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SENATE—Tuesday, May 19,

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m. and
was called to order by the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF),

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

Eternal God, as we draw nigh to Thee
in prayer we are drawn nearer fo one an-
other in common supplications and com-
mon needs. Thou knowest our innermost
longings. Preserve us from discourage-
ment or despair. Deliver us from fears
which darken our days and dwarf our
powers.

Enshrine Thy spirit in our inmost
being. In our weakness Thou art our
strength: in our darkness Thou art our
light; in our restlessness Thou art our
peace; in our sorrows Thou art our con-
solation; in our bewilderment Thou art
our hope. Lead us through the clouds of
confusion and uncertainty to the hilitop
of faith and hope and love.

Hear our prayer, in Christ's name.
Amen,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. 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the quorum call be rescinded.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.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, May 18, 1970, be dispensed with.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
pending arrival of the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
who is to be recognized at this time, and
with the Senate’s permission, I should
like to make a few unanimous-consent
requests.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 11 a.m. tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR YOUNG OF OHIO ON TO-
MORROW
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that at the conclu-
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sion of the prayer tomorrow, the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youna)
be recognized for not to exceed 30 min-
utes.

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.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry
nominations to the National Science
Board.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloe.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of these nominations.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 871, 876, and 877.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered;
and the clerk will state the first measure.

PUBLIC BROADCASTING
FINANCING ACT OF 1970

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 3558), to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to provide continued
financing for the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Com-
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merce with an amendment on page 2,
after line 11, insert a new section, as
follows:

Sec. 3. Section 399 of the Communications
Act of 1934 1s amended by inserting “(a)”
after “Sec. 809.” and by inserting at the end
thereof a new subsection as follows:

“(b) In order to assure compliance with
this section and with other provisions of
this Act requiring fair treatment of mat-
ters in the public interest, the Commission
shall preseribe such regulations as may be
appropriate to require that broadcast sta-
tions which receive assistance under this
title (1) keep records, including audio re-
cordings, for a reasonable period of time of
each program broadecast which involves an
issue of public importance, and (2) furnish
such records to the Commission at its re-
guest. The Commission shall make such rec-
ords avallable to the public at the request-
ing party's cost under such circumstances
and conditions as may be reasonable and
appropriate.”

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-869), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
which was created by the Public Broadcast-
ing Act of 1967, is a federally chartered, inde-
pendent, nonprofit corporation whose man-
date is to encourage and facilitate expansion
and development of noncommercial broad-
casting, and to promote diversity In that
medium. During its short MNfe-span, the
Corporation has begun to fulfill its purpose.

When the original legislation was enacted,
$9 million was authorized to be appropriated
to enable the Corporation to come into be-
ing. This was intended to be “seed money"
pending a long-range financing plan to be
submitted by the administration. To date,
however, neither the present Administration
nor its predecessor has submitted such a
plan.

Meanwhile, with the $5 million which was
ultimately appropriated in October 1968,
and the little over $2 milllon contributed
from private sources, the Corporation be-
came operational.

Since the initial authorization for fund-
ing the Corporation was for one year only,
it was necessary for the Congress to au-
thorize another appropriation the following
fiscal year. That authorization which was for
fiscal year 1970 was $20 milllon and ulti-
mately $15 million of that amount was
appropriated.

In an attempt to give the Corporation more
stability and better enable it to plan longer-
term projects, 8. 3658 would authorize an=
nual appropriations for the Corporation of
such sums as may be necessary for the fiscal
years 1971, 1872, and 1873.

To create an Incentive for support of the
Corporation from non-Federal sources, part
of the authorized appropriation of addlitional
funds in each of those three fiscal years
would be used for Federal matching—on a
dollar for dollar basis—of non-Federal con-
tributions to the Corporation.

The bill would not extend that provision
of the present law which limits grants or
contracts to any one station, or for any one
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project to $250,000 for fiscal years 1969 and
1970.

Finally, as amended, the bill directs the
Federal Communications Commission to pre-
scribe regulations to require that broadcast
stations which receive assistance under Title
II of the Public Broadcasting Act to (1) keep
records including audio recording for a rea-
sonable period of time of each program broad-
east which involves an issue of public im-
portance, and (2) furnish such records to the
Commission at its request. The Commis-
sion would make such records avallable to
the public at the requesting party's cost
under such circumstances and conditions as
may be reasonable and appropriate.

BACEGROUND

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
embodies the bold and imaginative concept
of an independent, nonprofit corporation to
assist in developing a vital noncommercial
educational broadcasting system.

Created by the Public Broadcasting Act of
1967, it is a federally chartered, independent,
nonprofit corporation whose mandate is to
encourage and facilitate the expansion and
development of noncommercial broadcasting
and program diversity in that medium,

The Board of Directors consists of 15
members, appointed by the President, with
the advice and consent of the Senate. Not
more than eight may be members of the same
political party. All are distinguished Ameri-
cans, from the business, broadcast, artistic,
and educational sectors of our society?

Although chartered on November 7, 1967,
the Corporation was not incorporated until
March 27, 1968, two weeks after the Senate
confirmed its Board of Directors.

With limited financing it has moved for-
ward boldly and vigorously to accomplish the
purposes for which it was created. In do-
ing so it has concentrated its efforts in four
main areas.

The Corporation has as a first priority,
sought to strengthen local educational sta-
tions by making general support grants to
them. In 1969, 120 licensees were given
grants of $10,000 each to apply to purposes
identified by the stations themselves. This
year, 1970, the Corporation has invited edu-
cational radio and television stations to ap-
ply for a total of $3.56 million in general sup-
port funds.

In addition to these grants, a separate
program has been established to assist indi-
vidual stations in the production of broad-
cast material for use locally and where ap-
propriate, for distribution throughout the
system on a national basis.

In recognition of its statutory direction to
assist in the establishment and development
of one or more systems of interconnection
for the distribution of educational broad-
cast programs, the Corporation has been in-
strumental in establishing and funding the
Public Broadcasting Service.

The Public Broadcasting Service which Is
& nonprofit organization will manage the
national distribution of programs utilizing
the system of lines provided by AT&T and
supplementing that system where necessary
by providing stations with copies of video-
tapes. Five of its nine-man board of di-
rectors have been selected by the stations
themselves, thus assuring that the point of
view and interests of the stations will be
adequately reflected.

1The present Board of Directors and the
expiration dates of their terms of office are:
Frank Pace, Jr., Chairman—1974; Roscoe C.
Carroll—1070; Saul Haas—1970; Erich Leins-
dorf—1970; John D. Rockefeller ITI—1970;
Frank E. Schooley—1970; Joseph A. Beirne—
1972; Michael A. Gammino, Jr.—1972; Oveta
Culp Hobby—1972; Joseph D. Hughes—1972;
Carl E. Sanders—1972; Robert 8. Benjamin—
1974; Jack J. Valenti—1974; James R. Kil-
lian, Jr.—1974; Albert L. Cole—1974.
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While the final form of this interconneec-
tion system has not yet been determined,
present plants call for a dedicated network
of lines connecting 656 points serving 166
etations on a full time basis.

The Corporation has also been devoiing
considerable effort to augmenting the na-
tional inventory of programs available for
station use so that these stations may have
access to programs of diversity and excel-
lence.

It has supported production of “Sesame
Street,” a program for preschool children
which received a Peabody Award for its imag-
inative use of television in teaching. This
program is being seen by five or six million
preschool children from two to five years of
age. And the 1970-71 season will see 150 new
hour-long segments broadcast over thirty
weeks of daily programming beginning Octo-
ber 19.

Encouraged by the success of “"Sesame
Street,” the Children’s Television Workshop
which produces it has begun a feasibility
study looking toward the production of a
dally half-hour serlal which will focus on
the subject of reading for the 7-10 year old
age group.

The Corporation has also been a significant
supporter of program production by Na-
tional Educational Television (NET) which
produces five hours of programs a week. The
“Forsythe Saga" was one program seen
through the efforts of NET which obtained
the rights to show the series in the United
Btates.

Aid has also been glven for national pro-
grams produced by individual stations such
as “The Advocates,” produced jointly by the
educational stations in Boston and Los
Angeles.

In addition to financing or assisting in
the financing of new programs, the Corpora-
tion has made grants for the programs on
the air. “Misterogers Neighborhood” pro-
duced by a local station in Pittsburgh will
this fall be available to all stations on a
no-charge basis as the result of a Corpora-
tion grant.

Support for programs has not been limited
to television. The Corporation has outlined
a plan of development assistance for the
public radio stations serving communities in
all parts of the country. One of the most
important accomplishments in this effort
was the establishment of National Public
Radio, the first national program production
center for noncommercial radio. NPR will
provide informational, educational and cul-
tural programs on a daily basis for use by
the nation’s public radio stations. In the
Yyear to come, this service, along with direct
Corporation grants to the stations them-
selves, should be of great assistance in
strengthening the program schedules of
most stations.

The fourth main effort of the Corporation
is concerned with strengthening the total
educational broadcasting system.

Among other things, it has established a
program of career fellowships to assist sta=
tions In attracting and developing new talent
to public broadeasting,

It has also provided funds to program
producers to promote their programs in order
to bulld audiences. In this connection it has
undertaken studies to ascertain the size,
characteristics, and attitudes of its audience.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The American people have been given a
glimpse of what a strong viable system of
public broadcasting can offer. What has been
accomplished in the past two years is due in
large measure to the efforts of the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting,

Local stations are stronger as a result of
grants from the Corporation. More programs
of diversity and excellence are avallable to
the stations from national sources and other
individual stations. An effective national dis-
tribution system is rapidly becoming a real-
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ity. And more people are being attracted to
the medium as a consequence of it all,

Your committee is impressed with the way
in which the Corporation has interpreted its
statutory mandate, and the manner in which
it has identified the priorities necessary to
discharge this mandate. Unquestionably its
incisive approach and sound administration
of the projects it has undertaken explains to
a great extent the Corporation's suecess, and
that of public broadcasting generally.

Recognition must also be given to the men
and women who have given tirelessly of their
time, effort, and talent. Without such dedi-
cation in the past, and an even greater
commitment for the future, the potential
of public broadcasting can never be realized.

But all of this is not enough if public
broadcasting is to excel. The men and women
who have devoted their time and efforts to
this medium, and indeed all the people of
our country must have positive assurance
and a strong indication that the Congress
is fully and permanently committed to this
bold, imaginative, and worthwhile concept.
Otherwise the necessary enthusiasm and
public support may be seriously under-
mined,

Such a commitment can best be given, of
course, by permanent, long-range financing
for the Corporation. From the beginning it
was understood that the authorization and
appropriation process was only an interim
one, until such time as the Administration
could submit a permanent financing plan to
the Congress. Your Committee has repeated-
ly urged this Administration and its pred-
ecessor to act in this respect. It is hopeful
that such a plan will soon be forthcoming.

In the meantime, however, the Corporation
must have funds if it is to continue to grow
and aid the development of public broad-
casting.

Your Committee believes that the provi-
sions of 8. 3558 represent an extended com-
mitment by Congress to this worthwhile
endeavor, and urges its enactment.

By authorizing the appropriation of such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years
1971, 1972, and 1973, enactment of the legis-
lation would remove the present necessity of
authorizing funds each year.

The ability to plan and negotiate projects
on more than a yearly basis is vital in broad-
casting, especially in the expanding medium
of broadcasting. The present necessity of
yearly authorizations has, your Committee
was told, inhibited the Corporation from
making longer-range plans,

5. 35568 would also authorize part of the
appropriated funds to match a dollar for
dollar basis, grants, donations, bequests or
other contributions received by the Corpora-
tion from non-Federal sources.

Your Committee feels that this is an ex-
cellent manner to generate wider support for
the Corporation. It is hoped that many of
the commercial broadcasters who have so
often attested to the merits of public broad-
casting and the Corporation will choose to
assist the Corporation under this provision.

Your Committee also wishes to draw at-
tention to the section of the Public Broad-
casting Act which provides that interconnec-
tion service can be provided by carriers at
“free or reduced rates.” The availability of
an effective distribution system is basic to
the expansion and improvement of public
broadcasting.

In the negotiations that are currently un-
derway or may go on in the future for estab-
lishing an interconnection system, your Com-
mittee hopes that the parties will exhibit the
same spirit and commitment that is expected
of all segments of the society and govern-
ment if we are truly to have a vital system
of public broadcasting.

At this time your committee also wishes
to re-emphasize that noncommercial tele-
vision and radio, even though supported by
Federal funds, must be absolutely free from
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any federal Government interference over
programming. This also means that the Cor-
poration and the individual stations are to
be insulated from the threat of political con-
trol and special interest influence from any
source whatsoever.

HEARINGS

Your committee conducted 2 days of in-
tensive hearings on S, 3558, during which it
heard testimony from a representative of the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare; the Chairman of the Federal Communi-
cations Commission; the Chairman of the
Board and President of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, respectively; the Presi-
dent of the National Association of Educa-
tlonal Broadeasters, and others. All witnesses
testified to the outstanding efforts of the
Corporation and its contribution to public
broadcasting.

‘While the witnesses recognized the desir-
abllity, indeed the necessity of a plan for
permanently financing the activities of the
Corporation, all urged enactment of S. 3558
pending the adoption of such a plan.

Honorable James Allen, Assistant Secretary
of Education, and U.S. Commissioner of Edu-
cation, testified for the Administration and
said that a three-year authorization is es-
sential to allow the Corporation to plan ef-
fectively and to commit funds for radio and
television projects for the home as well as the
school on a more than one-year basis.

The Chairman of the FCC, Dean Burch,
supported enactment of S. 35568 as a needed
extension of the interim financing for the
Corporation, He also stressed the crucial im-
portance of obtaining for the Corporation at
the earliest possible time a permanent finan-
cial base not dependent upon annual appro-
priations. Too great a delay in finding the
permanent financing solution will, he sald,
adversely affect the development of the Cor-
poration and thus of the nation’s noncom-
mercial educational broadcasting systems.

Mrs. Joan Ganz Cooney, creator of “Sesame
Street,” and president of the Children’s Tele-
vision Workshop, testified that public tele-
vision should and clearly can set the bench-
mark against which all of television is
judged.

“Non-commercial broadcasting, she said,
has not heretofore had enough money to
undertake this vital role in American life. The
perennial shortage of funds has made it
almost impossible to recruit and retain first-
rate talent for a continuing period of time
and there is very little incentive to con-
celve the type of innovative broadcasting
that takes 1, 2 or 3 years to develop and
bring to fruition.

“I hope that this committee will see fit to
heed the President’s request for extended
financing for the Corporation for Public
Broadeasting. Only then, in my opinion, will
future Sesame Streets be possible.”

Mrs. Ann Kahn, representing the National
Congress of Parents and Teachers, told the
committee that:

“The hard evidence of achievement we
have seen firsthand in the short life of the
Corporation—and the even greater promise
of its plans for the future—make it clear
to us that the funds requested in the legis-
lation before you today will represent an
extraordinarily wise and economical invest-
ment in improved education and opportu-
nities for enrichment of our Nation’s
children.”

The President of the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadeasting, John Macy, summarized the
activities of the Corporation and its direc-
tion for the future when he told your Com-
mittee that:

“The introduction of some new programs
has been favorably received by the public
and is working to improve the relationship
between public broadeasting and audiences.
As a byproduct, the public seems to be show-
ing its appreciation by a greater willingness
to make contributions.
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“The interconnection agency, PBS, is in
being and beginning to operate.

“National Public Radio has been organized
and is ready to begin producing a full radio
service as soon as funding can be provided.

“We are probing the boundaries of present
technology in order to assure public broad-
casting avails itself of the improvements
that can be expected in the future.

