April Year-to-date

Percent
change from
1971 1970

Percent
change from
1970

Percent
change from
1970

Percent
change from
1970 1971

1971 1971

Operations:
Alr carrier. 18, 665
General avi 9,677
Military 118

+l11.1
+4.7
—41.9

Cargo (thousand pounds):?
Air mail:
Domestic. -
Internatio

71,092
32,631 +20.1
558

12,552

Total operations..___.._.. 28, 460 +8.4

12,552
11,108

Total air mail .

104, 281
Ist-class mail

Passengers: :
Domestic airlines......_.__.
International airlines.......

930,919 +18.0

Freight:

International ... ... _._._...

3,130,145
6, 207 —15.8 23,914

930,919
44,128

-+18.0
+43.1

Total airlines. ... --—---
All others?

6, 207
1,303

3,130,145
146, 406 —-15.8 23,914

Total freight
—40.4 71,317

Express._....

Total passengers 975, 047 +19.0

3, 276, 551

Total cargo 13, 564 —14.2 54, 891

DULLES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT ACTIVITY

Operations:
Air carrier___
General aviation_...____.
Military

Cargo (thousand pounds):?
Air mail:
1,098
290

: —2.8 4,143
International ..........- +42.2 1,579

Total operations

63,419 Total air mail 1,388 +4.0 5 722

Passengers:
Domestic airlines. .
International airlines.......

146, 441
26,670

1st-class mail 957 —30.1 4,205

Freight:

498, 678

83, 607 +9.3

Total airlines_...._......

173,111
All others2.__ 1

7,084

1,783
1,492

3,275

—14.5 7,036
+3.3 5,325

-7.3 12, 361

Domestic
International...........

Total freight

582, 285
60, 232

-5.9
+8.9

Total passengers 190, 195

—8.4

Express. ... 120 —55.6 485

Total cargo 5, 740 —11.8 22,773

TOTAL WASHINGTON AIRPORTS ACTIVITY 1

Operations:
Aircarrier.
General aviation
Military. -

23,789
17,617
4,936

+9.4
+2,0
+66.7

Cargo (thousand pounds): 2
Air Mail:

58, 248

0.
) i 4, 266 +13.2
18, 470 2.

+42.2

16, 695
1,579

|
| Domestic
| International __.___..___ 290

Total operations........... 46, 342 +10.4

Total air mail

4,556

167,700 +14.7 18,274

Passengers:
Domesticairlines_..........
International airlines__._ ...

1,077, 360
26, 670

+14.6
+23.3

First-class mail. .........._ 3,843 —22.7 15,313
3,628,823 y S N, S

83, 607 . Freight:
—15.5 30,950

1,104, 030
61,212

+14.8

Total airlines_. . .........
+32.7

All others®. ...

Domestic
3,712,430 +3.3 5,325

International. .. _.._... 1,492
206, 638
—-13.1

9,482

Total passengers 1, 165, 242 +15.6

Total freight
3,919,068 Vi
—42.1

Express__... .. 1,423

Total cargo. - -coceancaas 13, 304 —-13.5

1 Total of inbound and outbound traffic,
2 General aviation and military.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1871.
Mr. LAURENCE J. 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 may be a factor in the
tremendous Increase in National Alrports
business. However, it is far from explaining
the whole 18 percent growth in domestic
alrline passengers or the 11.1 percent increase

& Partially estimated.

in air carrier operations. And it does nothing Airline strike now when it was not even men-
to shed light on the 12.5 percent decline in fioned as a factor in the FAA stretch jet eval-
domestic passengers at Dulles. uation last winter. In that report much was

In fact, the Natlonal Airlines strike ended made of the fact that National Airport traffic
on April 27th and not in May, The work stop- had declined during the study period by 5.3
page did not totally shutdown the airline’s percent. Had the loss of traffic on National
operations, but merely reduced them from Ajriines (which was struck at that time)
the normal 10 percent of the airport’s traffic peen taken into account, National Airport
to about 5.3 Piflfe:lt-t én Mti e"e:i? it rif_la’l' would have been shown about even with 1969
n';-":z d"?:t‘aﬁ;e slzck tgm(:zgtfrmuch cgiglf:: figures, notwithstanding the economic reces
{,ogd tact?)rs over the same general routes sion. This all seems to me a very selective
than they otherwise would have had. use of the facts.

I am curlous as to how it is that the FAA Sincerely,

places so much emphasis on the Natlonal Witrzam B. Spowng, 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 Recorp,
as follows:

[From The News & Ohbserver, June 13, 1971]
LOCKHEED STRUGGLES TO STAY IN THE
“BLUE BKY"

(By H. L. Schwartz ITI)

BureaNE, CaLir.—When A, EKarl Eotchian
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 the
company's president. “Papers were scattered
everywhere, even on the fioor."”

The year was 1941 and although the United
States was not yet at war, Lockheed already
was churning out the first of 19,000 military
alrcraft, including the famed P38 Lightning,
only U.S. fighter to serve throughout World
War II.

The lights still burn all night at Lockheed’s
bilege-colored Burbank headquarters, but for
a different reason.

Now Eotchian, 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 33rd largest corporation, from col-
lapsing into bankruptey.

Haughton, most visible symbol of the com-
pany as he zips about the country in his
10-seat Jetstar, 1s optimistic. ““There's blue
sky up there,” sald 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 sald, would
tide over the company until it can make fir'st
deliveries next spring on the Tristar, its
whaleshaped, 400-passenger L1011 airbus.

But as hearings began last weeck in the
Senate Banking Committee, the outlook ap-
peared no better than 50-50 that Congress
would come to the aid of the company.

Less than five years ago Lockheed Alrcraft
Corp., was earning money hand over fist,
nearly all of it in government work.

LEADING CONTRACTOR

For nine of the past 10 years I.ockheed
has been the nation's leading defense con-
tractor. It still is. But from record earnings
of $58.9 milllon 1966 it has plunged to losses
of $£32.6 million in 1969 and $86.3 million
last year.

Anxious to cut back its share of an In-
creasingly depressed defense market, Lock-
heed is desperate to get back into commer-
cial work, a field it abandoned in 1960 after
disastrous losses on the Electra Turboprop.

The immediate cause of the company's
new troubles was the bankruptcy Feb. 4 of
Rolls Royce Ltd., which is making the jet
engines for the TriStar.
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The Rolls collapse has delayed scheduled
dellvery of the first 27 Tristars for which
Lockheed this fall would have received final
payments of $10 million aplece.

Already reeling from 484 million in losses
on four government contracts, Lockheed is
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, it may simply be a case of “live
by the sword, die by the sword.”

SPORTY COURSE

Steeped In a tradition of fierce competi-
tion and supersalesmanship—there is one re-
ported incident where customers physically
barred their doors—Lockheed has made ene-
mies among rivals in a hotly competitive
business once described by Northrop Chalr-
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
flatly deny it.

So far, Aerojet General of California is
the only competitor to openly oppose the
loan guarantee, but 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 Aerojet General, contend
the government shouldn't ball out any pri-
vate business.

Lockheed’s tradition of derring-do goes
back to 1913 when two barnstorming broth-
ers, Allan and Malcolm Loughead (pro-
nounced Lockheed) built a seaplane and
flew it over San Francisco Bay at 60 miles
per hour.

EARLY PLANES

In 1916 they founded a company that was
to build some of the most famous airplanes
of all time.

Before going bankrupt in the Depression
the Lougheads produced the Winnle Mae,
a single engine Vega in which one-
eyed Wiley Post circled the globe. Amelia
Earhart set a nonstop cross-country record
for women in another Vega. Anne Morrow
Lindbergh flew another model Lockheed
across the Bering Stralt to Tokyo.

In 1932, Robert E. Gross, a Harvard-edu-
cated Boston socialite, and six assoclates
paid $40,000 for bankrupt Lockheed. “I hope
you know what you're doing,” sald the judge
who approved the sale.

For awhile it looked like Gross didn't. In
the first six months Lockheed sold only
$23,000 in spare parts. Then Gross concelved
the plane he would fly to riches.

It was the Electra 10, a twin-engine, all-
metal, 10-passenger craft with the highest
proficlency and lowest price, $36,000, of any
comparable airplane of itg time.

WAR'S IMPETUS

With order backlogs soaring from $535,000
in 1935 to $6.1 million in 1938, the stage was
set for World War II to turn a golng concern
into a giant.

In 1938 Lockheed won a $21 million order
to build needed bombers for embattled
Britain.

The plane was the rugged Hudson. Since
the United States was not at war, the U.S.
Neutrality Act forbade either U.S. or British
cltizens from ferrying the bombers from
American soil,

At the suggestion of Courtlandt Gross, who
had come west to join his elder brother in
the Liockheed executive suite, the company
bought a North Dakota wheat farm on the
Canadian border. Hudsons were flown to the
farm, hitched to horses and drawn across
the border. Canadians unhitched them. Brit-
ish pilots flew them home.
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During the war Lockheed's 93,000 em-
ployes—there were 64 when Gross went into
business—turned out P38s at the rate of 15
a day along with Hudsons, Venturas, Har-
poons, Lodestars, Boeing~designed B17 fiying
fortresses and the Constellation, a four-
engine airliner which would dominate com-
mercial air travel into the 60s. Near the end
of the war, it began building the F80 Shoot~-
ing Star, first operational U.S. jet fighter.

WEAPONS CONTRACTS

With its background in military hardware
and a reputation for excellence, Lockheed
won an ever increasing share of weapons con=
tracts.

In 1954, it developed the F104 Starfighter,
and peddled it so aggressively around the
world that two West German politicians
claimed they had to physically bar thelr doors
to Lockheed salesmen.

Although 11 NATO nations appear well
pleased with the plane, and 2,406 have been
bullt abroad, there were severe troubles
adapting it to German demands, The planes
crashed so often that many German pllots
refused to fly them.

Still “the missile with & man in it set
world records for speed, altitude and time-to-
climb, and exports of the plane accounted
for $1.4 billion of the nation’s 1966 trade
surplus.

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 Alr Force insisted it needed the
plane, then changed its tactical concepts.

PROFITABLE PRODUCTS

Lockheed, nevertheless, continued o churn
out profitable products; the Polaris missile,
the C130 Hercules transport, 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 80 per cent of its business,
then President Courtlandt Gross already was
talking about commercial supersonic trans-
ports and a wide-bodied alr-bus.

“The supersonic airliner is definitely com-
ing,” sald an internal 1960 Lockheed memo.
“It is going to be a remarkable boon to air
travel and the passengers will love it.”