“We are studying our audiences so as to
determine what programs work well and why
for the purpose of continually improving the
relevance and the communication value of
programs we support.

“We are actively engaged in making pub-
lic broadcasting a more attractive market so
that young people, writers, film makers,
artists of all types, will think of public broad-
casting as a place for their careers and for
their creations.

“We have a coordinated plan for the bal-
anced development of Corporation support
in the years immediately ahead.

“The crucial missing ingredient is finan-
cing, Authorization for the financing is pro-
vided by the bill before you. The Corpora-
tion strongly favors the blll and recom-
mends that you act favorably on it.”

AMENDMENT

When the Public Broadcast Act was being
considered, fears were expressed that the gov-
ernment might influence public broadcast-
ing. As a consequence, the intention that the
Corporation and the individual stations be
completely free of any outside influence, gov-
ernmental or otherwise, was expressed in the
strongest terms possible by the Congress.
The Corporation and the stations are and
should be free.

In order to assure that this freedom re-
mains unassailed, your Committee believes
that the noncommercial stations should keep
adequate records including audio recordings
of programs they broadcast that involve
public affairs. In that way, if any one seri-
ously questions a station's impartiality or
fairness, the record is there and any doubts
may be quickly resolved.

Your committee notes that noncommercial
stations are presently required by the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting to provide
a copy of any program to the Corporation
which has been specifically underwritten by
a grant from the Corporation.

The amendment adopted herein is ex-
pressly intended to require noncommercial
educational broadcast stations which re-
celved assistance under Title II of the Public
Broadcasting Act to keep records, including
audio recordings, for a reasonable length of
time of programs they broadcast involving
issuez of public importance, and to furnish
them to the FCC if requested to do so. The
Commission in turn would make them avail-
able to the requesting party at his expense
under such circumstances and conditions as
may be reasonable and appropriate. In other
words, where a request is made for an audio
recording, the requesting party shall be re-
sponsible to the station for the cost for re-
producing such recording deemed by the
Commission to be reasonable and proper.

It is to be emphasized that the amend-
ment only applies to programs involving
issues of public importance such as public
affairs and news type programs, and not to
programs such as "“Sesame Street,” *“Mis-
terogers Neighborhood,” etc.

In order to assure that an onerous burden
is not imposed by this amendment, your
committee feels that the records kept pur-
suant to it should be retained for a reasonable
length of time, at least three months.

Moreover, where a program 1s broadcast
over many stations such as “The Advocates,”
it is expected that the Federal Communica-
tlons Commission will adopt appropriate
procedures for determining who will be
charged with the responsibility of keeping
the required records in individual cases.

The committee wishes to make it clear

15995

that any member of the public may make the
appropriate request for the audio recordings
required to be kept under this amendment.

Your committee also wishes to make it
understood that this amendment is in no
way intended to infringe on the autonomy of
local stations or interfere with program pro-
duction or content.

CONCLUSION

It cannot be emphasized strongly enough
that a nation whose children will have
watched 22,000 hours of television by the
time they reach 16 years of age, and who
itself spends nearly one-quarter of its wak-
ing hours watching television, has deeply
and irrevocably committed itself to that
medium,

The American people have shown that
public television has a very speclal and
needed role, as demonstrated by their en-
thusiastic response and wide acceptance of
programs such as “Sesame Street,” “The
Forsythe Saga,” and the many excellent
programs produced by local stations.

Public Broadcasting has turned the corner
and the time has come for it to receive the
wholehearted support it has earned and so
richly deserves.

The public interest will be served by the
enactment of this legislation.

PROTECTING PRIVACY AND THE
RIGHTS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 782) to protect the civilian em-
ployees of the executive branch of the
U.S. Government in the enjoyment of
their constitutional rights and to pre-
vent unwarranted governmental inva-
sions of their privacy which had been
reported from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary with amendments on page 2, line
16, after the word “origin”, insert “or
citizenship”; in the same line, after the
word “employee”, insert “or person or
of his forebears,”; on page 8, after the
word “requests:” insert “Provided, how-
ever, That a civilian employee of the
United States serving in the Central In-
telligence Agency or the National Secu-
rity Agency may be accompanied only
by a person of his choice who serves in
the agency in which the employee serves,
or by counsel who has been approved by
the agency for access to the information
involved.”; on page 18, line 19, after the
word “Agency”, strike out “or of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation”; on
page 19, line 4, after the word “desig-
nee”, strike out “or the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation or his
designee”; in line 9, after “Sec. 7.” in-
sert “No civilian employee of the United
States serving in the Central Intelli-
gence Agency or the National Security
Agency, and no individual or organiza-
tion acting in behalf of such employee,
shall be permitted to invoke the provi-
sions of sections 4 and 5 without first
submitting a written complaint to the
agency concerned about the threatened
or actual violation of this Act and af-
fording such agency one hundred and
twenty days from the date of such com-
plaint to prevent the threatened viola-
tion or to redress the actual violation:
Provided, however, That nothing in this
Act shall be construed to affect any exist-
ing authority of the Director of Central
Intelligence under section 403(¢), of title
50, United States Code, and any author-
ities available to the National Security
Agency under section 833 of title 50,
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United States Code, to terminate the
employment of any employee.”

After line 23, insert a new section, as
follows:

Sec. 8. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to affect in any way the authority of
the Directors of the Central Intelligence
Agency or the Natlonal Security Agency to
protect or withhold information pursuant to
statute or executive order. The personal cer-
tification by the Director of the agency that
disclosure of any information is inconsistent
with the provislon of any statute or execu-
tive order shall be conclusive and no such in-
formation shall be admissable in evidence in
any interrogation under section 1(k) or in
any civil action under section 4 or in any pro-
ceeding or civil action under sectlon 5.

On page 20, after line 9, insert a new
section, as follows:

SEc. 8. This Act shall not be applicable to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

In line 12, change the section number
from “7” to *“10”; and on page 21, line 3,
change the section number from “8"” to
“11”; so as to make the bill read:

S, 782

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Section 1. It shall be unlawful for any offi-
cer of any executive department or any exec-
utive agency of the United States Govern-
ment, or for any person acting or purporting
to act under his authority, to do any of the
following things:

(a) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency, or any person seeking employment
in the executive branch of the United States
Government, to disclose his race, religion, or
national origin, or the race, religion, or na-
tional origin of any of his forebears: Pro-
vided, however, That nothing contained in
this subsection shall be construed to prohibit
inquiry concerning the citizenship of any
such employee or person if his citizenship is
a statutory condition of his obtaining or re-
taining his employment: Provided further,
That nothing contained in this subsection
shall be construed to prohibit inquiry con-
cerning the national origin or citizenship of
any such employee or person or of his fore-
bears, when such inquiry is deemed necessary
or advisable to determine suitability for as-
signment to activities or undertakings re-
lated to the national security within the
United States or to activities or undertakings
of any nature outside the United States.

{b) To state or intimate, or to attempt to
gtate or intimate, to any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency that any notice will be taken of his
attendance or lack of attendance at any as-
semblage, discussion, or lecture held or called
by any officer of the executive branch of the
United States Government, or by any person
acting or purporting to act under his author-
ity, or by any outside parties or organizations
to advise, Instruct, or indoctrinate any civil-
fan employee of the United States serving
in the department or agency in respect to any
matter or subject other than the perform-
ance of official duties to which he is or may
be assigned in the department or agency, or
the development of skills, knowledge, or
abilities which gqualify him for the perform-
ance of such duties: Provided, however, That
nothing contained in this subsection shall be
construed to prohibit taking notice of the
participation of a civililan employee in the
activities of any professional group or asso-
ciation.

(¢) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency to participate in any way In any
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activities or undertakings unless such activi-
ties or undertakings are related to the per-
formance of official duties to which he is or
may be assigned in the department or agency,
or to the development of skills, knowledge,
or ahbilities which qualify him for the per-
formance of such duties,

(d) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency to make any report concerning any
of his activities or undertakings unless such
activities or undertakings are related to the
performance of official duties to which he is
or may be assigned in the department or
agency, or to the development of skills,
knowledge, or abilities which qualify him for
the performance of such duties, or unless
there is reason to believe that the civilian
employee is engaged in outside activities or
employment in conflict with) his official
duties,

(e) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency, or any person applying for em-
ployment as a civililan employee in the execu-
tive branch of the United States Government,
to submit to any interrogation or examina-
tion or to take any psychological test which
is designed to elicit from him information
concerning his personal relationship with
any person connected with him by blood or
marriage, or concerning his religious beliefs
or practices, or concerning his attitude or
conduct with respect to sexual matters:
Provided, however, That nothing contained
in this subsection shall be construed to pre-
vent a physician from eliciting such informa-
tion or authorizing such tests in the diagnosis
or treatment of any civilian employee or ap-
plicant where such physician deems such in-
formation necessary to enable him to deter-
mine whether or not such individual is suf-
fering from mental illness: Provided jurther,
however, That this determination shall be

made in individual cases and not pursuant to
general practice or regulation governing the
examination of employees or applicants ac-

cording to grade, agency, or duties: Pro-
vided, further, however, That nothing con-
tained in this subsection shall be construed
to prohibit an officer of the department or
agency from advising any civilian employee
or applicant of a specific charge of sexual
misconduct made against that person, and
affording him an opportunity to refute the
charge.

(f) To require or request, or attempt to
require or request, any civillan employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency, or any person applying for em-
ployment as a civillan employee in the exec-
utive branch of the United States Govern-
ment, to take any polygraph test designed
to elicit from him information concerning
his personal relationship with any person
connected with him by blood or marriage,
or concerning his religious beliefs or prae-
tices, or concerning his attitude or conduct
with respect to sexual matters.

{g) To require or request, or to attempt
to require or request, any civilian employee
of the United States serving in the depart-
ment or agency to support by personal en-
deavor or contribution of money or any other
thing of value the nomination or the elec-
tion of any person or groups of persons to
public office in the Government of the United
States or of any State, district, Common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United
States, or to attend any meeting held to
promote or support the activities or under-
takings of any political party of the United
States or of any State, district, Common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United
States.

(h) To coerce or attempt to coerce any
civilian employee of the United States serv-
ing in the department or agency to invest
his earnings in bonds or other obligations
or securities issued by the United States or
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any of its departments or agencies, or to
make donations to any institution or cause
of any kind: Provided, however, That noth-
ing contained in this subsection shall be
construed to prohibit any officer of any ex-
ecutive department or any executive agency
of the United States Government, or any
person acting or purporting to act under his
authority, from calling meetings and taking
any action appropriate to afford any civilian
employee of the United States the oppor-
tunity voluntarily to Invest his earnings in
bonds or other obligations or securities is-
sued by the United States or any of its
departments or agencies, or voluntarily to
make donations to any Institution or cause.

(1) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States serving in the department
or agency to disclose any items of his prop-
erty, income, or other assets, source of in-
come, or liabilities, or his personal or do-
mestic expenditures or those of any member
of his family or household: Provided, how-
ever, That this subsection shall not apply
to any civillan employee who has authority
to make any final determination with re-
spect to the tax or other liability of any
person, corporation, or other legal entity
to the United States, or claims which re-
quire expenditure of moneys of the United
States: Provided further, however, That
nothing contained in this subsection shall
prohibit the Department of the Treasury or
any other executive department or agency
of the United Btates Government from re-
quiring any eivilian employee of the United
States to make such reports as may be nec-
essary or appropriate for the determination
of his liability for taxes, tariffs, custom
duties, or other obligations imposed by law.

(}) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any civilian employee of
the United States embraced within the terms
of the proviso in subsection (i) to disclose
any items of his property, income, or other
assets, source of income, or liabilities, or
his personal or domestic expenditures or
those of any member of his family or house-
hold other than specific items tending to in-
dicate a conflict of interest in respect to the
performance of any of the official duties to
which he is or may be assigned.

(k) To require or request, or to attempt
to require or request, any civillan employee
of the United States serving in the depart-
ment or agency, who is under investigation
for misconduct, to submit to interrogation
which could lead to disciplinary action with-
out the presence of counsel or other person of
his choice, if he so requests: Provided, how-
ever, That a civillan employee of the United
States serving in the Central Intelligence
Agency or the Natlonal Security Agency may
be accompanied only by a person of his
choice who serves in the agency in which the
employee serves, or by counsel who has been
approved by the agency for access to the
information involved.

(1) To discharge, discipline, demote, deny
promotion to, relocate, reassign, or other-
wise discriminate in regard to any term or
condition of employment of, any civilian
employee of the United States serving in the
department or agency, or to threaten to com-
mit any of such acts, by reason of the re-
fusal or fallure of such employee to submit
to or comply with any requirement, request,
or action made unlawful by this Act, or by
reason of the exercise by such civilian em-
ployee of any right granted or secured by
this Act.

SEec. 2. It shall be unlawful for any officer
of the United States Civil Service Commis-
sion, or for any person acting or purporting
to act under his authority, to do any of the
following things:

(a) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any executive department
or any executive agency of the United States
Government, or any officer or employee serv-
ing in such department or agency, to vio-
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late any of the provisions of section 1 of this
Act.

(b) To require or request, or to attempt to
require or request, any person seeking to
establish civil service status or eligibility for
employment in the executive branch of
the United States Government, or any per-
son applying for employment in the execu-
tive branch of the United States Govern-
ment, or any civilian employee of the United
States serving in any department or agency
of the United States Government, to submit
to any interrogation or examination or to
take any psychological test which is designed
to elicit from him information concerning
his personal relationship with any person
connected with him by blood or marriage, or
concerning his religious bellefs or practices,
or concerning his attitude or conduct with
respect to sexual matters: Provided, however,
That nothing contained in this subsection
shall be construed to prevent a physician
from eliciting such information or authoriz-
ing such tests in the diagnosis or treatment
of any civilian employee or applicant where
such physician deems such information nec-
essary to enable him to determine whether
or not such individual is suffering from men-
tal illness: Provided furiher, however, That
this determination shall be made in indi-
vidual cases and not pursuant to general
practice or regulation governing the exam-
ination of employees or applicants according
to grade, agency, or dutles: Provided further,
however, That nothing contained in this sub-
section shall be construed to prohibit an
officer of the Civil Service Commission from
advising any civilian employee or appli-
cant of a specific charge of sexual miscon-
duct made against that person, and afford-
ing him an opportunity to refute the charge.

(c) To require or request, or to attempt
to require or request, any person seeking
to establish civil service status or eligibility
for employment in the executive branch of
the United States Government, or any
applying for employment in the executive
branch of the United States Government, or
any civilian employee of the United States
serving in any department or agency of the
United States Government, to take any poly-
graph test designed to elicit from him infor-
mation concerning his personal relationship
with any person connected with him by blood
or marriage, or concerning his religious be-
liefs or practices, or concerning his atti-
tude or conduct with respect to sexual
matters.

Sec. 3. It shall be unlawful for any com-
missioned officer, as defined in section 101 of
title 10, United States Code, or any member
of the Armed Forces acting or purporting to
act under his authority, to require or request,
or to attempt to require or request, any
civilian employee of the executive branch of
the United States Government wunder his
authority or subject to his supervision to
perform any of the acts or submit to any of
the requirements made unlawful by section
1 of this Act.

SEc. 4. Whenever any officer of any execu-
tive department or any executive agency
of the United States Government or any
person acting or purporting to act under
his authority, or any commissioned of-
ficer as defilned in section 101 of title 10,
United States Code, or any member of the
Armed Forces acting or purporting to act
under his authority, violates or threatens to
violate any of the provisions of section 1, 2,
or 3 of this Act, any civillan employee of
the United States serving in any department
or agency of the United States Government,
or any person applying for employment in
the executive branch of the United States
Government, or any person seeking to estab-
lish civil service status or eligibility for em-
ployment in the executive branch of the
United States Government, affected or ag-
grieved by the violation or threatened viola-
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tion, may bring a civil action in his own be-
half or in behalf of himself and others sim-
ilarly situated, against the offending officer
or person in the United States district court
for the district in which the violation oc-
curs or is threatened, or the district in
which the offending officer or person is found,
or in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia to prevent the threat-
ened violation or to obtain redress against
the consequences of the violation, The At~
torney General shall defend all officers or
persons sued under this section who acted
pursuant to an order, regulation, or directive,
or who, in his opinion, did not willfully vio-
late the provisions of this Act. Such United
States district court shall 1 ~ve jurisdiction
to try and determine such civil action irre-
spective of the actuality or amount of pe-
cuniary injury done or threatened, and with-
out regard to whether the aggrieved party
shall have exhausted any administrative
remedies that may be provided by law, and
to issue such restraining order, interlocu-
tory injunction, permanent injunction, or
mandatory injunction, or enter such other
judgment or decree as may be necessary or
appropriate to prevent the threatened viola-
tion, or to afford the plaintiff and others sim-
ilarly situated complete relief against the
consequences of the violation. With the writ-
ten consent of any person affected or ag-
grieved by a violation or threatened violation
of section 1, 2, or 3 of this Act, any em-
ployee organization may bring such action
on behalf of such person, or may intervene
in such action. For the purposes of this sec-
tion, employee organizations shall be con-
strued to Include any brotherhood, council,
federation, organization, union, or profes-
sional association made up in whole or in
part of civillan employees of the TUnited
States and which has as one of its purposes
dealing with departments, agencies, commis-
sions, and independent agencies of the
United States concerning the condition and
terms of employment of such employees.

Sec. 5. (a) There is hereby established a
Board on Employees' Rights (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Board”). The Board shall
be composed of three members, appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The President shall
designate one member as chairman. No more
than two members of the Board may be of
the same political party. No member of the
Board shall be an officer or employee of the
United States Government.

(b) The term of office of each membYer of
the Board shall be five years, except that (1)
of those members first appuinted, one shall
serve for five years, one for three years, and
one for one year, respectively, from the date
of enactment of this Act, and (2) any mem-
ber appointed to fill a vacancy occurring
prior to the expiration of the term for which
his predecessor was appointed shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term.

(c) Members of the Board shall be com-
pensated at the rate of 75 a day for each
day spent in the work of the Board, and shall
be paid actual travel expenses and per diem
in lieu of subsistence expenses when away
from their usual places of residence, as au-
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code.

(d) Two members shall constitute a quo-
rum for the transaction of business.

(e) The Board may appoint and fix the
compensation of such officers, attorneys, and
employees, and make such expenditures, as
may be necessary to carry out its functions.

(f) The Board shall make such rules and
regulations as shall be necessary and proper
to carry out its functions.

(g) The Board shall have the authority
and duty to recelve and investigate written
complaints from or on behalf of any person
claiming to be affected or aggrieved by any
violation or threatened violation of this Act
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and to conduct a hearing on each such com-
plaint. Within ten days after the receipt of
any such complaint, the Board shall furnish
notice of the time, place, and nature of the
hearing thereon to all interested parties, The
Board shall render its final decision with re-
spect to any complaint within thirty days
after the conclusion of its hearing thereon.

(h) Officers or representatives of any Fed-
eral employee organization in any degree
concerned with employment of the category
in which any alleged violation of this Act
occurred or is threatened shall be given an
opportunity to participate in each hearing
conducted under this section, through sub-
mission of written data, views, or arguments,
and in the discretion of the Board, with op-
portunity for oral presentation. Government
employees called upon by any party or by
any Federal employee organization to partic-
ipate In any phase of any administrative or
judicial proceeding under this section shall
be free to do so without incurring travel cost
or suffering loss in leave or pay; and all such
employees shall be free from restraint, coer-
cion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal in
or because of their participation. Any periods
of time spent by Government employees dur-
ing such participation shall be held and
consldered to be Federal employment for all
purposes.

(1) Insofar as consistent with the pur-
poses of this section, the provisions of sub-
chapter IT of chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to the furnishing of
notice and manner of conducting agency
hearings, shall be applicable to hearings con-
ducted by the Board under this section.

(J) If the Board shall determine after
hearing that a violation of this Act has not
occurred or is not threatened, the Board
shall state its determination and notify all
interested parties of such determination.
Each such determination shall constitute a
final decislon of the Board for purposes of
judicial review.

(k) If the Board shall determine that any
violation of this Act has been committed or
threatened by any civilian officer or employee
of the United States, the Board shall im-
mediately (1) Issue and cause to be served
on such officer or employee an order requir-
ing such officer or employee to cease and de-
sist from the unlawful act or practice which
constitutes a violation, (2) endeavor to elim-
inate any such unlawful act or practice by
informal methods of conference, conciliation,
and persuasion, and (3) may—

(A) (1) in the case of the first offense by
any civilian officer or employee of the United
States, other than any officer appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, i1ssue an officlal
reprimand against such officer or employee
or order the suspension without pay of such
officer or employee from the position or office
held by him for a period of not to exceed
fifteen days, and (ii) in the case of a second
or subsequent offense by any such officer or
employee, order the suspension without pay
of such officer or employee from the position
or office held by him for a period of not to
exceed thirty days or order the removal of
such officer or employee from such position
or office; and

(B) in the case of any offense by any
officer appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
transmit a report concerning such violation
to the President and the Congress.

(1) If the Board shall determine that any
violation of this Act has been committed
or threatened by any officer of any of the
Armed Forces of the United States, or any
person purporting to act under authority
conferred by such officer, the Board shall
(1) submit a report thereon to the President,
the Congress, and the Secretary of the mili-
tary department concerned, (2) endeavor to
eliminate any unlawful act or practice which
constitutes such a violation by informal
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methods of conference, conciliation, and per-
suasion, and (3) refer its determination and
the record in the case to any person author-
ized to convene general courts-martial under
section 822 (article 22) of title 10, United
States Code. Thereupon such person shall
take Immediate steps to dispose of the matter
under chapter 47 of title 10, United States
Code (Uniform Code of Military Justice).

(m) Any party aggrieved by any final de-
termination or order of the Board may in-
stitute, in the district court of the United
States for the judicial district wherein the
violation or threatened violation of this Act
occurred, or in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia, a civil
action for the review of such determination
or order. In any such action, the court shall
have jurisdiction to (1) affirm, modify, or
set aside any determination or order made by
the Board which is under review, or (2) re-
quire the Board to make any determination
or order which it is authorized to make under
subsection (k), but which it has refused to
make. The reviewing court shall set aside any
finding, conclusion, determination, or order
of the Board as to which complaint is made
which is unsupported by substantial evidence
on the record considered as a whole.

(n) The Board shall submit, not later than
March 31 of each year, to the Senate and
House of Representatives, respectively, a re-
port on its activities under this section dur-
ing the immediately preceding calendar year,
including a statement concerning the nature
of all complaints filed with it, its determina-
tions and orders resulting from hearings
thereon, and the names of all officers or em-
ployees of the United States with respect to
whom any penalties have been imposed under
this section.

(0) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated sums necessary, not in excess of $100,000,
to carry out the provisions of this section.

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this Act shall

be construed to prohlbit an officer of the
Central Intelligence Agency or of the Nation-
al BSecurity Agency from requesting any
civilian employee or applicant to take

& polygraph test, or to take a psy-
chological test, designed to elicit from him
information concerning his personal relation-
ship with any person connected with him by
blood or marriage, or concerning his religious
beliefs or practices, or concerning his at-
titude or conduct with respect to sexual mat=-
ters, or to provide a personal financlal state-
ment, {f the Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency or his designee or the Direc-
tor of the National Security Agency or his
designee makes a personal finding with re-
gard to each Individual to be so tested or
examined that such test or information is
required to protect the national security.

Sec, T. No civillan employee of the United
States serving in the Central Intelligence
Agency or the National Security Agency, and
no individual or organization acting in be-
half of such employee, shall be permitted to
invoke the provisions of sections 4 and 5
without first submitting a written complaint
to the agency concerned about the threat-
ened or actual violation of this Aet and
affording such agency one hundred and
twenty days from the date of such complaint
to prevent the threatened violatlon or to
redress the actual violation: Provided, how-
ever, That nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to affect any existing suthority of the
Director of Central Intelligence under sec-
tlon 403(c), of title 50, United States Code,
and any authorities available to the National
Security Agency under section 833 of title
50, United States Code, to terminate the em-
ployment of any employee.

Sgc. 8. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to affect in any way the authority of
the Directors of the Central Intelligence
Agency or the National Security Agency to
protect or withhold information pursuant to
statute or executive order. The personal cer=
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tification by the Director of the agency that
disclosure of any information is inconsistent
with the provision of any statute or execu-
tive order shall be conclusive and no such
information shall be admissible In evidence
in any interrogation under section 1(k) or in
any civil action under section 4 or in any pro-
ceeding or clvil action under section 5.

Sec. 9. This Act shall not be applicable to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Sec. 10. Nothing contained in sections 4
and 5 shall be construed to prevent estab-
lishment of department and agency grievance
procedures to enforce this Act, but the exist-
ence of such procedures shall not preclude
any applicant or employee from pursuing the
remedies established by this Act or any other
remedies provided by law: Provided, how-
ever, That if under the procedures estab-
lished, the employee or applicant has ob-
tained complete protection agalnst threat-
ened violations or complete redress for
violations, such action may be pleaded in
bar in the United States district court or in
proceedings before the Board on Employee
Rights: And provided further, That if an
employee elects to seek a remedy under either
section 4 or section 5, he walves his right to
proceed by an independent action under the
remaining section.

SEc. 11. If any provision of this Act or the
application of any provision to any person or
circumstance shall be held invalid, the re-
mainder of this Act or the application of such
provision to persons or circumstances other
than those as to which it is held invalid, shall
not be affected.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 91-873), explaining the pur-
poses of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to prohibit in-
discriminate executive branch requirements
that employees and, in certain instances, ap-
plicants for Government employment dis-
close their race, religion or national origin;
attend Government-sponsored meetings and
lectures or participate in outside activities
unrelated to their employment; report on
their outside activities or undertakings un-
related to their work; submit to questioning
about their religion, personal relationships or
sexual attitudes through interviews, psy-
chological tests, or polygraphs; support po-
litical candidates or attend political meet-
ings. The bill would make it illegal to coerce
an employee to buy bonds or make chari-
table contributions. It prohibits officials
from requiring him to disclose his own per-
sonal assets, liabilities, or expenditures, or
those of any member of his family unless,
in the case of certain specified employees,
such items would tend to show a conflict
of interest. It would provide a right to have
a counsel or other person present, if the
employee wishes, at an interview which may
lead to disciplinary proceedings. It would
accord the right to a civil action in a Fed-
eral court for violation or threatened vio-
lation of the act, and it would establish a
Board on Employees’ Rights to receive and
conduet hearings on complaints of viola-
tion of the act and to determine and ad-
minister remedies and penalties.

S5.782, 91st Congress—Commitiee
amendments
8. 782, as Introduced by Senator Ervin
with 54 cosponsors, was identical to 8. 1035
of the 90th Congress as passed by the Sen-
ate.
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The Subcommittee met in executive pes-
sion on July 22, 1969, to receive testimony
from Richard Helms, Director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency and other agency
representatives. On the basis of this testi-
mony and after a number of meetings of
subcommittee members with officials of the
Central Intelligence Agency, the National
Security Agency, and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, the language contained in
the committee amendments was drafted and
meets with the approval of the Directors of
those agenciles.

STATEMENT

The subcommittee has found a threefold
need for this legislation. The first is the
immediate need to establish a statutory basis
for the preservation of certain rights and
liberties of those who work for government
now and those who will work for it in the
future. The bill, therefore, not only reme-
dies problems of today but looks to the
future, in recognition of the almost certain
enlargement of the scope of Federal activity
and the continuing rise in the number of
Americans employed by their Federal Gov-
ernment or serving it in some capacity.

Second, the bill meets the Federal Gov-
ernment’s need to attract the best qualified
employees and to retain them. As the for-
mer Chairman of the Civil Service Commis-
sion, Robert Ramspeck, testified:

Today, the Federal Government affects the
lives of every human being in the United
States. Therefore, we need better people to-
day, better qualified people, more dedicated
people, In Federal service than we ever
needed before. And we cannot get them Iif
you are going to deal with them on the basis
of suspicion, and delve into their private
lives, because if there is anything the aver-
age American cherishes, it is his right of
freedom of action, and his right to privacy.
So I think this bill is hitting at an evil that
has grown up, maybe not intended, but
which Is hurting the ability of the Federal
Government to acquire the type of person-
nel that we must have in the career service.

Third is the growing need for the beneficial
influence which such a statute would provide
in view of the present impact of Federal pol-
icies, regulations and practices on those of
State and local government and of private
business and Industry. An example of the
interest demonstrated by governmental and
private employers is the following comment
by Allan J, Graham, secretary of the Civil
Service Commission of the city of New York:

It is my opinion, based on over 25 years of
former Government service, including some
years In a fairly high managerial capacity,
that your bill, if enacted Into law, will be a
major step to stem the tide of “Big Brother-
ism,” which constitutes a very real threat
to our American way of life.

In my present position as secretary of the
Civil Service Commission of the city of New
York, I have taken steps to propose the in-
clusion of several of the concepts of your bill
into the rules and regulations of the city
civil service commission.

Passage of the bill will signify congres-
slonal recognition of the threats to individ-
ual privacy posed by an advanced technology
and by increasingly more complex organiza-
tions. INlustrating these trends is the greatly
expanded use of computers and governmen-
tal and private development of vast systems
for the efficient gathering of information
and for data storage and retrieval. While
Government enjoys the benefit of these de-
velopments, there is at the same time an ur-
gent need for defining the areas of individual
liberty and privacy which should be exempt
from the unwarranted intrusions facllitated
by scientific techniques.

As Prof. Charles Reich of Yale Law School
has stated, this bill “would be a significant
step forward in defining the right of privacy
today."”

“One of the most important tasks which
faces the Congress and State legislatures in
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the next decade is the protection of the citi-
zen against invasion of privacy,” states Prof.
Stanley Anderson of the University of Cali-
fornia, Santa Barbara. “No citizens.," in his
opinion, “are in more immediate danger of
incursion into private affairs than Govern-
ment employees. When enacted the bill will
provide a bulwark of protection against such
incursions.”

The bill is based on several premises which
the subcommittee investigation has proved
valid for purposes of enacting this legisla-
tion. The first is that clvil servants do not
surrender the basie rights and MNberties
which are their due as citizens under the
Constitution of the United States by their
action in accepting Government employ-
ment. Chief among these constitutional pro-
tections is the first amendment, which pro-
tects the employee to privacy in his
thoughts, beliefs and attitudes, to silence in
his action and participation or his inaction
and nonparticipation in community life and
civie affairs. This principle is the essence of
constitutional liberty in a free society.

The constitutional focus of the bill was
emphasized by Senator Ervin in the follow-
ing terms when he introduced S. 1035 on
February 21, 1967:

If this bill is to have any meaning for those
it affects, or serve as a precedent for those
who seek guidance in these matters, its pur-
pose must be phrased in constitutional
terms. Otherwise its goals will be lost.

We must have as our point of reference
the constitutional principles which guide
every official act of our Federal Government.
I believe that the Constitution, as it was
drafted and as it has been Implemented,
embodies a view of the citizen as possessed of
an inherent dignity and as enjoying certain
basic liberties. Many current practices of
Government affecting employees are uncon-
stitutional; they violate not only the letter
but the very spirit of the Constitution.