Lockheed bid for the S8T contract, bellev-
ing the billlon-dollar federal plum would
open the way to $20 billion In commercial
sales. It lost to Boeing in what turned out
to be an astounding plece of luck, even if
it did prove Lockheed forecasts wrong. Con-
gress killed the program this year after spend-
ing $800 million.

In bidding on the SST, Lockheed was al-
ready trying to overcome the results of a de-
cision that 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. 80 while Boelng was planning to
bulld 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.
Bo is the story of the Electra Turboprop
which began to come apart in the skies in
1969,

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 1859 Lock-
heed sold only 176 civillan coplies instead of
a projected 400 and eventually wound up
writing off $250 million.

With the 1859 Electra disaster, plus 531
million in losses on its executive Jetstar,
Lockheed went $43 million into the red In
1960, and retreated almost entirely into de-
fense work.

It proved to be & 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-
tlon, 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 mlillion In losses on
these programs, plus some Navy shipbuilding
contracts.

About $200 million of this loss was Incur-
red on the CB5, 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 bulld 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 C5 program with a knowingly low bid,"”
Haughton told the House Armed Services
Committee on June 17, 1969, “The simple
answer is that we did not buy in.”

Nevertheless, within two months of the
final contract signing in 1966 the Cb6 began
experiencing cost overruns which, according
to an Alr Force cost analyst, would total §2
billlon. Instead of 115 planes, the Air Force
decided to buy only 81.

In testimony, news conferences and inter-
views Haughton repeatedly has sald 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 bellef the government
would honor its contracts instead of cutting
back on the C5 and cancelling the Cheyenne
helicopter.

OVERREACHING SEEN

“If you're asking where our troubles be-
gan,” sald 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 cited as the prime example
of underbidding, the Cheyenne hellcopter,
which the Pentagon cancelled for default,
and the SRAM motor, on which Lockheed
has been forced to take a $30 million loss,
are 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 at least 409 TriStars
even though it has only 178 orders so far,
needs 220 to break even and alr travel is way
off industry predictions.
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TRISTAR ORDERS

In 1968, Lockheed announced the first or-
ders for TriStar, designed to carry 400 pas-
sengers on flights too short to be economical
for the glant Boeing 747.

The announcement, a month before Mc~
Donnell-Douglas announced first orders for
its competing DC10, created a sensation.
Lockheed stock jumped 20 points.

With long experience in the commercial
fleld, however, McDonnell-Douglas caught up
fast In orders for the $15-million planes and
now has 50 more than Lockheed with first
deliveries scheduled next month.

McDonnell-Douglas is using General Elec-
tric engines while Lockheed, in opting for
Rolls Royce, may itself have become a victim
of supersalesmanship.

The British maker of luxury cars, pursulng
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
aplece. They are now expected to cost $1.1
million.

MADE MISTAEES

“I wouldn't tell you we hadn't made any
mistakes, you know,” Haughton sald, “Some-
body could accuse me of making a mistake in
selecting the 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 mew assembly line at Palmdale,
Calif., where it has turned out three ma-
chines that fly, two that are being ground
tested, and bits and pleces of 12 other alr-
craft,

MecDonnell-Douglas, using parts shipped in
from plants as far away as Montireal and

‘St. Louis, has completed six planes at Long

Beach, Calif.,, where it has been bullding
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, Haughton was asked
what made him think Lockheed projections
for the future would prove any more
accurate.

“T think we're smarter than we were,” he
sald. “I sure hope so.”

HEARING ON PRESIDENT’'S ENERGY
MESSAGE

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, earlier
today the Senate 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 officio 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 Recorb.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR RANDOLPH

Mr. Chairman, in response to your invita-
tion, I express appreciation for this oppor-
tunity to participate in this highly signif-
icant hearing on a subject which merits the
high priority which you and your colleagues
of the Interior and Insular Affalrs Commit-
tee have established. In fact, the Senate, by
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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-
tional fuels and energy policy.

I believe you have acted wisely and with
appropriateness by not moving formally into
the study authorized by S. Res. 45 until after
the President of the United States 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
hearing following 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
programs on the hypothesis that a valid na-
tional fuels and energy policy already exists.

But there is not such & 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 ex-
pand on these assertions in the additional
comments which I will 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 relationship
between energy demand and national pro-
ductlvity. For the past several years, the
annual energy consumption in the United
States has grown at a faster pace than the
annual level of productivity. Hence, increases
in productivity require increasing amounts of
energy. If demand is related to productivity,
this situation makes it almost impossible to
forecast energy requirements—even for the
very near future.

While economlc growth is obviously neces-
sary, the abllity to meet energy demands—
especially demand for electric power—Iis be-
coming increasingly difficult. The use of
energy throughout the American economy
must be evaluated more precisely so that the
trend toward economically inefficlent use of
energy can be reversed.

The lack of correlation between energy
consumption and productivity in the past
couple of years indicates that it might be
not only possible but desirable to decrease
energy consumption without adversely af-
fecting productivity. If, on the other hand,
an increasingly larger share of energy is be-
ing used for personal convenience, rather
than for increasing the standard of living,
then this use must be recognized so that
necessary goals are not compromised by a
lack of energy.

I belleve, too, that we must consider how
much of our national fuels demand should
be supplied from foreign sources, both on a
regional basis and on a national basis, While
it is desirable to supply energy at the lowest
environmental quality requirements, it can
be potentlally harmful, in my opinion, to
develop an unbalanced dependence on for-
eign fuels.

An example is the trend toward more and
more rellance on foreign residual oil for
electric power plants on the East Coast.
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 residual oil from domestic refineries.

More and more of the national generat-
ing capacity is moving in this direction. It
is possible that imports from Canada would
relieve our fuel supply problems only on &
very short term basis,
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In this connection, I feel it would be ap-
propriate to examine the desirability of, or
need for, a power grid covering the entire
North America continent.

A third conslderation is whether or not
we should establish 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 electrified mass transit
system to effectuate reduced rellance on in-
dividual motor vehicle, electrical power as
opposed to fossil fuels for space heating, and
so on, Such a definition perhaps would en-
hance resource development plans, as well
as the research and development programs
needed to stimulate a better utilization of
all resources,

The current practices of using fossil fuels
on & full-steam-ahead basis could lead to a
depletion of the total supply, thus denying
certain fuels to processes in which they can
best be utilized.

A fourth 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 essentlally constant. This re-
sults from a combination of fuel pricing,
plant efficiencles, and the richness of the 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 eflic-
fency trends could be achieved through tech-
nological controls or administrative controls
and incentives—probably a combination of
the two.

A fifth concern would detail the required
procedures and practices for the orderly de-
velopment of indigenous potential, or un-
discovered, resources. Geological surveys in-
dicate that vast quantities of fossil fuels re-
main to be discovered and can eventually be
made commercially available at varying costs.

An indication of the ability to meet long-
term requirements is the reserve-to-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 ratlo to become too
low. To maintain long-term industry and
consumer stability, it is apparent that the
annual reserve additions must grow. Poten-
tial administrative 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-
peclally 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 translt, and power
plant location policies. Future population
locations, if allowed to develop ungulded,
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.
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FUNDING

The President’s message delineates certaln
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
table listing Increases in requested funds
should be appropriately completed in order
to fully understand their thrust.

[In millions of dollars]

Presi-
dent's

men-
tioned

Actual
3 expendi-
increases  turesin
in fiscal  In fiscal
year 1972 year 1971

Actual
expendi-
tures in
in fiscal

Program year 1970

Sulfur oxide control tech-
MR e
Nuclear breeder reactor.....
Controlled fusion research_ ..
Nuclear reactor safety

Additionally, the message 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:

[tn millions of dollars]

Actual
expendi-
tures,
fiscal

B )

for
fiscal
ear
972

Program

Coal gasification_ ... ._.__.__
Coal mine health and safety..
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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
Canada.

The success of these elements 1s very much
dependent upon the amounts of fuels that
are avallable, both immedlately 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 &s
opposed to continuing current practices.

A further gross omission in the message 1s
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 natural gas do make large quanti-
ties of less-expensive gas avallable? Con-
versely, what will happen if the gasification
program results in large guantities of gas at
prices competitive with domestic natural
sources and imports?

Perhaps the most important element miss-
ing in the message is that of oll imports from
nations other than Canada. Without a com-
plete discussion of this and lacking a fuller
understanding of import relationship with
all the elements now and in the future, the
message lacks cohesion.

TIME ANALYSIS OF THE PRESIDENT'S ENERGY MESSAGE

with

Period of years from now
when specific item will have
significant effect

more
0-5 5§-15 15-30 than 30

Item

Sulfur oxide control

The message further lists development
programs that are either on-going or will
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:

Actually
spent fiscal
year—

1971

Planned for fiscal
year—

1972 1973 1972-761

Program 1570

Coal liquefaction...._.........
MHD powercycles
Underground electric
transmission. .. ... ...
Advanced reactor concepts. .
SolAreneTgy. e

1 Cumulative,

In order to fully assess the eficacy 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

Nuclear breeder reactor.
Coal gasification
Coal mine health and safety..
Controlled fusion research.
Coal liguefaction........ ke
MHD powercycle. - omoe e
Underground electric

transmission - .. - -ooiaas
Nuclear reactor safety___
Advanced reactor concepts
Solar energy
Quter-shell leasing. -

Geothermal energy.
Natural gas supply:
Accelerated leasing. - oo -<oao..-.
Gasification demo =
Incentives. ..
Impol
Nuclear stimulation_
Imports from Canada
Timely supplies of nuclear

Developing measures.
Powerplant siting.__.......
Sulfur oxide emission charge
Reorganization_ ...

1 Not available.
¢ 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.




June 16, 1971

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 measures
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 Craw-
sTon of California and Senator NELSON
of Wisconsin in introducing this resolu-
tion. Moreover, we have acted 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 extinetion, 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
developers, 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-
ri1s 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 & 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 affiu-
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-
uets 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-
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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 maintenance of at least 12 refuges
by the Secretary of the Interior. It re-
quires the Secretary to cooperate with
local governments and landowners to
protect the animals, and it stipulates
penalties for violation.

Surely 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 West 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. They are intelligent animals
that have been slain relentlessly by man,
so long ignorant that their existence con-
tributes to his own. And they are noble
animals whose continued slaughter can
only annihilate our aspirations to
nobility.

Surely our growing reverence for these
free and wild creatures reflects our fin-
est human impulses. And it is time to
turn these 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 Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, of which I am rank-
ing minority member, S. 34, the Conquest
of Cancer Act which has the bipartisan
support of more than 50 Senators.