I introduced this bill originally because
I believe that, to the extent it has per-
mitted or authorized unwarranted invasion
of employee privacy and unreasonable re-
strictions on their liberty, the Federal Gov-
ernment has neglected its constitutional
duty where its own employees are concerned,
and it has falled in its role as the model em=~
ployer for the Nation,

Becond, although it is a question of some
dispute, I hold that Congress has a duty
under the Constitution not only to consider
the constitutionality of the laws it enacts,
but to assure as far as possible that those
in the executive branch responsible for ad-
ministering the laws adhere to constitution-
al standards in their programs, policies, and
administrative techniques,

The committee believes that it is time
for Congress to forsake its reluctance to tell
the executive branch how to treat its em-
ployees. When so many American citizens are
subject to unfair treatment, to being unrea-
sonably coerced or required without warrant
to surrender their liberty, their privacy, or
their freedom to act or not to act, to reveal
or not to reveal information about them-
selves and their private thoughts and ac-
tions, then Congress has a duty to call a
statutory halt to such practices. It has a
duty to remind the executive branch that
even though it might have to expend a little
more time and effort to obtain some favored
policy goal, the techniques and tools must
be reasonable and fair.

Each section of the bill is based on evi-
dence from many hundreds of cases and
complaints showing that generally in the
Federal service, as in any similar organiza-
tional situation, a request from a superior
is equivalent to a command. This evidence
refutes the argument that an employee's re-
sponse to a superior’s request for informa-
tion or action Is a voluntary response, and
that an employee ‘‘consents” to an Invasion
of his privacy or the curtallment of his lib=
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erty. Where his employment opportunities
are at stake, where there is present the eco-
nomic coercion to submit to questionable
practices which are contrary to our consti-
tutional values, then the presence of consent
or voluntarism may be open to serious doubt.
For this reason the bill makes it illegal for
officials to “request” as well as to “require”
an employee to submit to certain inquiries
or practices or to take certain actions.

Each section of the bill reflects a bal-
ancing of the interests involved: The inter-
est of the Government in attracting the best
qualified individuals to its service; and its
interest in pursuing laudable goals such as
protecting the national security, promoting
equal employment opportunities, assuring
mental health, or conducting successful
bond-selling campaigns. There is, however,
also the interest of the individual in protec-
tion of his rights and liberties as a private
citizen. When he becomes an employee of
his Government, he has a right to expect
that the policies and practices applicable to
him will reflect the best values of his soclety.

The balance of interests achieved assures
him this right. While it places no absolute
prohibition on Government inquiries, the
bill does assure that restrictions on his rights
and liberties as a Government employee are
reasonable ones.

As Senator Bible stated:

There is a line between what is Federal
business and what Is personal business, and
Congress must draw that line. The right of
privacy must be spelled out.

The weight of evidence, as Senator Fong
has said: “points to the fact that the in-
vasions of privacy under threats and co-
ercion and economic intimidation are ramp-
ant in our Federal civil service system to-
day. The degree of privacy in the lives of our
civil servants is small enough as it is, and
it is still shrinking with further advances in
technical know-how. That these citizens are
being forced by economic coercion to sur-
render this precious liberty in order to ob-
tain and hold jobs is an invasion of privacy
which should disturb every American. I
therefore, strongly believe that congressional
action to protect our civil servants is long
overdue.”

The national president of the National As-
sociation of Internal Revenue Employees,
Vincent Connery, told the subcommittee of
this proposal in the 89%th Congress:

Senate bill 3779 is soundly conceived and
perfectly timed. It appears on the legislative
scene during a season of public employee
unrest, and a period of rapidly accelerating
demand among Federal employees for truly
first-class citizenship. For the first time
within my memory, at least, a proposed bill
holds out the serious hope of attaining such
citizenship. 8. 3779, therefore, amply de-
serves the fullest support of all employee
organizations, both public and private, fed-
eration affiliated, and independent alike.

Similiar statements endorsing the broad
purpose of the bill were made by many
others, including the following witnesses:

John F. Griner, national president, Amer-
ican Federation of Government Employees.

E. C. Hallbeck, national president, United
Federation of Postal Clerks.

Jerome Keating, president, National As-
sociation of Letter Carriers.

Eenneth T. Lyons, national president, Na-
tional Association of Government Employees.

John A. MecCart, operations director, Gov=-
ernment Employees Council of AFI-CIO.

Hon. Robert Ramspeck, former Chairman,
Civil Service Commission.

Vincent Jay, executive vice president, FPed-
eral Professional Association.

Francis J. Speh, president, 14th District
Department, American Federation of Gov-
ernment Employees.

Lawrence Speiser, director, Washington
office, American Civil Liberties Union.
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Nathan Wolkomir, national president, Na-
tional Federation of Federal Employees.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, S. 782 is a
bill, unanimously approved with amend-
ments by the Judiciary Committee, to
protect the constitutional rights of eivil-
ian employees of the executive branch
and to prevent unwarranted govern-
mental invasions of their privacy.

This proposal, which I first introduced
in 1966, is the result of a study by the
Constitutional Rights Subcommittee.

The purpose of the bill is to prohibit
indiscriminate or arbitrary executive
branch requests or requirements that em-
ployees and, in certain instances, appli-
cants for Government employment:

Plisclose their race, religion, or national
origin;

Attend Government-sponsored meet-
ings and lectures or participate in out-
side activities unrelated to their employ-
ment;

Report on their outside activities or
undertakings unrelated to their work;

Submit to questioning about their re-
ligious beliefs and practices, personal
family relationships or sexual attitudes
and conduct through interviews, psycho-
logical tests, or polygraphs; and

Support political candidates or attend
political meetings.

The bill would make it illegal to coerce
an employee to buy bonds or make chari-
table contributions.

It prohibits officials from requiring him
to disclose his own personal assets, lia-
bilities, or expenditures, or those of any
member of his family unless, in the case
of certain specified employees, such items
would tend to show a conflict of interest.

It would provide a right to have counsel
or other person present, if the employee
wishes, at an interview which may lead
to disciplinary proceedings.

It would accord the right to a ecivil ac-
tion in a Federal court for violation or
threatened violation of the act, and it
would establish a Board on Employees’
Rights to receive and conduect hearings
on complaints of violation of the act and
to determine and administer remedies
and penaliies.

S. 782 is sponsored by 55 Senators. Ex-
cept for committee amendments provid-
ing certain exemptions for the unigue
problems of the Central Intelligence
Agency, the National Security Agency,
and the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, it is identical to S. 1035, approved
by the Senate in 1967.

Mr. President, by approving S. 782, the
Senate has recognized the monumental
truth that if history teaches us anything,
it teaches us that a nation which ignores
the lessons of history is doomed to repeat
the mistakes of its past. Although the
bill is based mostly on unwise and un-
constitutional practices and programs
undertaken by Federal officials in pre-
vious years, many of the injustices con-
tinue unabated. Furthermore, the op-
portunity for depriving the individual
rights of employees or of seriously lim-
iting them still exists. It will continue
to exist until Congress enacts a law pro-
hibiting such deprivations and limita-
tions.

The extent of the wrongs inflicted on
employees will vary with the vigor and
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zeal and the political needs of those who
control the Federal Government. S. 782
is an attempt to define the constitutional
boundaries of their actions as they affect
those who work for the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, more has been written
and spoken in the Congress and in the
country on this one issue and about this
legislation than any other proposal in
my memory. This record is documented
in the committee report and particu-
larly in the CONGRESSIONAL REcorD of
September 13, 1967, when the Senate
passed S. 1035.

We have heard much lately of the
complaint that Government does not re-
spond quickly and adequately enough to
petitions for redress of grievances.

This bill is a direct outgrowth of thou-
sands of specific complaints to Congress
by individual employees and their fam-
ilies, by their organizations and unions,
by applicants, and by private citizens
concerned with loss of liberties. It is
proof that Congress does hear and that
it will act. These people took the time and
effort to communicate their grievances in
considerable detail and with an eloquence
which always displayed a deep and abid-
ing faith in the system of government
of which they are such a vital part. In
these times of stress, their continued
faith in the democratic process is essen-
tial. Despite the obstacles they frequently
face, I believe their adherence to those
processes is our surest guarantee that
the constitutional principles on which
our Government is founded will endure.

The letters which I and others in Con-
gress receive are th2 products of educated
and informed concern about the problems
which econfront employees as citizens.
Their patience despite injustices, their
willingness to abide by the constitutional
rules and to seek remedies under those
rules provide the best illustration our Na-
tion can offer of citizens keeping faith
with the founders of our Constitution.
Congress does not always heed their
pleas. There are frequently long delays
and the resulting legislation does not
always meet their expectations. But the
important thing is that they keep trying,
writing letters, telephoning, and express-
ing concern. During the last election
campaign many of them demanded that
the issues of privacy and employee rights
be faced by individual candidates and by
both political parties.

The parties and the candidates re-
sponded, and I bhelieve they must con-
tinue to respond until S. 782 is enacted
into law.

I should like to restate for the record
my convictions about this proposal which
I expressed at the time of its passage in
the last Congress. I believe that with this
bill, Congress has a chance to reaffirm
the belief of the American people in a
value system as old as Western civiliza-
tion; that is, in the dignity of the in-
dividual; in the unfettered enjoyment of
his personal thoughts and beliefs free
of the control of government; and in the
worth of the expression of his personality
in the democratic society.

5. 782 affords Congress the opportunity
to take a stand on one of the most cru-
cial philosophical and practical problems
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facing our society—the preservation of
individual freedom in an age of scien-
tific technology, computers, and data
banks.

Many learned people have analyzed the
legal and scientific issues raised by the
needs to meet certain goals of govern-
ment in a country as vast and diverse
as ours. But they have balanced the in-
terests back and forth until they have
lost track of the basic issues of liberty
involved.

The Founding Fathers drafted a con-
stitution that was meant to protect the
liberty of Americans of every era, for its
principles are enduring ones. One of the
fundamental aspects of our liberty as
free men is the privacy of our innermost
thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs: this in-
cludes not only our freedom to express
them as we please, but the freedom from
any form of governmental coercion to
reveal them. Another aspect is the con-
stitutional protection against self-in-
crimination for civil servants as well as
for criminals and others.

In its report on the bill, the committee
stated:

Each section of the bill is based on evi-
dence from many hundreds of cases and
complaints showing that generally in the
Federal service, as in any similar organiza-
tional situation, a request from a superior
is equivalent to a command. This evidence
refutes the argument tha*t an employee's
response to a superior’s request for informa-
tion or action is a voluntary response, and
that an employee ‘“‘consents” to an invasion
of his prlvacy or the curtailment of his lib-
erty. Where his employment opportunities
I at stake, where there is present the eco-
nomie coercion to subm't to guestionable
pmctices which are contrnry to our con-
stitutional values, then the presence of con-
sent or voluntarism may be open to serlous
doubt. For this reason the bill makes it ille-
gal for officials to “request’” as well as to “re-
quire” an employee to submit to certain in-

quiries or practices or to take certain ac-
tions.

No one should be deluded that this bill
is a panacea for all the ills besetting the
Federal service, all of the invasions of
privacy, all of the violations of basic due
process prineiples.

There are many areas leff untouched,
as the subcommittee daily mail will show.
Passage of the bill will correct some vio-
lations, and provide some recourses
against violations. But more important-
ly, it will establish a precedent in this
area of the law and create a climate for
decisionmaking in the executive branch.

The zealous men, the unthinking, care-
less, hurried, impatient, pressured, or
misinformed men will still make unrea-
sonable or illegal decisions. We cannot
legislate against all manner of fools or
their follies. Where their decisions affect
the liberties of the citizens, we can only
provide the basic standards by which
they can be controlled. For the conscien-
tious administrator anxious to do his
job well, achieving the maximum bene-
fit for Government and observing in-
dividual rights at the same time, the bill
provides a uniform guide. He will not
need to sit and ponder whether to follow
his conscience or an illegal order or
whether or not to utilize a questionable
scientific method.

The law will state clearly what his own
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rights and duties are in certain areas.
By the same token, it assures the rights
of the individual employee and appli-
cant.

I confess that were I legislating alone,
I would rather see fewer compromises
and exceptions than are now contained
in the bill. I see no necessity for any of
the practices prohibited in 8. 782.

Unfortunately, some people, both in
Government and out, have not yet been
alerted to the dangers posed by these
policies and practices. For them, the
symbolic act or the technique—the
means—still triumph over purpose, how-
ever unrelated the two.

A threefold need for this bill is out-
lined in the committee report.

The first is the immediate need to es-
tablish a statutory basis for the preser-
vation of certain rights and liberties of
those citizens who now work for Gov-
ernment and those who will work for it
in the future, The bill not only remedies
problems of today but looks to the fu-
ture in recognition of the almost cer-
tain enlargement of the scope of Fed-
eral activity and the continuing rise in
the number of Americans employed by
their Federal Government or serving it
in some capacity.

Second, the bill meets the Federal
Government’s need to attract the best
qualified employees, and to retain them
with the assurance that they will be
treated fairly and as people of honesty
and integrity.

Third, is the growing need for the
beneficial influence which such a statute
would provide in view of the present im-
pact of Federal policies, regulations, and
practices on those of State and local gov-
ernment and of private business and
industry.

The Civil Service Commission has
made a good-faith effort to eliminate
some of the privacy-invading practices
of the Federal Government. Also, as a
result of complaints which the subcom-
mittee has sent to the Civil Service Com-
mission, some individual grievances have
been remedied.

But while isolated cases of injustice
may be corrected by congressional inter-
vention, they do not, as with judicial
decisions on the rights of criminals, es-
tablish a precedent for protecting rights
of all employees. There are vast numbers
of Federal agencies with decentralized
personnel systems, responsive in different
ways to policy directives. In some cases,
they lack any control at all by Congress,
the President, the Civil Service Commis-
sion, or in some instances, even by the
head of the department or agency. They
are, in effect beyond the reach of the law.

The reply of some in the executive
branch has been that Government em-
ployment is a privilege, and if the indi-
vidual does not like his treatment, he
can quit.

The Association of the Bar of the City
of New York has a reply to this. Their
report on the bill states:

The Ervin bill recognizes the existence of
some serious shortcomings in the behavior
of the Executive Branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment as an employer. There are today
almost three million persons employed by the
Federal Government and the number can be
expected to grow. It is not possible, therefore,
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to deal with the problem within the narrow
framework of an employee’s option to quit
his employment if the conditions are not to
his taste.

Employment by the Federal Government
should not be regarded as a privilege to be
withheld or conditioned as the Government
sees fit. Indeed, there is an obligation on the
part of the Federal Government to have more
than the usual respect for rights of privacy.

It is already a late date for the Federal
Government to begin showing respect for
the rights of privacy. But the Senate has
taken the first step today by passing
S. 782,

I ask unanimous consent to insert at
this point in the ReEcorp an excerpt from
the Judiciary Committee report on the
bill—Senate Report No. 873, pages T
through 10, and pages 12 through 48.
This contains the legislative history of
the bill and a section-by-section analysis.

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

SENATE REPORT No. 873, 91sT CONGRESS,
SECOND SESSION; PROTECTING PRIVACY AND
THE RiGHTS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Violations of rights covered by the bill as
well as other areas of employee rights have
been the subject of intensive hearings and
investigation by the subcommittee for the
last five Congresses.

In addition to investigation of individual
cases, the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Rights has conducted annual surveys of
agency policles on numerous aspects of Gov-
ernment personnel practices. In 1965, pur-
suant to Senate Resolution 43, hearings were
conducted on due process and improper use
of information acquired through psycho-
logical testing, psychiatric examinations, and
security and personnel interviews.

In a letter to the Chief Executive on
August 3, 1966 the subcommittee chairman
stated:

“For some time, the Constitutional Rights
Subcommittee has recelved disturbing re-
ports from responsible sources concerning
violations of the rights of Federal employees,
I have attempted to direct the attention of
appropriate officlals to these matters, and
although replies have been uniformly
courteous, the subcommittee has received no
satisfaction whatsoever, or even any indica-
tion of awareness that any problem exists.
The invasions of privacy have reached such
alarming proportions and are assuming such
varied forms that the matter demands your
immediate and personal attention.

“The misuse of privacy-invading person-
ality tests for personnel purposes has already
been the subject of hearings by the subcom-
mittee. Other matters, such as improper and
insulting questioning during background jn-
vestigations and due process guarantees in
denijal of security clearances have also been
the subject of study. Other employee com-
plaints, fast becoming too numerous to cata-
log, concern such diverse matters as psychiat-
ric interviews; lie detectors; race question-
naires; restrictions on communicating with
Congress; pressure to support political parties
yet restrictions on political activities:
coercion to buy savings bonds; extensive
limitations on outside activities yet admin-
istrative influence to participate in agency-
approved functions; rules for writing, speak-
ing and even thinking; and requirsments to
disclose personal information concerning
finances, property and creditors of employees
and members of thelr families.”

After describing in detail the operation of
two current programs to illustrate the prob-
lems, Senator Ervin commented:

“Many of the practices now in extensive
use have little or nothing to do with an in-
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dividual's ability or his qualification to per-
form & job. The Civil Service Commission has
established rules and examinations to deter-
mine the qualifications of applicants. Ap-
parently, the Civil Service Commission and
the agencles are falling in their assignment
to operate a merlt system for our Federal
civil service,

“It would seem in the interest of the ad-
ministration to make an immediate review
of these practices and questionnaires to de-
termine whether the scope of the programs
is not exceeding your original intent and
whether the violations of employee rights are
not more harmful to your long-range goals
than the personnel shorteuts involved.™

Following this letter and others addressed
to the Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission and the Secretaries of other depart-
ments, legislation to protect employee rights
was introduced in the Senate.

8. 1035 was preceded by 8. 3703 and S. 3779
in the second session of the 89th Congress.
5. 3703 was introduced by the chairman on
August 9, 1966, and referred to the Judiciary
Committee. On August 25, 1966, the chairman
received unanimous consent to a request to
add the names of 33 cosponsors to the bill.
On August 26, 1966, he introduced a bill
similar to S. 3703, containing an amendment
reducing the criminal penalties providea
in section 2. This bill, 8. 3779, was also re-
ferred to the Judiclary Committee, and both
8. 3703 and S. 3779 were then referred to
the Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights.

Comments on the bill and on problems
related to it were made by the chairman in
the Senate on July 18, August 9, August 25,
August 26, September 29, October 17 and 18,
1966, and on February 21, 19671

Hearings on 8. 3779 were conducted be-
fore the subcommittee on September 23,
29, 30, and October 3, 4, and 5, 1966. Report-
ing to the Senate on these hearings, the sub-
committee chalrman made the following
statement:

“The recent hearings on 8. 3T79 showed
that every major employee organization and
union, thousands of individual employees
who have written Congress, law professors,
the American Civil Liberties Union, and a
number of bar associations agree on the need
for statutory protections such as those in
this measure.

“We often find that as the saying goes
‘things are never as bad as we think they
are,” but in this case, the hearings show
that privacy invasions are worse than we
thought they were. Case after case of intimi-
dation, of threats of loss of job or security
clearance were bought to our attention in
connection with bond sales, and Government
charity drives.

“Case after case was cited of privacy in-
vasion and denial of due process in con-
nection with the new financial disclosure
requirements. A typical case is the attorney
threatened with disciplinary action or loss
of his job because he is both unable and
unwilling to list all gifts, including Christ-
mas presents from his family, which he had
received In the past year. He felt this had
nothing to do with his job. There was the
supervisory engineer who was told by the
personnel officer that he would have to take
disciplinar* action against the 25 profes-
slonal employees in his division who resented
being forced to disclose the creditors and
financial interests of themselves and mem-
bers of their families. Yet there are no pro-
cedures for appealing the decisions of su-
pervisors and personnel officers who are
acting under the Commission’s directive.
These are not isolated instances; rather, they
represent a pattern of privacy invasion re-
ported from almost every State.

“The subcommittee was told that super-
visors are ordered to supply names of em-
ployees who attend PTA meetings and engage
in Great Books discussions., Under one de-

1 See also, Cong. Rec. Comments.
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partment's regulations, employees are re-
quested to participate in specific commun-
ity activities promoting local and Federal
antipoverty, beautification, and equal em-
ployment programs; they are told to lobby in
local city councils for fair housing ordi-
nances, to go out and make speeches on any
number of subjects, to supply flower and
grass seed for beautification projects, and to
paint other people’s houses. When these regu-
lations were brought to the subcommittee's
attention several weeks ago, we were told that
they were in draft form. Yet, we then dis-
covered they had already been implemented
and employees whose official duties had
nothing to do with such programs were being
informed that failure to participate would
indicate an uncooperative attitude and would
be reflected in their efficiency records.

“The subcommittee hearings have pro-
duced ample evidence of the outright intimi-
dation, arm twisting and more subtle forms
of coercion which result when a superlor is
requested to obtain employee participation
in a program. We have seen this in the opera-
tion of the bond sale campaign, the drives
for charitable contributions, and the use of
self-ldentification minority status question-
naires. We have seen it in the sanctioning
of polygraphs, personality tests, and im-
proper guestioning of applicants for employ-
ment.

“In view of some of the current practices
reported by employee organizations and
unions, it seems those who endorse these
techniques for mind probing and thought
control of employees have sworn hostility
against the idea that every man has a right
to be free of every form of tyranny over his
mind; they forget that to be free a man must
have the right to think foolish thoughts as
well as wise ones, They forget that the first
amendment implies the right to remain silent
as well as the right to speak freely—the
right to do nothing as well as the right to
help implement lofty ldeals.

“It is not under this administration alone
that there has been a failure to respect em-
ployee rights in a zeal to obtain certain goals.
While some of the problems are new, others
have been prevalent for many years with
little or no administrative action taken to
attempt to ameliorate them, Despite congres-
sional concern, administrative officials have
Tailed to discern patterns of practice in denial
of rights. They seem to think that if they
can belatedly remedy one case which is
brought to the attention of the Congress,
the public and the press, that this is
enough—that the ‘heat’ will subside. With
glittering generalities, qualified until they
mean nothing in substance, they have sought
to throw Congress off the track in its pursuit
of permanent corrective action. We have seen
this in the case of personality testing, in the
use of polygraphs, and all the practices which
S. 3779 would prohibit.

“The Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission informed the subcommittee that
there is no need for a law to protect em-
polyee rights. He believes the answer is ‘to
permit executive branch management and
executive branch employees as individuals
and through their unions, to work together
to resolve these issues as part of their nor-
mal discourse."

“It is quite clear from the fearful tenor
of the letters and telephone calls received by
the subcommittee and Members of Congress
that there is no discourse and is not likely to
be any discourse on these matters between
the Commission and employees. Further-
more, there are many who do not even fall
within the Commission's jurisdiction. For
them, there is no appeal but to Congress,

“As for the argument that the discourse
between the unions and the Commission will
remedy the wrongs, the testimony of the
union representatives adequately demolishes
that dream.

“The typical attitude of those responsible
for personnel management is reflected in Mr.
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Macy's answer that there may be instances
where policy iz not adhered to, but “There
is always someone who doesn’t get the word.’
Corrective administration action, he says, is
fully adequate to protect employee rights.

“Administrative action is not sufficlent.
Furthermore, in the majority of complaints,
the wrong actually stems from the stated
policy of the agency or the Commission. How
can these people be expected to judge objec-
tively the reasonableness and constitutional-
ity of their own policies? This is the role of
Congress, and in my opinion, Congress has
waited too long as it is to provide the guid-
ance that is desperately needed in these
matters."”

5. 1035, 90th Congress

On the basis of the subcommittee hear-
ings, agency reports, and the suggestions of
many experts, the bill was amended to meet
legitimate objectlons to the scope and lan-
guage raised by administrative witnesses and
to clarify the intent of its cosponsors that
it does not apply to the proper exercise of
management authority and supervisory dis-
cretion, or to matters now governed by
statute.

This amended version of 8. 3779 was intro-
duced in the Senate by the chairman on
February 21, 1967, as S. 1035 with 54 cospon-
sors. It was considered by the Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee and unanimously re-
ported with amendments, by the Judiciary
Committee on August 21, 1967. [S. Rept. No.
534, 90th Cong., 1st Sess.] The proposal was
considered by the Senate on September 13,
1967, and approved, with floor amendments,
by a 79 to 4 vote. After absentee approvals
were recorded, the record showed a total of 90
Members supported passage of the bill. The
amendments adopted on the Senate floor
deleted a complete exemption which the
comumittee bill provided for the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation; instead, it was pro-
vided that the Federal Bureau of Investi-

gation should be accorded the same limited
exemptions provided for the Central Intel-
ligence Agency and the National Security
Agency. A provision was added to allow the
three Directors to delegate the power to make
certain personal findings required by sec-
tion 6 of the bill,

Comparison of 8. 1035, 90th Congress, as
introduced, and S. 3779, 89th Congress

As introduced, the revised bill, 8. 1035,
differed from S. 3779 of the 89th Congress
in the following respects:

1. The section banning requirements to
disclose race, religion, or national origin
was amended to permit inquiry on citizen-
ship where it is ¢ statutory condition of
employment.

2. The provision against coercion of em-
ployees to buy bonds or make charitable
donations was amended to make it clear
that 1t does not prohibit calling meetings or
taking any action appropriate to afford the
employee the opportunity voluntarily to in-
vest or donate,

3. A new section providing for adminis-
trative remedies anc penalties establishes
a Board on Employee Rights to receive and
conduct hearings on complaints of violation
of the act, and to determine and adminis-
ter remedles and penalties. There is judicial
review of the decision under the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act.

4. A specific exemption for the Federal Bu-
reaun of Investigation is included.

5. Exceptions to the prohibitions on pri-
vacy-invading questions by examinations,
interrogations, and psychological tests are
provided upon psychiatric determination
that the Information is necessary in the
diagnosis and treatiment of mental illness
in individual cases, and provided that it is
not elicited pursiant to general practice
or regulation governing the examination of
employees or applicants on the basis of grade
Job, or agency.
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6, The section prohibiting requirements to
disclose personal financial information con-
tains techmnical amendment- to assure that
only persons with final authority in certain
areas may be subject to disclosure require-
ments.

7. For those employees excluded from the
ban on disclosure requirements, a new sec-
tion (j), provides that they may only be
required to disclose items tending to show
a conflict of interest.

8. Military supervisors of civilian employ-
ees are included within the prohibitions of
the bill, and violation of the act is made a
punishable offense under the Uniform Code
of Military Justice.

9. A new section 2 has been added to as-
sure that the same prohibitions in section
1 on actions of department and agency offi-
cials with respect to employees in their de-
partments and agencies apply alike to officers
of the Civil Service Commission with respect
to the employees and applicants with whom
they deal.

10. Section (b) of S.3779, relating to the
calling or holding of meetings or lectures to
indoctrinate employees, was deleted.

11. SBections (c), (d), and (e) of S.37T79—
sections (b), (¢), and (d) of S.1035—con-~
taining prohibitions on requiring attendance
at outside meetings, reports on personal ac-
tivitles and participation in outside activi-
ties, were amended to make it clear that they
do not apply to the performance of official
duties or to the development of skill, knowl-
edge, and abllities which qualify the person
for his duties or to participation in profes-
sional groups or associations.

12, The criminal penalties were reduced
from a maximum of 85600 and 6 months' im-
prisonment to $300 and 30 days.

13. Section (h) of 8.3779 prohibiting re-
guirements to support candidates, programs,
or policies of any political party was re-
vised to prohibit requirements to support the
nomination or election of persons or to at-
tend meetings to promote or support activi-
ties or undertakings of any political party.

14. Other amendments of a technical na-
ture.

QUESTIONS ON RACE, RELIGION, AND
NATIONAL ORIGIN

Many complaints received by the subcom-
mittee concerned official requests or require-
ments that employees disclose their race,
religion, or ethnic or national origin. This
information has been obtained from employ-
ees through the systematic use of question-
naires or oral inquiries by supervisors.

Chief concern has focused on a policy in-
augurated by the Civil Bervice Commission
in 1966, under which present employees and
future employees would be asked to indicate
on a questionnaire whether they were “Amer-
ican Indian,” “oriental,” “Negro,” “Spanish-
American” or “none of these.” Approximately
1.7 million employees were told to complete
the forms, while some agencies including
some in the Department of Defense con-
tinued their former practice of acquiring
such information through the “head count”
method. Although the Civil Service Commis-
sion directive stated that disclosure of such
information was voluntary, complaints show
that employees and supervisors generally felt
it to be mandatory. Administrative efforts to
obtain compliance included in some instances
harassment, threats, and intimidation. Com-
plaints in different agencies showed that em-
ployes who did not comply received airmail
letters at their homes with new forms; or
their names were placed on administrative
lists for “followup' procedures, and super=-
visors were advised to obtain the information
from delingquent employees by a certain date.

In the view of John McCart, representing
the Government Employes’ Council, AFL-
CIO:

“When the Civil Service Commission and
the regulations note that participation by the
employee will be voluntary, this removes
some of the onus of the encroachment on an
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individual's privacy. But in an organizational
operation of the size and complexity of the
Federal Government, it is just impossible to
guarantee that each individual’s right to pri-
vacy and condentiality will be observed.

“In addition to that, there have been a
large number of complaints from all kinds of
Federal employees. In the interest of main-
taining the rights of individual workers
against the possibility of invading those
rights, it would seem to us it would be better
to abandon the present approach, because
there are other alternatives available for de-
termining whether that program is being car-
ried out."

The hearing record contains numerous ex-
amples of disruption of employee-manage-
ment relations, and of employee dissatisfac-
tion with such official inquiries. Many told
the subcommittee that they refused to com-
plete the questionnaires because the matter
was none of the Government’s business:
others, because of their mixed parentage, felt
unable to state the information.

Since 1963, the policy of the American
Civil Liberties Union on the method of col-
lecting information about race has favored
the head count wherever possible, Although
the policy is presently unde- review, the sub-
committee finds merit in the statement that:

“The collection and dissemination of in-
formation about race creates a conflict
among severally equally important civil lib-
erties: the right of free speech and free
inquiry, on the one hand, and the rights
of privacy and of equality of treatment and
of opportunity, on the other. The ACLU ap-
proves them all. But at this time in human
history, when the principle of equality and
nondiserimination must be vigorously de-
fended, it is necessary that the union oppose
collection and dissemination of information
regarding race, except only where rigorous
Justification is shown for such action. Where
such collection and dissemination is shown
to be justified, the gathering of information
should be kept to the most limited form,
wherever possible by use of the head count
method, and the confidential nature of orig-
inal records should be protected as far as
possible.”

Former Civil Service Commission Chair-
;na.n Robert Ramspeck told the subcommit-

ee:

“To consider race, color, religion, and na-
tional origin in making appointments, in
promotions and retention of Federal em-
ployees is, in my opinion, contrary to the
merit system. There should be no discrim-
inatlon for or against minority persons in
Federal Government employment.”