President Nixon'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 and S. 1828, we will need
facilities capable of producing large
amounts of biological raw materials for
various ongoing cancer research pro-
grams. Another major requirement for
launching the drive against cancer is
specially equipped laboratories, capable
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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 achieve 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 REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Frederick (Md.) Post,
May 18, 1971]
DeETRICK DEADLINE NEARS

We heartily subscribe to the sentiments of
Senator Charles McC. Mathlas in his recent
flluminating statement on the floor of the
upper chamber of Congress that it is time
that Congress and the Nixon Administration
decided to fish or cut bait on the future of
Fort Detrick.

As the deadline for the start of the next
fiscal year on July 1 approaches despite all
of the efforts of Senator Mathias, Senator
J. Glenn Beall Jr. and Congressman Goodloe
E. Byron, the future of a large part of the
multimillion dollar research facilities 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 attaining
one of his “six great goals.”

The bill is of speclal interest to Senators
Mathias and Beall, both of whom want Presl-
dent Nixon to include Fort Detrick in his
overall plans,

Both Senator Mathias and Senator Beall
requested in a letter sent to the President
in February that he consider the use of Fort
Detrick as research headquarters and Sena-
tor Mathias made the same request in his
speech on the Senate floor last week.

Mathias said, there has as yet been no re-
sponse from either President Nixon or Secre-
tary of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare El-
liot Richardson.

Nothing is so important to the economy
of Frederick County as a firm determination
of the fate of Fort Detrick.

And certainly the 18 months anxious walt-
ing following the announcement of President
Nixon that the U.8, would halt the produec-
tion of offensive biological weapons to which
the efforts of Fort Detrick’s highly skilled
sclentific team was dedicated has been a sad
illustration of bureaucratic fumbling and
Tutility.

In taking the Senate floor to laud President
Nixon’s pledge that his administration is
dedicated to an all-out effort to find a cure
for cancer, Senator Mathias well pointed out
that the highly sophisticated laboratories at
Fort Detrick are ideally available as the
locus of such a national crusade.

Quoting President Nixon's statement that
he “feels it is important that this campaign
to find & cure for cancer be ldentified as one
of our highest priorities and that its poten-
tial for relleving 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 1s just what may occur.

“I should like to call to the attention of
the Senate,” he sald, “that there is an insti-
tution operated by the United States Army
called Fort Detrick.

“The people of America have Invested one
quarter of a billion dollars in real estate and
scientific equipment at its laboratories for
the p of developing the awesome
science of biological warfare.
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“In November of 1969, 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 Mathlias sald that he has been
reliably informed that of this $185 million
dollars worth of equipment already owned
by the government that at least $100 million
dollars worth of it could be easily converted
immediately to start this cancer research
program.

“For some reason,” he told the Senate,”
which I think the President has well iden-
tifled as bureaucracy and red tape no de-
finitive decision has been made in the past
18 months as to the eventual fate of Fort
Detrick, 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 blological weapons was first
announced that he interceded with the De-
partment of the Army to keep the scientific
team intact pending a declsion by the gov-
ernment on the eventual use of the facilities
at Fort Detrick.

“Unfortunately,” he added, “although a
simple telephone call” would have immedi-
ately mobllized this 100 million dollars
worth of equipment and its talented opera-
tives nothing has occurred.

The result, as he well pointed out, is that
for 18 months the Department of the Army
has allowed this gigantic facllity and its per-
sonnel to “drift along without a definitive
mission.”

As Senator Mathias points out this con-
stitutes a reflection upon the efficlency of
the United States Government.

Putting the case more bluntly, it repre-
sents a terrible waste of millions of dollars
in salaries to highly paid blologlsts and other
sclentific supporting personnel who have
been allowed to drift along on a stand-by
basis without any definitive program upon
which they could be usefully employed.

The result has also been, in part, a shat-
tering of morale, a let-down of efficiency, a
gnawing fear of unemployment on the part
of several hundred employes, and a dark
cloud over the economy of Frederick County.

While we realize that in these days of
multi~-billlon 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
Benator Mathias that the situation does mot
reflect credit upon the Nixon administration,
the Department of the Army, or any other
of the involved agencies.

Benator Mathias points out that the pay-
roll at Fort Detrick prior to this year had
run up to a total of $10 million 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 sclentific team pending a final
decision on the future of the facility.

“And to date this $156 million dollars in
payroll has been wasted because the work-
ers have had no assigned program.”

The senator, it seems to us, is on sound
ground when he adds that this $15 million
dollars worth of highly skilled scientific ef-
fort by skilled scientists could have been em-
ployed in the last 18 months in launching
the program to conquer cancer which Presi-
dent Nixon has pledged to inaugurate.

There is still no definite word that the
Nixon Administration, despite the recom-
mendation of nationally recognized scientists
in the field of cancer research has any in-
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tention of locating the mew facility 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
dollars in some other area.

Now is the time of declsion.

The new fiscal year starts on July 1—
less than six weeks away.

It is unthinkable that the Department of
the Army will continue to pump millions of
dollars into a facillty with no stated objec-
tives simply to perpetuate further the highly
talented stafl at the local facllity.

If Fort Detrick is to be retained as Fred-
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. ErvinN) delivered a scholarly
address to the Walter F. George School
of Law at Mercer University, in Macon,
Ga., on April 30. His speech was an
eloquent and provocative discussion of
the constitutional role of the US.
Supreme Court in ouwr 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 at Mercer
University, Macon, Ga., and is inserted
in the ConGrESsiIONAL REcorp 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 REecorp.

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

THE ROLE OoF THE SUPREME COURT:
POLICYMAKER OR ADJUDICATOR?

In discussing the question whether the
role of the Supreme Court is that of leiCY-
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 is not a
syllable in it which gives the Supreme Court

any discretionary power to fashion policles
based on such considerations as expediency
or prudence to guide the course of action of

the government of our country. On the con-
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trary, the Constitution provides in plain and
positive terms that the role of the Supreme
Court is that of an adjudicator, which deter-
mines judicially legal controversies between
adverse litigants.

In assigning this role to the Supreme
Court, the founding fathers were faithful to
the dream which inspired them to draft and
ratify the Constitution, and to their action
in rejecting in the Constitutional Conven-
tlon repeated proposals that the Supreme
Court should act as a council of revizsion as
well as a court and in its capacity as a coun-
cll of revision possess discretionary power to
veto all acts of Congress the Justices deemed
unwise, no mabtter how much those acts har«
monized with the Constitution.!

These things do not gainsay that some
Supreme Court Justices have been unhappy
with the role assigned them by the Consti-
tution and have undertaken to usurp and
exerclse 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 agalnst arbitrary power for the
right to be free from tyranny. Hence they
comprehended gome eternal 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
.;.mbodled by Daniel Webster in this aphor-
sm:

“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, l.e., 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 s 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 reallzed 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
a3 closely in touch with those who are
governed as can the local authorities in the
several states and their subdivisions”.?

The founding fathers also understood that
& 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”
allke at all times and under all circum-=-
stances.?

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 posterity the blessings of
liberty.

To make our nation “an Iindestructible
union composed of indestructible states”s
they delegated enumerated governmental
powers to the federal government, and re-
served all other governmental powers to the
states. To further fragmentize polit-
ical power, they allocated federal legis-
lative power to the Congress, federal execu-
tive power to the Preslident, and federal
judicial power to the Supreme Court and
“such courts as the Congress may from time
to time ordaln and establish,"®

To further forestall tyranny, they forbade
federal and state governments to do epe-
cified things inimical to freedom, and con-
ferred upon individuals enumerated liber-
ties enforceable against government itself.
And, finally, to make government by law
secure, 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.*

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 Constitution would be suggested by
experience. Consequently, they made provi-
sion for its amendment in one way, and one
way only, l.e., by concurrent actlon of Con-
gress and the States as set forth in Article
V.' 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,” #

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 cholces 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 Constitu-
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, Le,, the power
to amend the Constitution.

Article ITI denies the Supreme Court pol-
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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 jurls-
diction.

Article IIT 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 treatles 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
treaty which is determinative of the issue
arlsing in a case coming before them.

THE POWER TO INTERFRET THE CONSTITUTION

The power to interpret the Constitution is
an awesome power. This is so because, in
truth, constitutional government cannot
exist in our land unless this power is exer-
cised aright.

Chief Justice Btone 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-restralnt.”?®

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 sald:

“We are not at liberty to revise while pro-
fessing to construe."” 1

Justice Sutherland elaborated upon the
distinetion 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.” &

Amerlca’s greatest jurist of all times, Chief
Justice John Marshall, established these
landmarks of constitutional interpretation:

1. That the prineiples of the Constitution
“are designed to be permanent.” 12

2, That “the enlightened patriots who
framed our Constitution, and the people who
adopted it, must be understood . . . to have
intended what they have sald.” 13

3. That the Constitution constitutes a rule
for the government of Supreme Court Jus-
tices in their official action. ¢

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 Court 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, hut 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 express. For those rea-
sons, the Supreme Court is duty bound to
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interpret the Constitution according to its
language and history.®

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 suppert the
Constitution.

Their overall alm 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 falthful 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
true 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 gulded 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,’ 1@

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 Chlef 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 occaslons
in handing down revolutionary declsions in-
consistent with the words and history of that
instrument.?

The traglc 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 hisfory.

By so doing, it has impeded the President
and his subordinates in the performance of
their constitutional duty to execute the laws.

At times it has undertaken to abridge the
constitutional powers of Congress as the na-
tion's law maker, and at other times it has
undertaken to stretch the legislative powers
of Congress far beyond their constitutional
limits. And sometimes it has thwarted the
will of Congress by imputing 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 process and equal protection
clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment as
carte blanche to invalidate all State action
which Supreme Court Justices think undesir-
able.

This is tragle, indeed, because nothing is
truer than this observation attributed to Jus-
tice Brandels by Judge Learned Hand:

“The States are the only breakwater
agalnst the ever pounding surf which threat-
ens to submerge the individual and destroy
the only kind of soclety in which personal-
ity can survive.”

Besldes, the Warren Court has twisted some
constitutional provisions awry to deny in-
dividuals baslc personal and property rights.

All of the decislons of which I complaln
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
decislons.

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 who love
the Constitution and believe it evil to twist
its precepts out of shape even to accomplish
ends which may be desirable.

If desirable ends are not attalnable under
the Constitution as written, they should be
attalned in a forthright manner by an
amendment under Article V, and not by
Judicial alchemy which 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 eandor compels the confes-
slon 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 lving
document which the Court must interpret
with flexibility.