As the hearings and complaints have dem-
onstrated, the most telling argument against
the use of such a questionnaire, other than
the constitutional issue, is the fact that it
does not work. This is shown by the admis-
slon by many employees that they either
did not complete the forms or that they gave
inaccurate data.

Mr. Macy informed the subcommittee:

“In the State of Hawaili the entire pro-
gram was cut out because it had not been
done there before, and it was inadvertently
included in this one, and the feeling was
that because of the racial composition there
it would be exceedingly difficult to come up
with any kind of identification along the
lines of the card that we were distributing."”

The Civil Service Commission on May 9
informed the subcommittee that it had “re-
cently approved regulations which will end
the use of voluntary self-identification of
race as a means of obtaining minority group
statistics for the Federal work force.” The
Commission indlcated its decision was based
on the fallure of the program to produce
meaningful statisties. In its place the Com-
mission will rely on supervisory reports based
solely on observation, which would not be
prohibited by the bill,

As Senator Fong stated:

“It should be noted that the bill would not
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bar head counts of employee racial extrac-
tion for statistical purposes by supervisors.
However, the Congress has authorized the
merlt system for the Federal service and the
race, national origin or religion of the indi-
vidual or his forebears should have nothing
to do with his ability or qualifications to do
a job."

1Sec'r.lm:L 1(a) of the bill was included to as-
sure that employees will not again be sub-
jected to such unwarranted invasion of their
privacy. It is designed to protect the merit
system which Congress has authorized for
the Federal service, Its passage will reaffirm
the intent of Congress that a person’s re-
ligion, race, and national or ethnic origin
or that of his forebears have nothing to do
with his ability or qualification to perform
the requisite duties of a Federal position, or
to qualify for a promotion.

By eliminating official authority to place
the employee in a position in which he feels
compelled to disclose this personal data, the
bill will help to eliminate the basis for such
complaints of invasion of privacy and dis-
crimination as Congress has received for a
number of years. It will protect Americans
from the dilemma of the grandson of an
American Indian who told the subcommittee
that he had exercised his option and did not
complete the minority status questionnaire.
He did not know how to fill it out. Shortly
thereafter he received a personal memoran-
dum from his supervisor “requesting™ him to
complete a new questionnaire and “return it
immediately.” He wrote: “I personally feel
that if I do not comply with this request
(order), my job or any promotion which
comes up could be in jeopardy.”

The prohibitions in section 1(a) against
official ingquiries about religion, and in sec-
tion 1(e) concerning religious beliefs and
practices together constitute a bulwark to
protect the indiivdual’s right to silence con-
cerning his religious convictions and to re-
frain from an indication of his religious
beliefs.

Referring to these two sections, Lawrence
Speiser, director of the Washington office of
the American Civil Liberties Union testified:

“These provisions would help, we hope,
eliminate a constantly recurring problem in-
volving those new Government employees
who prefer to affirm their allegiance rather
than swearing to it. All Government em-
ployees must sign an appointment affidavit
and take an oath or affirmation of office.

“A problem arises not just when new em-
ployees enter Government employment but
in all situations where the Government re-
quires an oath, and there is an attempt made
on the part of those who prefer to affirm. It
is amazing the intransigence that arises on
the part of clerks or those who require the
filling out of these forms, or the giving of
the statement in permitting individuals to
affirm,

“The excuses that are made vary tremen-
dously, either that the form can only be
signed and they cannot accept a form in
which ‘so help me God' is struck out, be-
cause that is an amendment, and they are
bound by their instructions which do not
permit any changes to be made on the forms
at all.

“Also, in connection with the giving of
oaths, I have had one case in which an
Investigator asked a young man this ques-
tion: ‘For the purposes of administering the
oath, do you believe in God?'

“It it"to be hoped that the provisions of
this bill would bar practices of that kind,
The law should be clear at this time. Title
I, United States Code, section 1 has a num-
ber of rules of construction, one of which
says that wherever the word ‘oath’ appears,
that includes "affirmation,” and wherever the
word ‘swear’' appears, that includes ‘affirm.’

“This issue comes up sometimes when
clerks will ask, ‘Why do you want to affirm?
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Do you belong to a religious group that
requires an affirmation rather than taking an
oath?' And unless the individual gives the
right answer, the clerks won't let him affirm.
It is clear under the Torasco case that re-
ligious beliefs and lack of religious beliefs
are equally entitled to the protection of the
first amendment."”

The objection has been raised that the
prohibition against inquiries into race, re-
ligion, or national origin would hinder in-
vestigation of discrimination complaints. In
effect, however, it iIs expected to ald rather
than hinder in this area of the law, by de-
creasing the opportunities for discrimination
initially. It does not hinder acquisition of
the information elsewhere; nor does it pre-
vent a person from volunteering the Iinforma-
tion if he wishes to supply it in filing a
complaint or in the course of an investiga-
tion,

CONTROL OF EMPLOYEE OPINIONS, OUTSIDE
ACTIVITIES

Reports have come to the subcommittee
of infringements and threatened infringe-
ments on first amendment freedoms of em-
ployees: freedom to think for themselves
free of Government indoctrination; freedom
to choose their outside civic, social, and po-
litical activities as citizens free of official
guidance; or even freedom to refuse to par-
ticipate at all without reporting to super-
visors.

INustrative of the climate of surveillance
the subcommitiee has found was a 13-year-
old Navy Department directive, reportedly
similar to those in other agencies, warning
employees to guard against “indiscreet re-
marks” and to seek “wise and mature” coun-
sel within their agencies before joining civic
or political associations.

In the view of the United Federation of
Postal Clerks:

“Perhaps no other right is so essential

to employee morale as the right to personal
freedom and the absence of interference by
the Government in the private lives and ac-
tivities of its employees. Attempts to place
prohibitions on the private associations of

employees; mandatory reporting of social
contacts with Members of Congress and the
press; attempts to ‘orient’ or ‘Indoctrinate’
Federal employees on subjects outside their
immediate areas of professional interest; at-
tempts to ‘encourage’ participation in out-
side activities or discourage patronage of
selected business establishments and coercive
campalgns for charitable donations are
among the most noteworthy abuses of Fed-
eral employees' right to personal freedom.”

An example of improper on-the-job in-
doctrination of employees about sociological
and political matters was cited in his testi-
mony by John Griner, president of the AFL~
CIO afiiliated American Federation of Gov-
ernment Employees:

“One instance of disregard of individual
rights of employees as well as responsibility
to the taxpayers, which has come to my at-
tention, seems to illustrate the objectives
of subsections (b), (¢), and (d), of section 1
of the Ervin bill. It happened at a large field
installation under the Department of De-
fense.

“The office chief called meetings of differ-
ent groups of employees throughout the
day * * *, A recording was played while em-
ployees listened about 30 minutes. It was
supposedly a speech made at a university,
which went deeply into the importance of
integration of the races in this country. There
was discussion of the United Nations—what
a great thing it was—and how there never
could be another world war. The person who
reported this incident made this comment:
‘Think of the taxpayers’ money used that day
to hear that record.’' I think that speaks for
itself.”

Other witnesses were in agreement with
Mr. Griner’s view on the need for protecting
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employees now and in the future from any
form of indoctrination on issues unrelated
to their work. The issue was defined at hear-
ings on 8. 3779 in the following collogquy
between the subcommittee chairman and
Mr. Griner:

“If they are permitted to hold sessions such
as this on Government time and at Govern-
ment expense, they might then also hold
sessions as to whether or not we should be
involved in the Vietnam war or whether we
should not be, whether we should pull out
or whether we should stay, and I think it
could go to any extreme under these condi-
tions.

“Of course, we are concerned with It, yes.
But that is not a matter for the daily routine
of work.

“Senator ErRvIN. Can you think of anything
which has more direful implications for a
free America than a practice by which a
government would attempt to indoctrinate
any man with respect to a particular view on
any subject other than the proper perform-
ance of his work?

“Mr. GrRiNER. I think if we attempted to do
that we would be violating the individual’s
constitutional rights.

“Senator Eavin. Is there any reason what-
ever why a Federal civil service employee
should not have the same right to have his
freedom of thought on all things under the
sun outside of the restricted sphere of the
proper performance of his work than any
other American enjoys?

“Mr. GRINER. No, sir.”

With one complaint of attempted indoc-
trination of employees at a Federal installa-
tion, & civil servant enclosed a memorandum
taken from a bulletin board stating the time,
place, and date of a lecture by a soclology
professor on the subject of the importance
of racial integration. Attendance was to be
voluntary but the notice stated that a record
would be made of those attending or not
attending.

Concerning such a practice, one witness
commented: “If I had been a Federal em-
ployee and I cared anything about my job,
I would have been at that lecture.”

Employees of an installation in Pennsyl-
vania complained of requirements to attend
film lectures on issues of the cold war.

Witnesses agreed that taking notice of at-
tendance at such meetings constituted a
form of coercion to attend. Section 1(b) will
eliminate such intimidation. It leaves un-
affected existing authority to use any ap-
propriate means, including publicity, to pro-
vide employees information about meetings
concerning matters such as charity drives
and bond-selling campaigns.

Section (c) protects a basic constitutional
right of the individual employee to be free
of official pressure on him to engage in any
civie or political activity or undertaking
which might involve him as a private citi-
zen, but which has no relation to his Federal
employment, It preserves his freedom of
thought and expression, including his right
to keep silent, or to remain inactive.

This section will place a statutory bar
against the recurrence of employee com-
plaints such as the following received by a
Member of the Senate:

“Dear Senator——: On ——, 1066, a group
of Treasury Department administrators were
called to Miami for a conference led by —,
Treasury Personnel Officer, with regard to
new revisions in chapter 713 of the Treasury
Personnel Manual,”

Over the years the Treasury Department
has placed special emphasis on the hiring of
Negroes under the equal employment oppor-
tunity program, and considerable progress in
that regard has been made. However, the
emphasis of the present conferences was that
our efforts in the field of equal employment
opportunity have not been sufficient. Under
the leadership of Presldent Johnson and
based on his strong statement with regard
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to the need for direct action to cure the
basic causes leading to discrimination, the
Treasury Department has now issued specific
instructions requiring all supervisors and
line managers to become actively and aggres~
sively involved in the total civil rights prob-
lem.

The requirements laid down by chapter
713 and its appendix include participation in
such groups as the Urban League, NAACP, et
cetera (these are named specifically) and in-
volvement in the total community action
program, including open housing, integra-
tion of schools, et cetera.

The policies laid down Iin this regulation,
as verbally explained by the Treasury rep-
resentatives at the conference, go far beyond
any concept of employee personnel responsi-
bility previously expressed. In essence, this
regulation requiring every Treasury manager
or supervisor to become a social worker, both
during his official hours and on his own
time. This was only tangentially referred to
in the regulation and its appendages, but was
brought out forcefully in verbal statements
by Mr, and ——. Frankly, this Is tre-
mendously disturbing to me and to many of
the other persons with whom I have discussed
the matter. We do not deny the need for
strong action in the field of civil rights, but
we do sincerely question the authority of our
Government to lay out requirements to be
met on our own time which are repugnant to
our personal beliefs and desires,

The question was asked as to what dis-
ciplinary measures would be taken against
individuals declining to participate in these
community action programs. The reply was
glven by the equal employment officer, that
such refusal would constitute an undesirable
work attitude bordering on insubordination
and should at the very least be reflected on
the annual efficiency rating of the em-
ployee.

The principles expressed In these regula-
tions and in this conference strike me as
being of highly dangerous potential. If we,
who have no connection with welfare or soclal
programs, can be required to take time from
our full-time responsibilities in our particu-
lar agencies and from the hours normally
reserved for our own refreshment and recrea-
tlon to work toward integration of white
neighborhoods, integration of schools by arti-
ficial means, and to train Negroes who have
not avalled themselves of the public school-
ing avallable, then it would seem quite possi-
ble that under other leadership, we could be
required to perform other actions which
would actually be detrimental to the interests
of our Nation.

- * L - L]

Testifying on the issue of reporting out-
gide actlvities, the American Civil Liberties
Unilon representative commented:

“To the extent that individuals are ap-
prehenslve they are going to have to, at
some future time, tell the Government about
what organizations they have belonged to
or been associated with, that is going to in-
hibit them in their willingness to explore
all kinds of ideas, their willingness to hear
speakers, their willingness to do all kinds of
things. That has almost as deadeninys an ef-
fect on free speech in a democracy as if the
opportunities were actually cut off.

“The feeling of inhibition which these
kinds of questions cause is as dangerous, it
seems to me, as if the Government were
making actual edicts.”

Witnesses gave other examples of inva-
slon of employees’ private lives which would
be halted by passage of the bill,

In the southwest a division chief dis-
patched a buck slip to his group supervisors
demanding: “the names * * * of em-
ployees * * * who are participating In any
activities including such things as: PTA In
integrated schools, sports activitles which
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are inter-social, and such things as Great
Books discussion groups which have in-
tegrated memberships.”

In a Washington office of the Department
of Defense, a branch chief by telephone
asked supervisors to obtain from employees
the names of any organizations they be-
longed to. The purpose apparently was to
obtain invitations for Federal Government
officials to speak before such organizations.

- -

* - -

Reports have come to the subcommittee
that the Federal Maritime Commission, pur-
suant to civil service regulations, requested
employees to participate in community ac-
tivities to improve the employability of mi-
nority groups, and to report to the chair-
man any outside activities,

- - - * -

In addition to such directives, many other
instances involving this type of restriction
have come to the attention of the subcom-
mittee over a period of years. For example,
some agencies have either prohibited flatly,
or required employees to report, all con-
tacts, soclal or otherwise, with Members of
Congress or congressional staffl members. In
many cases reported to the subcommittee,
officials have taken reprisals against em-
ployees who communicated with their Con-
gressmen and have issued directives threat-
ening such action.

L - - - -

The Civil Service Commission on its Form
85 for nonsensitive positions requires an in-
dividual to list: “Organizations with which
affiliated (past and present) other than re-
ligious or political organizations or thoze
with religious or political affiliations (if
none, so state).”

- - - . L

PRIVACY INVASIONS IN INTERVIEWS, INTER-

ROGATIONS, AND PERSONALITY TESTS

Although it does not outlaw all of the un-
warranted personal prying to which employ-
ees and applicants are now subjected, section
1(e) of the reported bill will prohibit the
more serious invasions of personal privacy
reported. The subcommittee believes it will
also result in limitatlons beyond its specific
prohibitions by encouraging administrative
adherence to the principles it reflects.

It will halt mass programs in which, as a
general rule, agency officials conduct inter-
views during which they require or request
applicants or employees to reveal intimate
details about their habits, thoughts, and at-
titudes on matters unrelated to their qualifi-
cations and ability to perform a job.

It will also halt individual interrogations
such as that involving an 18-year-old college
sophomore applying for a summer job as
secretary at a Federal department.

In the course of an Interview with a de-
partment investigator, she was asked wide-
ranging personal questions. For instance, re-
garding a boy whom she was dating, she was
asked questions which denoted assumptions
made by the Investigator, such as:

Did he abuse you?

Did he do anything unnatural with you?
You didn’t get pregnant, did you?

There's kissing, petting, and intercourse,
and after that, did he force you to do any-
thing to him, or did he do anything to you?

The parent of this student wrote:

“This interview greatly transcended the
bounds of normal areas and many probing
personal questions were propounded. Most
questions were leading and either a negative
or positive answer results in an appearance
of self-incrimination. During this experience,
my husband was on an unaccompanied tour
of duty in Korea and I attempted alone,
without success, to do battle with the De-
partment,
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“I called and was denied any opportunity
to review what had been recorded in my
daughter’s file. Likewise my daughter was
denied any review of the file in order to
verify or refute any of the record made by
the State Department interviewer. This en-
tire matter was handled as if applicants for
State Department employment must subject
themselves to the personal and intimate
questions and abdicate all claims to personal
rights and privileges.

“As a result of this improper Intrusion into
my daughter’s privacy which caused all great
mental anguish, I had her application for
employment withdrawn from the State De-
partment. This loss of income made her
college education that much more difficult.

“Upon my husband's return, we discussed
this entire situation and felt rather than
subjecting her again to the sanctioned meth-
ods of Government investigation we would
have her work for private industry. This she
did in the summer of 1966, with great success
and without embarrassing or humiliating
Gestapo-type investigation.”

Upon subcommittee investigation of this
case, the Department indicated that this was
not a unique case, because 1t used a "uniform
policy in handling the applications of sum-
mer employees as followed with all other
applicant categories.” It stated that its pro-
cedure under Executive Order 10450 is a
basic one “used by the Department and other
executive agencies concerning the processing
of any category of applicants who will be
dealing with sensitive, classified materlal.”
Its only other comment on the case was to
assure that “any information developed dur-
ing the course of any of our investigations
that is of a medical nature, is referred to our
Medical Division for proper evaluation and
judgment.” In response to a request for
coples of departmental guidelines governing
such investigations and interviews, the sub-
committee was told they were classified,

Section 1(e) would protect every employee
and every civilian who offers his services to
his Government from indiscriminate and un-
authorized requests to submit to any test
designed to eliclt such information as the
following:

My sex life is satisfactory.

I have never been in trouble because of
my sex behavior.

Everything is turning out just like the
prophets of the Bible said it would.

I loved my father.

I am very strongly attracted by members of
my own sex.

I go to church almost every week.

I believe in the second coming of Christ.

I believe in a life hereafter.

I have never indulged in any unusual sex
practices.

I am worried about sex matters.

I am very religious (more than most peo-
ple).

I loved my mother.

I belleve there is a Devil and a Hell In
alterlife.

I believe there ls a God.

Once in a while I feel hate toward mem-
bers of my family whom I usually love.

I wish I were not bothered by thoughts
about sex,

The subcommittee hearings in 1965 on
“Psychologleal tests and constitutional
rights” and Iits subsequent Investigations
support the need for such statutory prohibi-
tlions on the use of tests.

In another case, the subcommittee was
told, a woman was questioned for 6 hours
“about every aspect of her sex life—real,
imagined, and gossiped—with an intensity
that could only have been the product of
inordinate salaclous minds.”

The specific limitation on the three areas
of guestioning proscribed in 5. 1035 in no
way is intended as a grant of authority to
continue or initiate the official eliciting of
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personal data from individuals on subjects
not directly proscribed. It would prohibit in-
vestigators, or personnel, security and medi-
cal specialists from indiscriminately requir-
ing or requesting the individual to supply,
orally or through tests, data on religion, fam-
ily, or sex. It does not prevent a physician
from doing so if he has reason to believe
the employee is “suffering from mental 1l1-
ness"” and believes the information is neces-
sary to make a diagnosis. Such a standard is
stricter than the board “fitness for duty”
standard now generally applied by psy-
chiatrists and physicians in the interviews
and testing which an employee can be re-
quested and required to undergo.

There is nothing in this section to prohibit
an official from advising an individual of a
specific charge of sexual misconduct and
affording him an opportunity to refute the
charge voluntarily.

POLYGRAPHS

Section 1(f) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executive department or agency
or any person acting under his authority to
require or request or attempt to require or
request any civilian employee or any appli-
cant for employment to take any polygraph
test designed to elicit from him information
concerning his personal relationship with any
person connected with him by blood or mar-
riage, or concerning his religious beliefs,
practices or concerning his attitude or con-
duect with respect to sexual matters. While
this section does not eliminate the use of
so-called lie detectors by Government, it
assures that where such devices are used
for these purposes it will be only in limited
areas.

John McCart, representing the Government
Employees Council of AFL-CIO, supported
this section of the bill, citing a 1965 report
by a special subcommittee of the AFL-CIO
executive council that:

“The use of lie detectors violates basic
considerations of human dignity in that they
involve the invasion of privacy, self-inerimi-
nation, and the concept of gullt until proven
innocent.”

Congressional investigation® has shown
that there is no scientific validation for the
effectiveness or accuracy of lie detectors. Yet
despite this and the invasion of privacy in-
volved, lie detectors are being used or may
be used in various agencies of the Federal
Government for purposes of screening appli-
cants or for pursuing investigations.

This section of the bill is based on com-
plaints such as the following received by the
subcommittee:

“When I graduated from college in 1965, I
applied at NSA. I went to 2 days of testing,
which apparently I passed because the in-
terviewer seemed pleased and he told me
that they could always find a place for
someone with my type of degree.

“About one month later, I reported for a
polygraph test at an office on Wisconsin
Avenue In the District or just over the Dis-
trict line in Maryland. I talked with the
polygraph operator, a young man around 25
years of age. He explained how the machine
worked, etc. He ran through some of the
questions before he attached the wires to
me. Some of the questions I can remember
are—

" ‘When was the first time you had sex-
ual relations with a woman?

“'How many times have you had sexual
intercourse?

“'Have you ever engaged in homosexual
activities?

“ 'Have you ever engaged In sexual activi-
ties with an animal?

“*When was the first time you had inter-
course with your wife?

# Hearings and reports on the use of poly-
graphs as “lie detectors,” by the Federal Gov-
ernment before a Subcommittee of the House
Committee on Government Operations, April
1964 through 1966.
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“‘Did you have intercourse with her be-
fore you were married? How many times?"”

“He also asked questions about my par-
ents, Communist activities, etc, I remember
that I thought this thing was pretty out-
rageous, but the operator assured me that
he asked everybody the same questions and
he has heard all the answers before, it just
didn't mean a thing to him. I wondered how
he could get away with asking a girl those
kind of questions.

“When I was finished, I felt as though I
had been in a 15 round championship box-
ing match, I felt exhausted. I made up my
mind then and there that I wouldn't take
the job even If they wanted me to take it.
Also, I concluded that I would never again
apply for a job with the Government, espe-
clally where they make you take one of these
tests.”

Commenting on this complaint, the sub-
committee chairman observed:

“Certainly such practices should not be
tolerated even by agencles charged with secu-
rity missions. Surely, the financial, scientific,
and investigative resources of the Federal
Government are sufficlent to determine
whether a person is a security risk, without
strapping an applicant to a machine and
subjecting him to salacious questioning. The
Federal Bureau of Investigation does not use
personality tests or polygraphs on applicants
for employment. I fall to see why the Na-
tional Security Agency finds them so0
fascinating.”

COERCION TO BUY BONDS AND CONTRIBUTE TO
CAUSES

The hearing record and subcommittee
complaint files amply document the need for
statutory protections against all forms of
coercion of employees to buy bonds and con-
tribute to causes. Involved here is the free-
dom of the individual to invest and donate
his money as he sees fit, without official
coercion. As the subcommittee chairman
explained:

“It certainly seems to me that each Federal
employee, like any other citizen in the United
States, is the best judge of his capacity, in
the light of his financial obligations, to par-
ticipate or decide whether he will participate
and the extent of his participation in a bond
drive. That is a basic determination which he
and he alone should make.

“I think there is an interference with
fundamental rights when coercion of a psy-
chological or economic nature is brought on
a Federal employee, even to make him do
right. I think a man has to have a choice of
acting unwisely as well as wisely, If he is
going to have any freedom at all.”

The subcommittee has received from em-
ployees and their organizations numerous re-
ports of intimidation, threats of loss of job,
and security clearances and of denial of
promotion for employees who do not par-
ticipate to the extent supervisors wish. The
hearing record contains examples of docu-
mented cases of reprisals, many of which
have been investigated at the subcommittee’s
request and confirmed by the agency in-
volved. It is apparent that policy statements
and administrative rules are not sufficient to
protect individuals from such coercion,

The president of the United Federation of
Postal Clerks informed the subcommittee:

“Section 1, paragraph (i) of S. 3779 is par-
ticularly important to all Federal employees
and certainly to our postal clerks. The ex-
treme arm-twisting coercion, and pressure
tactics exerted by some postmasters on our
members earller this year during the savings
bond drive must not be permitted at any
future time in the Government service.

“Our union received complaints from all
over the country where low paid postal clerks,
most having the almost impossible problem
of trying to support a family and exist on
substandard wages, were practically being
ordered to sign up for purchase of U.S. sav-
ings bonds, or else. The patriotism of our
postal employees cannot be challenged. I re-
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cently was advised that almost 75 percent of
postal workers are veterans of the Armed
Forces and have proven their loyalty and
patriotism to this great country of ours in
the battlefield In many wars. Yet, some
postmasters questioned this patriotism and
loyalty if any employee could not afford to
purchase a savings bond during the drive.”

The president of the National Association
of Government Employees testified:

“We are aware of instances wherein em-
ployees were told that If they failed to par-
ticipate in the bond program they would
be frozen in their position without promo-
tional opportunities.

“In another agency the names of indi-
viduals who did not participate were posted
for all to see. We have been made aware
of this situation for some years and we know
that Congress has been advised of the many
instances and injustices Federal employees
faced concerning their refusal or inability
to purchase bonds.

“Certainly, the Government, which has
thousands of public relations men in its
agencles and departments, should be capable
of promoting a bond program that does not
include the sledge-hammer approach.”

Some concern has been expressed by offi-
clals of the United Community Punds and
Councils of America, the American Heart As-
soclation Inc., and other charitable organi-
zations, that the bill would hamper their
campaigns In Federal agencies.

For this reason, the bill contains a proviso
to express the intent of the sponsors that
officials may still schedule meetings and take
any appropriate action to publicize cam-
paigns and to afford employees the oppor-
tunity to invest or donate their money vol-
untarily. It is felt that this section leaves
a wide scope for reasonable action in pro-
moting bond selling and charity drives.

The bill will prohibit such practices as
were reported to the subcommittee in the
following complaints:

“We have not yet sold our former home
and cannot afford to buy bonds while we
have both mortgage payments and rental
payments to meet, Yet I have been forced to
buy bonds, as I was told the policy at this
base is, “Buy bonds or Bye Bye.”

“In short, after moving 1,700 miles for the
good of the Government, I was told I would
be fired if I didn’t invest my money as my
employer directed. I cannot afford to buy
bonds, but I can’t afford to be fired even
more.

- - - - -

“Not only were we forced to buy bonds, but
our superiors stood by the time clock with
the blanks for the United Givers Fund, and
refused to let us leave until we signed up.
I am afraid to sign my name, but I am em-
ployed at * * ».”

L - - - -

A representative of the 14th District De-
partment of the American Federation of
Government Employees, Lodge 421 reported:

“The case of a GS-13 professional em-
ployee who has had the misfortune this past
year of underwriting the expenses incurred by
the last illness and death of both his mother
and father just prior to this recent bond
drive. This employee had been unofficially
informed by his supervisor that he had been
selected for a then existing GS-14 vacancy.
When it became known that he was declining
to increase his participation in the savings
bond drive by increasing his payroll deduc-
tion for that purpose, he was informed that
he might as well, in effect, kiss that grade 14
goodby.”

DISCLOSURE OF ASSETS, DEBTS, AND FROFPERTY

Sections (i) and (j) meet a need for im-
posing a reasonable statutory limitation on
the extent to which an employee must reveal
the details of his or his famlily's personal
finances, debts, or ownership of property.

The subcommittee believes that the con-
flict-of-interest statutes, and the many other
laws governing conduct of employees, to-
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gether with appropriate implementing reg-
ulations, are sufficient to protect the Gov-
ernment from dishonest employees. More
zealous Informational activities on the part
of management were recommended by
witnesses in lieu of the many questionnaires
now required.

The employee criticism of such Inquiries
was summarized as follows:

“There are ample laws on the statute books
dealing with freudulent employment,
conflicts of interest, etc. The invasion of
privacy of the individual employee is serious
enough, but the invasion of the privacy of
family, relatives and children of the em-
ployee is an outrage against a free soclety.

“This forced financial disclosure has caused
gerlous moral problems and feelings by em-
ployees that the agencles distrust their integ-
rity. We do not doubt that if every employee
was required to file an absolutely honest
financial disclosure, that a few, though in-
significant number of conflict-of-interest
cases may result. However, the discovery of
the few legal infractions could in no way
justify the damaging effects of forced dis-
closures of a private nature. Further, it is
our opinion that those who are intent on
engaging in activitles which result in a con-
fiict of Interest would hardly supply that in-
formation on & questionnaire or financlal
statement, Many employees have indicated
that rather than subject their familles to any
such unwarranted invasion of their right to
privacy, that they are seriously considering
other employment outside of Government.”

The bill will reduce to reasonable pro-
portions such Inquiries as the following
questionnaire, which many thousands of
employees have periodically been required
to submit.

(Questionnaire follows:)

CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT OF EMPLOYMENT AND
FINANCIAL INTERESTS

(Por use by regular Government employees)

Name, (Last, First, Initial)

Title of position

Date of appointment In present position

Organization location (Operating agency,
bureau, division)

Part I. Employment and financial interests

List the names of all corporations, com-
panies, firms, or other business enterprises,
partnerships; nonprofit organizations, and
educational, or other institutions: (a) with
which you are connected as an employee,
officer, owner, director, member, trustee,
partner, adviser, or consultant; or (b) in
which you have any continuing finanecial
interests, through a pensior or retirement
plan, shared income, or other arrangement as
a result of any current or prior employment
or business or professional association; or
(¢) in which you have any financial interest
through the ownership of stock, stock options,
bonds, securities or other arrangements in-
cluding trusts. If none, write None.

Name and kind or organization (use Part 1
designations where applicable)

Position in organization (Use Part 1(a)
designations, if applicable) - ccocemaeeeo. -
Nature of financial interest, e.g., stocks,
prior income (Use Part 1(b) & (c) designa-
tions if applicable) . o— oo R T s

Part 1I. Creditors
List the names of your creditors other
than those to whom you may be Indebted by
reason of a mortgage on property which you
occupy as a personal resident or to whom you
may be indebted for curremt and ordinary

education,
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Character of Indebtedness, e.g., personal
loan, note, security

Part III. Interests in real property

List your interest in real property or rights
in lands, other than property which you
occupy as a personal residence. If none, write
None.

Nature of Interest, e.g., ownership, mort-
gage, lien, Investment trust

Type of property, e.g., residence, hotel,
apartment, undeveloped land

Address (if rural, give RFD or county and

Part IV. Information requested of other
persons

If any information is to be supplied by
other persons, e.g., trustee, attorney, ac-
countant, relative, please indicate the name
and address of such persons, the date upon
which you requested that the information be
supplied, and the nature of subject matter in-
volved. If none, write None.

Name and address

Date of request__.

(This space reserved for additional
structions.)

I certify that the statements I have made
are true, complete, and correct to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

The vagueness of the standards for requir-
ing such a broad surrender of privacy is il-
lustrated by the Civil Service Commission's
regulation applying this to any employee
whose duties have an “economic impact on
a non-Federal enterprise.”

Also eliminated will be questionnaires
asking employees to list “all assets, or every-
thing you and your immediate family own,
including date acquired and cost or falr mar-
ket value at acquisition. (Cash In banks, cash
anywhere else, due from others—loans, et
cetera, automoblles, securities, real estate,
cash surrender of life insurance; personal
effects and household furnishings and other
assets.) ™

The view of the president of the United
Federation of Postal Clerks reflected the
testimony of many witnesses endorsing sec-
tlons 1 (i) and (j) of the bill.