“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 i{ts remains as
they please. I submit that if the Constitution
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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 flexi-
bility? If those who employ this cliche mean
by it that a provision of the Constitution
should be interpreted with liberality to ac-
complish 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.

BAVING THE CONSTITUTION

As the result of the assumptions of power
of the Warren Court, the people of our na-
tion are now ruled in substantial areas of
thelr lives by the partial wills of Supreme
Court Justices rather than by the impartial
precepts of the Constitution.

George Washington, who presided over the
Convention which framed the Constitution,
harbored the dream of the founding fathers
in his heart. He was wise enough to know
that usurpation is the customary weapon
by which free governments 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 preclious liberty of the
people—the right to constitutional govern-
ment—will perish.

Despite their perilous 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 stretch forth
saving hands while there is yet time,

Who are they that possess this saving
power?

They are Supreme Court Justices. who
are able 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 official action; and Senators, who
will reject for Supreme Court membership
nominees who are either unable or unwilling
to exercise self restraint and make the Con-
stitution the rule for the government of their
officlal action.

And, finally, if Supreme Court Justices,
Presidents, and Senators fall them, the peo-
ple may employ their own saving power.
Through Congress and the States, they may
adopt a constitutional amendment similar
to my proposal which would compel Presi-
dents and Senators to make 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 ordalned 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-
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stitution can ald the cause by practicing
this preachment of Chief Justice Stone:

“Where the courts deal, as ours do, with
great public guestions, the only protection
against unwise declsions, and even judicial
usurpations, is careful scrutiny of their ac-
tion, and fearless comment upon it."”

In closing I make a conditional prophesy.
If thcse who possess the power to rekindle
the dream of the founding fathers and to
preserve the right of the people to constitu-
tional government do not act, Amerlcans will
learn with agonizing sorrow the tragic truth
taught by Justice Sutherland:

“The saddest epitaph which can be carved
in memory -of a vanished liberty is that it
was lost because its possessors falled to
stretch forth a saving hand while yet there
was time.”
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INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY
CONFERENCE ON THE ENVIRON-
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 Environment. 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 RoeerT McCrory of
Illinois, one of the U.S. members of the
Inter-Parliamentary Union, was able to
attend, and has reported the excellent
results of that Conference.

The Conference objectives included
identification of some of the environ-
mental prineciples 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 actions 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 drafi 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 that 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 Recorp,
as follows:

MoTioN

The International Parllamentary Confer-
ence on the Environment adopts the follow-
ing motion on June 4, 1971, in Bonn:

Whereas, effectlve actions are urgently
needed to conserve the natural resources
of our one world in order to insure an ecologl-
cally healthy environment and the soclal,
economie, 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
various nations, which have shown the need
for and provided much of the information
and public awareness necessary for eflec-
tively coordinated international action; and

Whereas, current international official de-
cislon-making bodies primarily represent the
executive branch of government, and we be-
lleve that legislators should also 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 the 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 achleve 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
negotiations to establish appropriate sys-
tems for strict pollution controls sultable to
individual locations. Such systems should be
designed so as not to distort International
economic competition, but to develop com-
mon environmental standards applicable to
the contracting nations, Appropriate use
should be made of internationally agreed
Umits (including yearly mean, 100-day mean,
and an absolute daily limit) of intake of
specified substances by human beings, ani-
mals, or vegetation. Governments should
begin International negotiations to estab-
lish international health, product, emission
and environmental standards applicable to
products entering into international com-
merce.

International environmental research pro-
grams, as well as coordinated national re-
search programs, in all aspects of environ-
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mental problems should be sponsored by the
United Nations system, in close co-opera-
tion, whenever appropriate, with the con-
cerned non-governmental international or-
ganizations. Relevant organizational changes
of the United Natlons 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 tralning environmental managers and
scientists.

The international transport of hazardous
or polluting substances should be subject to
specific regulations permitting among other
things the establishment of liabllity 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 authorized
unless such substances are accompanied by
a notice describing In particular the meas-
ures to be taken in cases of danger or ac-
cldent.

All nations should ratify the International
Convention Relating to Intervention on the
High Seas in Cases of Oil Pollution Casualties
and the International Convention on Civil
Liabllity for Oil Pollution Damage (IMCO,
Brussels, 1969) as well as the amendments
to the International Convention on the Pre-
vention of Pollution of the Sea by Oil 1954. A
conventlon setting forth a supplemental com-
pensation fund, which fund is to be estab-
lished by transporters and owners of oll
cargoes, and which increases the limits of
liability for oll spills, should be negotiated,
signed, and ratified as soon as possibe by
all natlons.

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 soclal 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 established 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-
panled by a report on their potential en-
vironmental effects. As soon as the procedure
mentioned above is operating this report
should show that it has been followed.

A convention which would prohibit the
dumping of oll 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 should in particu-
lar provide for a system of control and sanc-
tions,

There should be an international agree-
ment requiring each nation to test specified
products and processes, particularly those
containing non-degradable, non-recyclable,
or toxic components for their potential effects
on the environment, and to publish the
results of these tests before the products
are introduced on the market. Such an agree-
ment should also provide for a standardisa~-
tion of testing procedures.

A world network of protected areas under
international sponsorship should be estab-
lished under an International convention in
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order to preserve endangered specles of
fauna and flora as 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 commit
themselves to provide, over and above what
is already provided by non-governmental or-
ganizations, the financial means necessary
to implement a global policy for flora and
fauna.

The I.U.C.N, draft “convention on the im=-
port, export, and transit of certaln species
of wild animals and plants,” which is de-
signed to control the international traffic in
endangered and declining species and their
products should be signed and ratified by
all nations as soon as possible.

Information on public environmental pro=-
grammes and their implementation both at
national and international levels should be
centralized in order to glve easy access to
procedures and techniques which can be of
potential benefit to the environment.

As far as overpopulated countries are con=
cerned population control research and pro-
grammes should be effectively coordinated
at the international level and all possible ac-
tlons should be undertaken to enable prac-
tical implementation of family planning; for
that purpose special attention and support
should be glven—financially and otherwise—
to family planning education.

Governments should enter into such ar-
rangements as are necessary to prevent in-
dustrial and other enterprises from obtain-
ing concessions under national environment
laws by threatening to transfer new invest-
ment to other countries.

An international system for the monitor-
ing of water and air pollution should be set
up. Buch a system should include a list of
the substances to be determined, detection
methods, and the standards that are to he
established.

An international peollution Data Bank
whose function it would be to collect infor-
mation on pollution, to interpret it and make
it available to all countries, should be estab-
lished.

‘We have agreed that the following items
require urgent research and discussion with
a view to arriving at international action if
and when necessary:

National land and water use planning pro-
grammes should be coordinated with neigh-
bouring nations when part of such pro-
grammes are likely to affect the environment
of such neighbouring nations.

A study should be made of the legal means
open to persons having suffered damage
caused by harmful environmental activities
originating in another country to bring legal
action against those responsible for these
activities.

Major projects which may have harmful
effects on the environment of the earth, and
in particular on its climate, should be fully
assessed for their International environ-
mental implications 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-Eommission fuer Umweltfragen.

Burhenne, W. E., BSecretary-General
(elected), IPA Chairman, IUCN Committee
on Environmental Law, Governor, Interna-
tional Council of Environmental Law.

Chtourou, A., Assemblée Nationale (Tu-
nisie), Commission des Affaires Politiques.

Corbin, E. G., House of Commons (Cana-
da), Parllamentary 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-
nungswesen, IPA-Kommission fuer Um-
weltiragen.

Demuth, A., Bundesrat (Oesterreich),
Verfassungs- und Rechtsausschuss, Kon-
sumentenforum des Bundesmin. fuer Han-
del, Gewerbe und Industrie.

De Zeeuw, D., Eerste Eamer der Staten-
Generaal (Netherlands), Permanent Com-=-
mittee on Education and Sclence; Social Af-
fairs and Public Health.

Dichgans, H., Bundestag (Deutschland),
Rechtsausshuss, Stellv. Vorsitzender IPA.

. Digvijay Sinh, Y., Gujaret State Legislative
Assembly (India), Chairman, Gujaret Eco-
logical Couneil.

Doumba, J. C. Becrétaire-General, Assem-
blée Nationale Fédérale (Cameroun).

Dupont-Fauville, H., Assemblée Nationale
(France), Commission de la Production et
des Echanges.

Fortuit, J. C©C, Assemblée Nationale
(France), Secrétaire de la Commission de la
Production et des Echanges.

Fox, E. M. C,, House of Representatives
(Australia).

Garela Orcoyen, Cortes Espanolas (Spain).

Glatz, G., Buergerschaft Hamburg, Bauaus-
schuss, Verkehrsausschuss, Ausschuss fuer
Ernaehrung und Landwirtschaft.

Gruhl, H. Bundestag (Deutschland), In-
nenausschuss, IPA-Kommission fuer Um-
weltfragen.

Hanzllk, H.,, Bundesrat (Oesterreich).

Hirsch, M., Bundestag (Deutschland),
Rechtsausschuss, Vorsitzender IPA.

Hofbauer, G., Beobachter (Oesterreich),

Kabas, H,, Beobachter (Oesterreich).

Kebassa Maleba, Assemblée Nationale (Ré-
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 Pollu-
tion of the Sea.

Kerstnig, H. Nationalrat (Oesterreich).

rilanjscek. V., Federal Assembly (Yugosla=-

Ki:lba.nek. H., Bundesrat (Oesterreich), Fl-
nanzausschuss, Geschaefts ordnungsauss-

chuss, Ausschuss fuer Verfassungs-und
Rechtsangelegenheiten,

Lemass, N. T\, Dail Eireann (Ireland), Par-
llamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fi-
nance.

Liedl, O., Bundesrat (Oesterreich), Sozla~-
lausschuss, Wirtschaftsausschuss, Gemein-
samer Ausschuss.

Luembe, G. P., Assemblée Nationale, Sous-
Commission des Travaux-Publics et Amen-
agement du Territoire (Republique Demo-
cratique du Congo).

Marigoh Mboua, Président, Assemblée Na-
tlonale Fédérale (Cameroun).

McClory, R., House of Representatives
(U.8.A).

MeMullin, Sr, A, M., President of the Senate
(Australia).

Moussa, Yaya, Vice-Président, Assemblée
Nationale Fédérale (Cameroun),

i\r}'Gom. I. M, Assemblée Nationale (Sene-
gal).

O'Forl, B. B, National Assembly (Ghana),
Committee on Agriculture, Land and Mineral
Resources,

Orth, E,, Bundestag (Deutschland), Aus-
schuss fuer Ernaehrung, Landwirtschaft und
Forsten, IPA-Kommission fuer Umwelt-
fragen,

Pena, Urmeneta, J. M., Cortes Espanoclas
(Spain), Commission de Agricultura.

Pohl, J., Sénat, (Belgique), La Commission
de la Sante Publique.

Poma, K., Sénat (Belgique).

Pringle, M. E., House of Commons (Can-
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ada), Committees on Agriculture, Transport,
and Communications.

Romalho, T.,, Camera des Deputados (Bra-
sil).

Rimawl, K., Vice-Presldent, House of Rep-
resentatives (Jordan).

Reus Cid, A., Cortes Espanolas (Spain),
President, Sindicato Nacional de Cereales.

SBawyerr, H. R, National Assembly
(Ghana), Committee on Agriculture, Land
and Mineral Resources.

Bayn-Witgenstein-Hohenstein, Prinz =zu,
Bundestag (Deutschland), Haushaltsauss-
chuss, IPA-Kommission fuer Umweltfragen.

Sinnecker, W., Landtag Nordrhein-West-
falen, Landwirtschaftsausschuss, Staedte-
bauausschuss, IPA-Eommission fuer Um-
weltfragen,

Stewart, R., House of Commons (Canada).

Tobe, E., Reichstag (Schweden), Zlvilaus-
sachuss, Generaldirektion fuer dle Zivilver-
waltung, Reichsamt fuer Staedteplanung
und Bauwesen.

Tona-Maseka, P, Assemblée Nationale,
Sous Commission de I'Energie (Républigque
Democratique du Congo).

Uren, T. House of Representatives (Aus-
tralia).

Veder-Smit, E.,, Tweede Eamer der Staten
Generaal (Netherlands).

Versloot, H., Eerste Kamer der Staten-
Generaal.

Whelan, E., House of Commons Ottawsa 4,
Ontaria, Canada.

Yewchuk, P,, House of Commons (Canada).

EIGHTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF COLE
PORTER'S BIRTH

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 Recorp
as follows:

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Cole Albert 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
undergraduate, he won acclaim as the writer
of two of hls alma mater’s most famed foot-
ball anthems, “Bull Dog” and “Bingo El
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 Parls, had embarked
on an unceasing quest for new places and
fresh experiences which heightened the qual-
ity of his 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 It"—dating back to 1828—and “But
in the Morning, No,” helped free the Ameri-
can songwriter from self-censorship and the
undue restraints imposed by society at large.
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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
“Rosalle.” His jaunty spirit and resolute de-
termination helped him to bounce back from
a period of public disfavor in the mid-1040's
to write “Kiss Me, EKate"—1048—"Out of
This World"—1850—"“Can-Can"”—1853—and
“Silk Stockings"—1955—for the stage, and
“High Soclety"—19866—and “Les Girls"—
1967—for fAlm.

His creative genius, which seemed 8o
effortlessly attalned, 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 Iyrics of wit, ingenuity, and
sophistication. He wrote the words and music
slmultaneously, 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 18 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 preclous
part of our cultural heritage. Seven years
after his death in 1964, his reputation has
risen to even greater heights than it achleved
during his lifetime. A courageous man and
a great artist, Cole Porter left 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 Willlam
Woods, As I viewed his eloquent, per-
suasive appeal for living by the common-
sense rule of stability 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 Recorbp.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

GRADUATION SPEECH

(By William D. Woods, valedictorian of
Wi n High School, Phoenix, June
3, 1971)

Tonight, I have come to protest. I would
like to call your attention to what I feel is
an unfortunate situation in the TUnited
States today, that is, the increasing use of
vioclent means to promote change in Ameri-
can society.

The foremost reasons for my feeling lie in
our own Constitution, which outlines the
principles of American democracy. These
principles essentially include the guarantees
that the will of the majority shall rule—
that a minority, even as small as one person,
may attempt to sway the majority opinion—
and that all laws, once made, are binding on
all persons in the soclety.

Finally, our country is founded on the
basic principle that any major change In
government may be instituted only through
a vote of the people or their elected repre-
sentatives.

Fortunately for all of us, there is no pro-
vision for violence in our governmental proc=-
ess; if there were, social stability would be
impossible. Today, however, some persons
have jgnored the foundation upon which
American self-government is built. In an at-
tempt to change our society, too many have
resorted to violent civil disobedience. Grant-
ed, our country, as any country, has many
problems—poverty, crime, racial discord, the
Viet Nam war, It is essentlal that these is-
sues be brought into focus through peaceful
dissension; however, dissension ends where
others' rights begin—that is to say, legiti-
mate protest ends where violence begins.

The irresponsible destruction of property
and lives is Just as illegal as peaceful dis-
agreement is legal. Furthermore, clvil hostil-
ity is pointless—Iit does not gain support by
its obviousness, rather, it loses public sup-
port by its offensiveness, and to forfelt pub-
lic sympathy 1s to abandon the only possi-
bllity 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 soclety such as our own,

Because our Constitution provides no place
for violent destructive disagreement In
American soclety, 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 in the
end prevall.

By voting, a democratic society not only
may choose how it is governed and by whom
it is governed, but also may reject those
measures by which it does not want to be
governed; therefore, a minority which must
resort to violence to influence the majority is
only making the feeble admission that its
alms are what soclety does not want. To
effectively exert 1ts influence, a minority
must first prove the valldity of its aims to
the majority and thereby sway the balance
of soclety to its cause. Through this process,
the American people may secure much-
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needed change and still avold needless
violence.

Fellow graduates, our society is in need of
many changes and it Is up to each of us to
effect those changes, but may I urge you to
resort, not to vioclence, but to the peaceful
processes outlined In our United States Con-
stitution. I challenge you to verify the truth
in Abraham Lincoln’s statement: “The
ballot 1s stronger 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. SronG) 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. 6631, a bill to amend
the Military Selective Service Act of 1987; to
increase military pay; to authorize military
active duty strengths for fiscal year 1972;
and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the 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
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vield 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
ghe amendment and the manager of the

ill.

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 r 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 fo be withdrawn. Our
national interest will determine 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-
sibility 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 successful and
stability 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-
uled 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 turn 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 conceivable 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.
T.5. 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 Communists have ignored or rejected.

President Nixon’s offer for a just peace
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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.

This was rejected.

Second, he has proposed the establish-
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 fair political
settlement reflecting the will of the
South Vietnamese people and of all the
political forces in South Vietnam.

This was rejected.

Fifth, he has 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 any
terms except their own. This amendment
would help them achieve a settlement
on their terms. Consequently, the Presi-
dent has adopted the only course of ac-
tion which will 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 an honorable end of the
conflict is clearly in sight.

ALLIES IN VIETNAM

Mr, President, 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. Have 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 consulted 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 alternative 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 would
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 military and
civilian casualties.

It is militarily impractical and logisti-
cally unrealistie.

It is ambiguous in that it states the
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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, it 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 defles
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—Ilike 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 spelled 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 formulas.

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 peace 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 sui-
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 reference 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
reassert, perhaps even more importantly,
the congressional powers which I believe
the constitutional fathers intended us to
shoulder 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 Acheson 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 Congress in the exercise of powers
which it has under the Constitution.

That position—a mistaken position, in
my view—has been 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 “interfer-
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 licht 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-
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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.

Surely, 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 to meet that attack, and
vet 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 the protection of Amer-
ican military forces wherever deployed,
if they are in immediate, perceivable
danger. An act 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 be 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, Abraham
Lincoln provided a compelling analysis
on this point in a letter to his partner,
Herndon:
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Allow the President to Invade a neighbor-
Ing nation whenever he shall deem it neces-
sary to repel an invasion, and you allow him
to do so whenever he may choose to say he
deems it necessary for such a purpose, and
you allow him to make war at his pleasure.
Study to see if you can fix any limit to his
power in this respect, after having given him
50 much power as you propose.

But Executive prerogatives on issues
of war and peace do not stand alone,
Against them are arrayed an extensive
listing of legislative powers and duties.
Under article I, section 8, it falls to the
Congress to “‘declare war,” to “make rules
for the Government and regulation of
the 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 appropria-
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 reasons 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 been 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-
pressive of all kingly oppressions, 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 sharp 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 dishanded
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 1s a material dif-
ference between the cases of mnklng ‘war
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and making peace. It should be more easy
to get out of a war 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 Inguiry.

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 can au-
thorize belligerent operations only Iin 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 proponents 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 that the war-making power
in this Government rests entirely with the
Congress; and that the President can author-
ize be]l-igerent operations on]y in the cases
expressly provided by the Constitution and
the laws. By these no power is glven to the
Executive to oppose an attack by one in-

dependent nation on the possessions of an-
other.

Mr, President, if that doctrine is right,
as I believe it is, it does not exclude ac-
tion by the President to defend the shores
of this country or to meet emergency sit-
uations, but it 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-
priations bills that have provided the
money.
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So what we are asking here today is
that Congress take the same route to
bring the military operations to an end—
namely, to use this power of the purse
to express a judgment as to 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 executlve government of this country
in its intercourse with foreign natlons is
limited to the employment of diplomacy
alone. When this fails it can proceed no
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 gov-
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-
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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
court has prevented, in advance, the pub-
lication 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
Constitution,

THE DUTY OF CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW

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 seape-
goats or to crucify anyone for decisions
made in the past. It applies only to the
future. It applies not to the 50,000 young
Americans who are dead, whom we can-
not reeall, 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 rolleall 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.
Srong). The time of the Senator from
South Dakota has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 additional 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
kIlOWS, 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
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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 gquestion
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 Senator 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 Senafor
from Mississippi said:

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 I think the Senator’s amendment
is directly on the button of the Constitu-
tion, that it s a limitation on appropriated
funds, and only Congress has the power to
appropriate money ...

I would observe, Mr., President, that the
pending amendment is completely constitu-
tional. There is not the slightest doubt that
Congress has complete authority to limit the
use of funds for this or any other war, or
for that matter, on any other activity re-
gardless of whether it is related to the De-
partment of Defense,

The Senator from South Dakota this
morning has again stated the proposi-
tion clearly, that Congress does have the
constitutional responsibility and the con-
stitutional authority to act.

Let me now refer to an interview on
July 1, 1970, which Mr. Howard K. Smith
had with President Nixon, when the
same point was brought up. The
question posed to the President by Mr.
Smith was this:

Mr. President, one of the things that hap-
pened in the Senate last week was the re-
scinding of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
by the Senate. Mr. EKatzenbach, 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 have for continuing to fight 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 actlons; and under these circum-
stances, starting at the tlme 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
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attention of the Senate. It is a further
expansion of this comment, a further ex-
pansion of this thought which goes
beyond what the Senator would agree is
the President’s basic responsibility and
authority under his constitutional power.

Mr. Smith said:

8ir, I am not recommending thls, 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. Bo 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 that 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:

A very significant justification. It isn't
just & case of seeing that the Americans are
moved out in an orderly way.

Mr. President, that is the crux of our
amendment. I continue to quote:

If that were the case, we could move them
out more quickly; but it is a case of moving
American forces out in a way that we can at
the same time win a just peace.

The President continues:

Now, by winning a just peace, what I mean
is not victory over North Viet-Nam—we are
not asking for that—but it is simply the
right of the people of Bouth Viet-Nam to
determine their own future without having
us impose our will upon them, or the North
Vietnamese or anybody else outside impose
their will upon them.

The President goes on at a later point
in the interview and says:

But let's go further. If the United States,
after all of this effort, if we were to with-
draw immediately, as many Americans would
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 proposing 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 substantially. 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 Guilf 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 is 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 aboub that at
all. What puzzles me is that some of the
strictest interpreters of the Constitution
in the Senate are still willing to go along
with & 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
have not been as quick to identify. That
is, to listen to the words of the President
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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 as being some kind of
commitment or agreement—I do not
know what it is—to the Thieu-Ky regime
requiring that 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 represents the most serious obstacle
to getting a consensus and agreement on
this matter?

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no question
about that. I think the erucial 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 our
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 have
not asked what is in the interest of the
American people or what is in the inter-
est of our prisoners or what is the best
manner to bring about their release and
the safety of our 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 succinet 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.
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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-track 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 political regime has a reasonable
chance to survive on its own, In other
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 ané a half
years ago, the President, in an interview,
was asked, “How do you feel about the
various proposals proposing an arbitrary
cutoff time on our 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 arbitrnry
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 achleved and we
believe that if we stay on this course and if
we can have some more support in the Na-
tlon—we have a lot of support, but even more
support in the Nation—{for this steady course,
that the enemy then will have the incentive
to negotiate, recognizing that 1t isn't going
to gain time; that 1t lsn’t going to walt us
out.

Once the enemy recognizes that it is not
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going to win its objective by walting us out,
then the enemy will negotiate and we will
end this war before the end of 1970, That
is 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 feef.

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 1970
was not a reasonable time for them to
stand on their own feef, 2,811 more Amer-
ican boys 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 Saigon 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, along
with General Taylor, that it was his
best judgment that 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 fill 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 law 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 from being a
candidate against President Thieu. If
even the Vice President of South Viet-
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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 remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 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 had
the return of not one prisoner of war,
does the Senator know of any way other
than our amendment that would trigger
that kind of action?

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not. What we
have seen is that both the government
in Hanoli 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 a great responsibility
to the widows and wives, the mothers and
sisters of those prisoners of war, as to
Jjust what they have to propose that will
trigger a mechanism to get those men
out? Do they not have a further respon-
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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 offer of a cease-
fire and 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 greatest 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 voice—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 no 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
proven 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 Clifford, 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 prisoners 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 for
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. Trong 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-determination for the Viet-
namese people. Our association with
such a blatantly undemocratic 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, that 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 an-
other government come into power in
South Vietnam. We must do what we
can to protect them—not with more
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American lives—but by providing 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 deaths, 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 argument 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 fo 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
strategic 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 defend them.
Of the two most powerful countries in
Asia, one—Japan—is a firm ally. With
the other—China—we are just beginning
the long overdue process of inching to-
ward normal relationships. Our interests
in Asia are peace, security, and stability
for that part of the world. The most ef-
fective way to achieve 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 power to declare war and to “raise
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 to 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 war. The McGovern-Hat-
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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 practicable 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 certainly 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-
Hatfleld 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 PARTISANSHIF 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-
tors 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 support
that view overwhelmingly, that we have
fulfilled every obligation 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 over
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 defend 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 HAERD 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.

FAEBRIC OF NATION TORN ASUNDER

We should get out, also, because the
war has torn asunder the fabric of our
Nation as has no other modern 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 strife
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 NATION 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.
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Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio for yielding
to me,

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 rapid withdrawal
of our forces, and who is also trying to
conelude 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 later.
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
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authority to decide the operations of
war. Who among us can say what con-
ditions will affect 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 released 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 North Vietnamese and
other insurgent forces in South Viet-
nam. If the Communists can gain every-
thing by waiting for the United States to

ire 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 negotiations, It is
beyond dispute that the President is sole-
1y charged with the ability to conduct for-
eign relations under the Constitution 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 Constitution
then is, that the executive power of the
nation is vested in the President, subject only
to the exceptions and gualifications which
are expressed in the Instrument.

In other words, it 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 in the exercise of them but by a
law 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 President is the sole organ of the na-
tion in its external relations. . . , He pos-
sesses the whole executive power. He holds
and directs the force of the nation.

When Monroe was Secretary 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 naval
operations which is a necessary attribute 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 President 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
toralgn soverelgnties. In the depart-
ment of international law, therefore, proper-
1y 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 ferms:

The Senate has nothing whatever to do
with . . . the conduct of our forelgn inter-
course and relations save the exercise of the
one constitutional function of advice and
consent which the Constitution requires. . . .
From the foundation of the Government it
has been conceded in practice and in theory
that the Constitution vests the power of
negotiation and the various phases—and they
are multifarious—of the conduct of our for-
elgn relations exclusively in the President.
And . .. he does not exercise that consti-
tutional power nor can he be made to do 1it,
under the tutelage or guardianship of the
Senate or of the House or of the Senate and
House combined.
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This opinion was confirmed in 1930 by
the Supreme Court in the landmark deci-
sion of the United States against Curtiss-
Wright Corp.:

Not only is the federal power over external
affairs in origin and essential character differ-
ent from that over internal affairs, but partic-
ipation in the exercise of the power is signif-
fcantly limited. In this vast external
realm , . . the President alone has the power
to speak or listen as a representative of the
nation, . . . He alone negotiates. Into the field
of negotiations the Senate cannot intrude
and Congress itself s powerless to invade it

This is the Supreme Court speaking
directly on the very matter we are talk-
ing about here in debate today, and have
been for some days now.

The Supreme Court went on to lay
down principles in this case which are
particularly relevant to the present at-
tempt to narrowly restrict the President’s
powers:

“, « . he (the President), not Congress, has
the better opportunity of knowing the con-
ditions which prevail in foreign countries and
especially is this true in time of war.

This consideration discloses the unwisdom
of requiring Congress in this fleld of gov-
ernmental power (l.e., federal powers in the
field of external affairs) to lay down nar-
rowly definite standards 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 United States was
intended by the fathers who framed it to be
able to cope with war emergencies. This
nation came into being as & result of a suc=
cessful war. The Constitution was written
shortly thereafter and at a time when Its
framer had every reason, by virtue of their
experience and 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 government
which includes the President's command
powers over armed forces in the fleld “extends
to every matter and activity so related to war
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 national defense, including the
protection of war materials and the members
of the armed forces from Injury and from
dangers which attend the rise, the execution
and progress of war.

Mr. President, I would like to empha-
size what this case said. The President’s
command powers extend to every matter
and activity so related to war as substan-
tially to affect its conduet and progress.

Here we see how this present proposal
is taking key matters, not only of the war
but of the negotiations and circumserib-
ing them with what 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 in the
exerclse of any of the powers expressly dele-
gated to it in the Constitution apply with
equal vigor when that body seeks to regulate
our relations with foreign nations. S8ince Con-

gress may not act arbltrarily, a vrational
means must exist between the content of a
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specific power in Congress and the acts of
Congress in carrying that power into execu-
tion. More simply stated, the means , , . must
be reasonably related to the act—here regu-
lation of forelgn 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 provided for in the
Constitution. This purpose is much evi-
dent in subsection (C)(2) which says
that:

The Congress may by joint resolution au-
thorize such further action as is recom-
mended by the President to secure the release

and repatriation of American prisoners of
War.

Congress 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 negotiate 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 eould operate so constricted.

This amendment unreasonably ties the
President’s hands on a matter which
could mean life or death to these unfor-
tunate American soldiers. There is noth-
ing in Hanoi's history to suggest that
they will respect any unilateral act of
this kind. Through this resolution we
abandon our prisoners of war. 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-
ng.

Mr. President, in my opinion, the pro-
posed amendment is a dangerous pro-
posal which will seriously jeopardize not
only the President’s role but the role of
the United 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 gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHuILES) . Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSBENT 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. Saxer), 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 absence 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
oblection, 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. STENNIS. Mr. President, this has
been a good debate. We have had an
exchange of views for several days. I do
not know 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 basie 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
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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 war
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
that 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 authors 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 out 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
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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
the enemy.

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 affer
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 oath
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 what 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 this
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 jolnt resolution au-
thorize such further action—

What further action?
as is recommended by the Presldent—

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 this 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 to boasting,
but I just do not believe this amend-
ment is going to pass this body, be-
cause it is just as plain as the nose on
a person’s face that this is what it means
and, at best, we have to turn it back over
to the President.

Mr. President, If I have any of those
3 minutes left, I yield it back and I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
ylelds time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, with the under-
standing that it be charged equally to
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll,
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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 question 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-
are continuing to

ference. And they
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 taken a little
more time than some thought at the
beginning—perhaps more than the Pres-
ident thought—if the war is lost—and it
certainly has 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-
lieves 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 ecase. 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
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read in the history books. I arrived here,
as a Member of this body, just in time to
be remotely—very remotely—blamed for
losing China, so to speak, according 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 1950s.

By way of analogy, I mentioned yes-
terday that one of the major reasons why
the social and political 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 democratic 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 war
should terminate on a note of division
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 was 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 ability
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 can 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 distrust 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 affairs—and I feel
strengthened in my argument here by
the fact that the chairman of our Sen-
ate Finance Committee 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 reaction, worldwide,
among friend and foe, seeking for tan-
gible evidence that “after all, this power-
ful Nation over there, with more than
200 million people, rich as she is, is
getting to the point where she cannot
control her own affairs. 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 as
they can.”

I believe we are sowing the wind here,
and we will reap the whirlwind. Certainly
there is cause 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 call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
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 Mississippi.

Mr. President, I rise today in support

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 ostensible line-by-
line plans to work with and help the
President are obliterated by the intended
implication that this be a no-confidence
vote 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 commitment. 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 false,
and Iso label it.

The amendment addresses itself to an
escalation mentality. It attacks the as-
sumptions of the midsixties which made
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us content to languish in the unsatisfac-
tory conditions of that time. In this re-
spect, the McGovern-Hatfleld amend-
ment is 4 years too late. For 2% years the
United States has been withdrawing its
troops—hardly the right direction for
winning a military victory, 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
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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 nof whether to take
our men out. It is how to bring them out.

The President intends to bring cur men
home in a way that will leave the South
Vietnamese a reasonable chance to de-
fend themselves. He will not befray the
cause for which so many South Viet-
namese civilians and soldiers of all al-
lied 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 us 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 of 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 Vietnam. 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 s0.

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 would
induce the North Vietnamese to be
more reasonable at the negotiating table?

This would net 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
poliey 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.
WEeIcker). 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 Recorbp, as follows:

H.R. 65631

Sec. 802, (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 December
31, 1971, to support the deployment of
United States Armed Forces in or the con-
duct of United States military operations in
or over Indochina.

(b) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the authority of the Presi-
dent to:

(1) provide for the safety of American
armed forces during their withdrawal from
Indochina,

(2) arrange asylum or other means of pro-
tection for South Vietnamese, Cambodians
and Laotians who might be physically en-
dangered by the withdrawal of American
armed forces, or
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(3) to provide assistance to the nations
of Indochina, in amounts approved by the
Congress, consistent with the objectives of
this section.

(e) If, after sixty days after the date of en~
actment of this Act, North Vietnam and
other adversary forces in Indochina holding
American prisoners of war have not made
arrangements for the release and repatria-
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris-
oners:

(1) the date in subsection (a) shall be ex-
tended for sixty days, and

(2) the Congress may by joint resolution
authorize such further action as is recom-
mended by the President to secure the re-
lease and repatriation of American 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 it
says.

Subsection (a) states:

Subject to the provisions of subsection (¢)
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
coneerned, 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
all 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 contradiets everything in
subsection (a). It says that subsection
(a) does not mean what it says.

Why do Isay that?

I say that for two reasons. Eliminating
unnecessary portions of subsection (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 fto
protect the safety of American soldiers.

But it does not stop there, Mr. Presi-
dent, it contains a second provision

June 16, 1971

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
(e), that states:

(¢) 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 repatria-
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris-
oners:

(1) The date in subsection (a) shall be
extended for 60 days: ...

Subsection (¢) (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 release 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 (¢), 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 (e¢) 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 turn 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
mysclf 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 MeGovern-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 yield
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-Hatfleld
amendment. In Air Force language, in
which I served for some 4 years during
World War II and in which I am still
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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
haliway down the stairs, decided to jump
out the window to reach the ground more
quickly.

For 8 years 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 lived
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—deliberate
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 couniry
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 at 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 are 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 214 years and
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 poinf, 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
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changing that and they know it. They
are losing this 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.
DoLg) 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 REcorp 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 this 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 Vietnam 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 Asia, compared to 18% who do not
support his plan and 10% who have no opin-
fon. At the same time, 68% of those polled
would approve their Congressman voting for
a proposal requiring the U.S. Government to
bring home all U.S. troops before the end of
this year; 20%opposed this move and 12%
have no opinion.

However, when various possible conse-
quences of quick withdrawal are tested, the
public is against withdrawal 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 South Vietnam, 556%
sald no, 209 said yes, and 16% had no opin-
ion. Also an overwhelming majority, 75%,
would not favor withdrawal by the end of
1971 if it threatened the lives or safety of the
United States POW's held by North Vietnam.

119% of those polled would favor such a
withdrawal and 14% had no opinlon,

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?"

2. “A proposal has been made in Congress
t0 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 agalnst this proposal?”

8. “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?"

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?"

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 opportunity in jeopardy.

The U.8. 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 that 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 Recorp 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 Recorp,
as follows:

POW-MIA INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
Tustin, Calif., June 11, 1971,

DeEAR MR, CONGRESSMAN: As prisoner of
war and missing-in-action families, we have
& deep personal concern in your vote on the
McGovern-Hatfield Amendment. We there-
fore pray you will take a few minutes of your
time to try to understand how we feel about
such an important issue.
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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
emphasls however, of those who want the
date of December 31 set for unconditional
withdrawal, is that when this date is set,
Hanoi will then respond by releasing all the
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 330.

The guestion 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 an escaped prisoner, Bpec. 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
Cambodlia.

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-
muniecations, they are frequently I1ll-in-
formed of all the facts. This excuse cannot
apply, however, to those of you elected to
declde our fate. How can the Congress of the
United States keep on playing politics with
& war which has cost 50,000 American lives.
It is referred to as Mr. Nixon's war. Are
memorles so short to forget that our first
prisoners were sent there by President Een-
nedy? Although the publie 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 contaln 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
& 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. All we want is our men back—
all 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 as a member of Congress,
then simply as an American for the fact that
three duly elected Commanders-in-Chief
sent them over there.
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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 as 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 belleved 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 McGovern-
Hatfield amendment is more important
today than ever hefore.

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, over 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 doliars 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
remember, 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

precipitous, and would endanger the
South Vietnamese Government’s chances
for survival, If after 11 years 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 country
feel that the war was a terrible mistake.
Only by totally ending our involvement 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 transformation
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 fichting 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 oe-
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-Hatfleld
amendment, we can end once and for all
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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-Hatfleld 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 involvement in Indochina and
I, for one, am proud of what 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
policy.

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 operations 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
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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-paczage 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

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 of
American troops from Vietnam con-
tinues downward, and by December 1,
1971, the authorized strength will be
184,000 men. It is important to note that
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 assumpfion 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 launching 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-
able 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 risen 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-
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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-
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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 Recorp. 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 REcorbp,
as follows:

U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN S0UTH VIETNAM—BY SERVICE

usmc UsCG Total Date

usmc USCG Total

July 31,1969
Aug. 31, 1969
Sept. BD 195‘3
Oct. 31, 1969__

Nov. 30, 1969

Dec. 31, 1969.

Jan. 31, 1970_.

Feb. 28, 1970.

Mar, 31, 1970_

Apr. 30, 1907

May 31, 1970

June 30, 1970..___..
July 31,1900 oo
Aug. 31, 1970

Sept. 30,1970 ... ...
Oct 31, 1970 .. .o e
Nows 30, 190 oo o
Dei: 31100 o
Jug B ST T TR T

Mar. 31, 1971
A9
May 31, 1871

10,
495, 900

56, 800 478, 800

11, 300 255, 700

1 About.

Note: Between 1954 and 196
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

0—U.S. Military Strength averaged about 650 advisors.

NUMBER OF CASUALTIES INCURRED BY U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONFLICT IN VIETNAM, JAN. 1, 1961, THROUGH JUNE 5, 1971

1961-62 1963 1964 1965 1966

1971 t

0
1967 1968 1969 1970 date Total

A. Ciasuﬁlre; resulting from actions by hostile forces:
. Kille
2. Wounded or injured:
(a) Died of wounds. .
(b) Nonfatal wounds:
Hospital care required
Hospital care not required

3. Missing:
(a) Died while missing
(b) Returned to control.
(c) Current missing
4, Captured or interned:
a) Died while captured or interned
b) Returned to control.. .
(c) Current captured or interned

5. Deaths
(a) From aircraft accidents/incidents:
Fixed wing
Helicopter_
(b) From ground action.

i Ty S eI e

B, Casualties not the result of actions by hostile forces:
Current missing
7. Deaths:

(a) From aircraft aucidents.n'anmdents

Fixed wing. .
Helicopter. .

(b) From other causes. ... ... ...
T e e e R e e R i

1,130
87

3,308
193 2, 806

20 151
3 12

20 53 112
5 6

218

4,173
517

16, 526
13, 567

309
22

803
108

3,533
2,949

37,953
5,089

151, 471
148, 453

12, 588
1,636

48, 799
46, 021

367

8 119
1,170

32,940
37,276

120

3,467
578

15,211
15,432

7,482
981

32,371
29, 654

511
12

1,170 4, 655

250 165
631 638
13,711 8,611

88
610 196

2,715
3,523 774 41,463

1369 500@.

14,502 9,414 4221 1,001 45,250

140
177
128

50
268

106
461

118
426
1,546 1,300 374

120
360
1,439

129 , 008
6, 840

384
1,118

8 39 1,06

1,680

1,919 2,113 1,844 516 9, 583

1 Sum of lines 1, 2a, 3a, and 4a.

Source: Department of Def
June 9, 1971,

ense, OASD {Compimllnf}, Directorate for Information Operations,
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, today 1
want to explain why I think the Senate
should not adopt the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment.

When a similar amendment was put to
a vote 9152 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 mil-
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 would 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.
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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 free 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 more.
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 reasonableness
and benevolence of the Hanoi Govern-
ment. According fo these persons, we
should cash in our last bargaining chip
by announcing a date on which the last
American will be out of Vietnam. But
what is to be gained from abandoning the
bargaining process at this point?
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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 withdrawal, 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 polities. 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 north 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 reasonableness.

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.
This 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 opportunity 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 motivated. 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 disagree
with the assumptions and analyses of
the advocates of this amendment, I do
not doubt the conscientiousness of their
advocacy.

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
unanimous 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. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
20 minutes to 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
MeGovern-Hatfleld amendment was de-
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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. i

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
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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 away 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 conduct
of a war.

The Constitution establishes the Presi-
dent’s authority as Commander in Chief
of the Armed Forces, the one man who
must make final decisions affecting the
use of our military forces. This is not
a power that the President has seized
without regard to the role and the
prerogatives of Congress. It is a power
that the Constitution 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, can
finance a war or withhold funds with
which to prosecute the war.

What, then, of undeclared wars or
limited actions 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 have been initiated by
a President. These actions have been
taken by the President under his powers
as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. Once the conflict has been
initiated—here, again, I say that Presi-
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. 1
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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and I say that Congress would rue the
day that it passed any such 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 Armed
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 resolve 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 impossi-
ble task, because it would give away our
entire position.

For these reasons, I oppose the Mec-
Govern-Hatfield amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. 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 friends and foe alike, that
Congress has gone off in one direction
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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
future?

Furthermore, the precedent would go
far beyond this in future dealings with
adversary and with friend. That question
mark could 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, planning each step of
the conflict. That 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 one of
life, death, and commonsense.

More than 53,000 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
peace 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 defend
itself.

It is long past time that this admin-
istration faced reality. The reality 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
President has been withdrawing our
combat troops according to his schedule,
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
secref plan—a plan for peace—a plan to
end the war—a plan that has either not
yvet 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 to
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 LeceerT, 0of Califor-
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
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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 confliet. 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 upen 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-
Hatfield amendment.
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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 vield 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.
Wercker)., 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, SaxsE), 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. KeEn-
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. Har-
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 s0 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. 56631 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 HR. 6531, an act to amend the
Military Selective Service Act of 1967, debate
on the following amendments be limited to
1 hour to be equally divided 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. 126 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 equally 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 divided and controlled
between the mover of the amendment and
the manager of the bill on amendment No.
139 by the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Kennedy).

Ordered further, That debate on amend-
ment No. 166 by the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Miller) be limited to 30 minutes to be equally
divided and controlled between the mover
gf“the amendment and the manager of the

Ordered further, That debate on amend-
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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.
6631, amendment No. 149 be laid before the
Senate and made the pending business.

After the disposition of amendment No.
149, the Chair will lay before the Senate
in the order listed the following amendments
as soon as the one preceding it in the list 1s
disposed of: amendment No. 120 by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. EKennedy):
amendment No. 166 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 Massachusetts
(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 divided and
controlled respectively by the mover and the
author of the original amendment (first
degree) .

Ordered jfurther, That amendments not
germane to the amendments enumerated
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
vield 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.
Harrierp), 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-
madtically go over to Friday.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The dis-
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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, that 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 rollcall votes on
some or most of these amendments, the
Senate will have a busy day tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields 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 possi-
bility of an amendment in the nature of
a substitute being offered 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 unanimous-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
myself 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
vields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
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
oblection, 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,
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.

how
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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 Me-
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? Without 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
Senator 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 AMENDMENT TOo H.R. 6531

“SEc, 302. (a) Subject to the provisions of
subsection (¢) 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) provide for the safety of American
Armed Forces during their withdrawal from
Indochina,

“(2) arrange asylum or other means of
protection for South Vietnamese, Cambo-
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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
in 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,
CHuiILES) for some time this afternoon, in
concert with the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HatFieLp), The amendment is sub-
stantially the same as the so-called Me-
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 coniflict.

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 Cuires 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 Dakcta 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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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 Florida.
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
vields 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
attachés 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
changed, 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 absurdity; 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
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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 has 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 McGovern-
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 extrication
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 will 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.
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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 is ending the

war before the end of 1970 or before the
middle of 1971.
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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—Ilet
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 carry 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 have any uncertainty, any
slightest doubt, about the reasons for
our continuing sacrifice of blood in Indn-
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 the
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 country 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 PRESIDING 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
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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, 19727

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. CuiLes) 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
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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 (¢) 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 provies 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. CHILES. 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.

For 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 fo 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 call 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 Induchina
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 Counecil 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 fastest 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
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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 11 to 1,
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
Ifaos 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
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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 hundreds 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 consecripts 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 nof
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 pecple 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 gquestion 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-
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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 fall-
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 is 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-
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cessful conclusion. For far too many
yvears the policy of the Government of
the United 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.
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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 North 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 Recorp 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 as 1954.

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

ADDITIONAL QUOTES FroM NEWs RELEASES OF
SENATOR MirTon 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.) oy
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 financlal 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.”
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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
cilreumstances. 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 sald 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 chalrman
sald 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 sald 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 politieal 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 sald in a report to his con-
stituents.

Young sald “corruption is an accepted way
of life there,"” and added that American of-
ficlals “can be expected as they have in the
past to tolerate this dishonesty and corrup-
tion.”

He sald “these top American officlals do
a pretty good job of defending everything
in Vietnam, including rigged elections.”

NeEws RELEASE oF SENATOR MIinToN R, Youwg,
May 18, 1971

Limiting the power of the President to
take us into major wars without a declara-
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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 long overdue. Secre-
tary of State Willlam Rogers—the best Sec-
retary of State in my time—is desperately
trylng 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 Russla.

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 legislation
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
in our military personnel, 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 more mod-
ern Army,

Even with 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 bullt 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 fleet 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 (S85-8) 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
alr power. They flew the first supersonic com-
mercial alreraft (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 flles faster and
higher than anything we will have until our
new F-14's are avallable, hopefully in three
years.

When we faced a showdown with Russia
in Berlin in 1848, Russia backed down only
because of our military superiority. When
President Kennedy forced 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
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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-
celvable blackmail and humiliation which
is a major part of Communist strategy.

I am not a militarist, but I always belleved
in having the most modern military equip~
ment. That Is not Iinconsistent 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-
ching 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 blow.
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 conftribution along
that line. It absolutely takes out the
bottom.

This would be a total blocking of the
President, whoever he may be, as our
representative in this important matter.

Regardless of how Senators feel about
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment I do
not believe this will stand the serutiny 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.
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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 guestion?

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
heen 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
defend 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
IT 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 guestion 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—*“I would like to get out
of there if we just had our men back.”
How many times have we heard that
said—*“I 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—rthat there are over 1 million men
under arms, financed, paid for, supplied,
advised, and supported by members of
the military personnel in this country.
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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 opposition 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
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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 Hatfleld-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
must 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 cause 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 record 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.

PRESIDENT 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 south 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 of 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-
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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 democratic 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.

PRESIDENT 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-
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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.

FPRESIDENT 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 makes 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
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by President Thieu 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 TOWARD 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
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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 respond
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 also 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 Cross, 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 firing
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 10 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.8. 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, mili-
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
guestions, 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
guestion, 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 Novem-
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
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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 VIETNAM

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 often 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
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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
ineffective.

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 reducfions 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, provinece 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.
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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 RESPONSIBILITY

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 & 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-
guences.

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 Eenator 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-
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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-
MecGovern 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 harmiful 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.
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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 polities. 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 erucial 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
poliey 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 Indochinga 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
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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. CHILES. 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 floor 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
Senator 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 vield.

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 fo end 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 men
and we do care about ending ‘*he con-
flict.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WeIickERr) . The time of the Senator from
Florida has expired. All time having 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 this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLericHT) . 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. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLerigHT) 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) s
detained on official business, and, if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 52, as follows:

[No. 96 Leg.]
YEAS—44
Humphrey
Inouye
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
MeGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya

Moss
Muskie

NAYS—52

Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Gambrell
Goldwater
Griffin
Gurney

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Williams
Young
Hughes

McClellan
McGee
Miller
Pearson
Prouty
Randolph
Roth
Baxbe
Scott
Smith

Alken
Allen
Allott

Sparkman
Stennis
Hansen Talmadge
Hollings Thurmond
Hruska Tower
Jackson Welcker
Jordan, Idaho

Long
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PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1
Spong, agalinst.
NOT VOTING—3
Fulbright Mundt Taft

So Mr. CumLes’ 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 would 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 also expressed
to him privately my hope that he did

have a date in mind for total withdrawal
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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 ke 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.
So0, 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 withdrawal which
has been accelerated beyond 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 nof 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
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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. 1
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. KEENNEDY. 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 cause
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 indiserim-
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
logie, 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
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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 historie. 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
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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-
feat 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-
MecGovern 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 crities 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 into 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
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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
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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 against the war. Demon-
strate, yes, but legislate, no. If I were
President I would set a target date—pub-
licly—for prisoner release and ftroop
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
after 10 years of the most costly sacrifice,
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 history 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 for arranging 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
Jjust thiz 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
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complete and total disengagement to be-
gin concurrent with the release of our
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. BUCEKLEY. 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
arrange for asylum or other means of
protection for South Vietnamese citi-
zens who may be placed in danger by
our withdrawal.

The amendment is defective because it
threatens to throw away everything the
United States has workecd 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 with 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 interdietion 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
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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 Vietnam 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 RANDOLFH 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 legislator 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 conflict in Vietnam. Last year, I joined
with a number of Senators in urging the
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 foregoing 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.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may proceed for 1
minute before the call of the roll is pro-
ceeded with on the next amendment.

Mr., STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. What is the time under
the unanimous-consent agreement for
the vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEeIckER) . In response to the inquiry of
the Senator from Mississippi, the hour
of 5 o'clock having arrived, the Senate

will proceed immediately to vote on the .

amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota (No. 143).

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the 1-minute request of
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

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

Does the Senator from Pennsylvania
wish to proceed to use his 1 minute?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leader advise us
of the program following this vote?

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 AM. 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.

ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW

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
am., and that at 10 a.m. the Buckley
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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 for 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. FULBRIGHT) . If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea”; if I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLerIGHT) is absent on official
business.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness and,
if present and voting, would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 97 Leg.]
YEAS—42

Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfleld
Mathias
MecGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya

NAYS—66

Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Gambrell
Goldwater
Grifiin
Gurney
Hansen
Hollings
Hruska
Jackson
Jordan, Idaho
Lon,

Anderson
Bayh
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Chiles
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Gravel
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfleld

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Ribicoft
Schweiker
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Willlams
Young

Alken

Allen

Allott

Baker

Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Eible

Boggs

Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Cook
Cooper g
Cotton MecClellan
Curtls McGee

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Spong, against.
NOT VOTING—2
Fulbright Mundt

So the McGovern-Hatfield amendment
(No. 143) was rejected.

Miller
Packwood
Pearson
Frouty
Randolph
Roth
Saxbe
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker
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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 Senator 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. Who
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 consider the
hill.

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 cerporations 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 Sclentific Inst.

Clties Service Corp.

Coastal States Gas

Criterion Insurance Co.

Dun & Bradstreet

Felmont Oil

First National City Bank of New York

Flying Tiger

General Instrument

Government Emplo]rees COI’p.

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.

Scouthern Co.

Transamerica Gcrp. 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.
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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.
Hucres) . 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. HucHes) 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. Kennepy. 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. 120 to 1 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 Eagleton 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. HarrierLp, 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.
Harrrerp, establishing the number of
cadets and midshipmen to be in financial
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assistance programs. A time limitation of
1 hour has been agreed to thereon.

Upon the disposition of amendment
No. 136 by Mr. HarrieLp, the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of amend-
ment No. 164 by Mr., Saxse. 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. KennNeny, 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-
Trow.

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 am.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 16, 1971:

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Zelma George, of Ohlo, to be a member
of the board of directors of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting for the remainder of
the term expiring March 26, 1973, vice Carl
E. SBanders, 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 SBtates Code, section 5233.
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