“If the conflict-of-interest questionnaire
is of doubtful value In preventing conflict
of interest, as we believe, we can only con=-
clude that it does not meet the test of essen-
tiality and that it should be proscribed as
an unwarranted invasion of employee pri-
vacy. Such value as 1t may have in focusing
employee attention upon the problem of con-
flict of interest and bringing to light honest
oversights that may lead to conflict of in-
terest could surely be achlieved by drawing
attention to the 26 or more laws pertaining
to conflict of interest or by more zealous
information activities on the part of manage-
ment.”

The complex problem of preserving the
confidential nature of such reports was de-
scribed by officials of the National Associa-
tion of Internal Revenue Employees:

“The present abundance of financial ques-
tlonnaires provides ample material for even
more abusive personnel practices. It is almost
inevitable that this confidential information
cannot remain confidential, Typically, the
financial questionnaire is filed with an em-
ployee's immediate supervisor. The net worth
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statements ultimately go into inspectlon,
but they pass through the hands of local per-
sonnel administrators. We have received a
great number of disturbing reports—as have
you—that this information about employees’
private affairs is being used for Improper
purposes, such as enforced retirement and
the like."”

Inadequacies in agency procedures for ob-
talning such information from employees
and for reviewing and storing it, are discussed
in the Subcommittee report for the B89th
Congress, 2d Session. Widely disparate atti-
tudes and practices are also revealed in a
Subcommittee study contained in the ap-
pendix of the printed hearings on 8. 3779.

The bill will make such complaints as the
following unnecessary in the future conduct
of the Federal Government:

“DeAR SENATOR ERVIN: I am writing to ap-
plaud the stand you have taken on the new
requirement that Federal employees in cer-
taln grades and categories disclose theilr
financial holdings to their immediate su-
perior. Having been a civil service employee
for 26 years, and advanced from GS-4 to
GS-15, and been cleared for top secret during
World War II, and because I currently hold a
position that involves the disposition of
hundreds of thousands of the taxpayers’
money, it is my conviction that my morality
and trustworthiness are already a matter of
record in the files of the Federal Government.

“The requirement that my husband’s finan-
clal assets be reported, as well as my own
assets and those we hold jointly, was par-
ticularly offensive, since my husband is the
head of our household and is not employed
by Government.

“You might also be interested in the face
that it required 6 hours of after-hours work
on our part to hunt up all the information
called for and prepare the report. Since the
extent of our assets is our private business,
it was necessary that I type the material
myself, an added chore since I am not a
typist.

“Our assets have been derived, in the maln,
from laying aside a portion of our earnings.
At our ages (64 and 58) we would be far less
deserving of respect had we not made the
prudent provisions for our retirement which
our assets and the income they earn repre-
sent. Yet this reporting requirement carrles
with it the implication that to have “clean
hands” it would be best to have no assets or
outside, unearned income when you work for
the Federal Government.

“For your information I am a GS-15, earn-
ing $10,415 * * *

“Thank you for speaking out for the con-
tinually maligned civil servant.

“Sincerely yours,
-

Dear SENATOR Ervin: I am a GS-12 career
employee with over 15 years service.

The highest moral and ethleal conduct has
been my goal in each of my positions of
employment and I have found this to be
true of a vast majority of my fellow work-
ers. It may De true a few people do put
material gain ahead of their ethles but
generally these people are in the higher
echelons of office where their influence is
much greater.

Our office has recently directed each em-
ployee from file clerk to the heads of sec-
tions to file a “Statement of Financial In-
terest.” As our office has no programs in-
dividuals could have a financial interest in
and especially no connections with FHA I
feel it is no one’s business but my own what
real estate I own. I do not have a FHA
mortgage or any other real property and have
no outside employment, hence have noth-
ing to hide by filing a blank form. Few
Government workers can afford much real
property. The principal of reporticg to “Big
Brother” in every phase of your private life
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to me is very degrading, highly unethical
and very unquestionsble as to its effective-
ness. If I could and did use my position in
some way to make a profit I would be stupid
to report it on an agency inquiry form. What
makes officials think reporting will do away
with graft?

When the directive came out many man-
hours of productive work were lost in dis-
cussions and griping. Dally since that date
at some time during the day someonc brings
up the subject. The supervisors filed thelr
reports as “good” examples but even they
objected to this inguiry.

No single thing was ever asked of Govern-
ment employees that caused such a decline
in their morale. We desperately need a “bill of
rights” to protect ourselves from any fur-
ther invasion of our private lives.

Pifteen years ago I committed mysell to
Government service because: (a) I felt an
obligation to the Government due to my ed-
ucation under the GI bill, (b) I could obtain
freedom from pressures of unions, (e¢) I
could obtain freedom from invasion of my
private life and (d) I would be given the
opportunity to advance based solely on my
professional ability and not on personal
politics. At this point I certainly regret my
decision to make the Government my career.

Sincerely,

DEear SenaToR: I write to beg your support
of a "“Bill of Rights” to protect Federal em-
ployees from official snooping which was in-
troduced by Senator Ervin of North Caro-
lina.

I am a veteran of two wars and have orders
to a third war as a ready reservist. And I
know why I serve in these wars: that is to
prevent the forces of tyranny from invading
America.

Now, as a Federal employee I must fill out
& questionnaire giving details of my financial
status. This is required if I am to continue
working. I know that this information can
be made available to every official in Wash-
ington, including those who want to regu-
late specific details of my life.

Now I am no longer a free American. For
example, I can no longer buy stock of a for-
eign company because that country may be
in disfavor with officials of the right or left.
And I cannot “own part of America" by buy-
ing common stocks until an “approved list”
is published by my superiors.

I can never borrow money because an
agent may decide that debt makes me suscep-
tible to bribery by agents of an enemy power.
Nor do I dare own property lest some official
may decide I should sell or rent to a person
or group not of my choosing.

In short, I am no longer free to plan my
own financial program for the future security
of my family. In 1 day I was robbed of the
freedom for which I fought two wars. This
is a sickening feeling, you may be sure.

It seems plain that a deep, moral issue is
involved here that concerns every citizen. If
this thing is allowed to continue, tomorrow
or next year every citizen may come under
the Inquisition, The dossier on every citizen
will be on file for the use of any person or
group having enough overt or covert power
to gain access to them.

Sincerely,

In August 19668 Federal employees who
were retired from the armed services were
told to complete and return within 7 days,
with their soclal security numbers, a 15-page
questionnaire, asking, among other things:

“How much did you earn in 1965 in wages,
salary, commissions, or tips from all jobs?

“How much did you earn in 1965 in profits
or fees from working in your own business,
professional practice, partnership, or farm?

“How much did you receive in 1065 from
soclal security, pensions (nonmilitary), rent
(minus expenses), interests or dividends, un-
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employment insurance, welfare payments, or
from any other source not already entered?

“How much did other members of your
family earn in 19656 in wages, salary, com-
missions or tips? (Before any deductions.)
(For this question, a family consists of two
or more persons in the same household who
are related to each other by blood, marriage,
or adoption.) If the exact amount is not
known, give your best estimate.

“How much did other members of your
family earn in 1965 in profits or fees from
working in their own business, professional
practices, partnership, or farm?

“How much did any other member of your
family receive in 1965 from social security,
pensions, rent (minus expenses), interest or
dividends, unemployment insurance, wel-
fare payments; or from any other source not
already entered?”

RIGHT TO COUNSEL

Section 1(k) of the bill guarantees to
Federal workers the opportunity of asking
the presence of lega counsel, of a friend or
other person when undergoing an official in-
terrogation or investigation that could lead
to the loss of their jobs or to disciplinary
action.

The merits of this clause are manifold;
not least of which is that uniformity and
order it will bring to the present crazy quilt
practices of the various agencies concern-
ing the right to counsel for employees fac-
ing disciplinary investigations or possible
loss of security clearances tantamount to
loss of employment. The Civil Service Com-~
mission regulations are silent on this erit-
ical issue. In the absence of any Commis-
sion initiative or standard, therefore, the
employing agencies are pursuing widely dis-
parate practices. To judge from the question-
naires and other evidence before the sub-
committee, a few agencies appear to afford
a legitimate right to counsel, probably
many more do not, and still others prescribe
& “right” on paper but hedge it in such a
fashion as to discourage its exercise. Some
apparently do not set any regulatory stand-
ard, but handle the problem on an ad hoc
basis.

On a matter as critical as this, such a
pointless diversity of practice is poor policy.
So far as job-protection rights are concerned,
all Federal employees should be equal.

A second anomaly in the present state of
affairs derives from recent developments in
the law of the sixth amendment by the Su-
preme Court. In view of the decisions of
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S, 436 and Escobedo
v. Illinois, 378 U.S. 478, it is clear that any
person (including Federal employees) who is
suspected of a crime is absolutely entitled to
counsel before being subjected to custodial
interrogation. Accordingly, some agencies,
such as the Internal Revenue Service, ac-
knowledge an unqualified right to counsel for
an employee suspected of crime but decline to
do the same for coworkers threatened with
the loss of their livelihoods for noncriminal
reasons. In the subcommittee’s view, this
discrimination in favor of the criminal sus-
pect is both bad personnel policy as well as
bad law. It would be corrected by this section
of the bill.

The ultimate justification for the “right-
to-counsel” clause, however, is the Constitu-
tion itself. There is no longer any serious
doubt that Federal employees are entitled to
due process of law as an incident of their
employment relation. Once, of course, the
courts felt otherwise, holding that absent
explicit statutory limitation, the power of
the executive to deal with employees was
virtually unfettered.

The doctrinal underpinning of this rule
was the 19th-century notion that the em-
ployment relation is not tangible “property.”
Both the rule and its underpinning have now
been reexamined. The Supreme Court in re-
cent years has emphasized the necessity of
providing procedural due process where a
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man is deprived of his job or livelihood by
governmental action.

While the courts have as yet had no occa-
sion to articulate a specific right to counsel
in the employment relationship, there can
obviously be no doubt that the right to
counsel is of such a fundamental character
that it is among the essential ingredients of
due process. What is at stake for an employee
in a discharge proceeding—often including
personal humiliation, obloguy and penury—
is just as serious as that involved in a
criminal trial. This is not to suggest that all
the incidents of our civilized standard of a
fair trial can or should be imported into
Federal discharge proceedings. But if we are
to have fair play for Federal employees, the
right of counsel is a sine qua non. It Is of a
piece with the highest fraditions, the fairest
laws, and the soundest policy that this coun-
try has produced. And, in the judgment of
this subcommittee, the clear affirmation of
this basic right is very long overdue.

The need for such protection was con-
firmed at the hearings by all representatives
of Government employvee organizations and
unions.

The president of the National Association
of Letter Carriers testified:

“It is a practice in the postal Inspection
service, when an employee is called in for
questioning by the inspectors on a strietly
postal matter that does not involve a felony,
to deny the right of counsel. The inspectors
interrogate the employee at length and, at
the completion of the interrogation, one of
the inspectors writes out a statement and
pressures the employee to sign it before he
leaves the room. We have frequently asked
the postal inspection service to permit these
employees to have counsel present at the
time of the interrogation. The right for such
counsel has been denied in all except a few
cases. If the employee is charged with a
felony, then, of course, the law takes over
and the right for counsel is clearly estab-
lished but in other investigations and inter-
rogations no counsel is permitted.”

Several agencies contend that right to
counsel is now granted in formal adverse ac-
tion proceedings and that appeals procedures
make this section unnecessary for informal
questioning. Testimony and complaints from
employees indicate that this machinery does
not effectively secure the opportunity of the
employee to defend himself early enough in
the investigation to allow a meaningful
defense,

The predicament of postal employees as
described at the hearings reflects the situa-
tion in other agencies as reported in many
individual cases sent to the subcommittee.
While it is undoubtedly true that in some
simple questioning, counsel may not be nec-
essary, in many matters where inferrogation
will result in disciplinary action, failure to
have counsel at the first level reacts against
the employee all the way up through the
appeal and review. In the case of a postal
employee, the subcommittee was told—

“The first level is at the working fore-
man’s level. He 1s the author of the charges;
then the case proceeds to the postmaster,
who appointed the foreman and, if the in-
dividual is found guilty of the charge at
the first level, it is almost inevitable that
this position will be supported on the sec-
ond level. The third level is the regional
level, and the policy there is usually that
of supporting the local postmaster. A dis-
interested party is never reached. The fourth
level is the Appeals Board, composed of of-
ficials appointed by the Postmaster General.
In some cases, the region will overrule the
postmaster, but certainly the individual does
not have what one could style an Impartial
appeals procedure.”

Employees charged with no crime have
been subjected to intensive interrogations
by Defense Department investigators who
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ask intimate questions, make sweeping al-
legations, and threaten dire consequences
unless consent is given to polygraph tests.
Employees have been ordered to confess
orally or to write and sign statements. Such
interviews have been conducted after denial
of the employee's request for presence of
supervisor, counsel, or friend, and in several
instances the interrogations have resulted
in revocation of a security clearance, or de-
nial of access to classified information by
transfer or reassignment, with the resulting
loss of promotion opportunities.

‘Witnesses testified that employees have
no recourse against the consequences of for-
mal charges based on information and state-
ments acquired during a preliminary inves-
tigation. This renders meaningless the
distinction wurged by the Civil Service

Commission between formal and informal
proceedings.

EXCEPTIONS

The act, under section 9, does not apply
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Fur-
thermore, section 6 provides that nothing in
the act will prohibit an official of the Central
Intelligence Agency and the National Secu-
rity Agency from requesting any employee or
applicant to take a polygraph test or a psy-
chological test, or to provide a personal fi-
nancial statement designed to elicit the per-
sonal information protected under subsec-
tions 1 (e), (f), (i), and (j). In such cases,
the Director of the agency or his designee
must make a personal finding with regard to
each individual to be tested or examined
that such test or information is required to
protect the national security.

An exception to the right-to-counsel sec-
tion has been provided to limit this right for
employees in the Central Intelligence Agency
and the National Security Agency to a per-
son who serves In the same agency or a
counsel cleared by the agency for access to
the information involved. Obviously, it is ex-
pected that the employee's right to be ac-
companied by the person of his choice will
not be denled unless that person’s access to
the information for the purpose of the case
is clearly inconsistent with the national se-
curity. Other committee language in 8. 782
recognizes problems unique to these two
agencies. For instance, sectlon 7 requires ex-
haustion of remedies by employees of the
Central Intelligence Agency and the Na-
tional Security Agency and states that the
act does not affect whatever existing statu-
tory authority these agencies now possess
to terminate employment. Section 8 is de-
signed to assure that nothing in the act is
construed to affect negatively any existing
statutory or executive authority of the Di-
rectors of the Central Intelligence Agency
and National Security Agency to protect
their information in cases involving their
employees. Consequently, procedures com=-
mended to the subcommittee by the Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency are spelled
out for asserting that authority in certain
proceedings arising under the act. Other
committee amendments to S. 1035, as detailed
earlier, were adopted to meet administrative
requirements of the Federal security pro-
gram and the intelligence community as well
as the management needs of the executive
branch,

ENFORCEMENT

Enforcement of the rights guaranteed Iin
sections 1 and 2 of the bill is lodged in the
administrative and civil remedies and sanc-
tions of sections 3, 4, and 5. Crucial to en-
forcement of the act is the creation of an
independent Board of Employee Rights to
determine the need for disciplinary action
against civillan and military offenders under
the act and to provide relief from violations.

Testimony at the hearing as well as investi-
gation of complaints have demonstrated that
in the area of employee rights, a right is only
as secure as its enforcement. There is over-
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whelming evidence that employees have here-
tofore frequently lacked appropriate reme-
dies either in the courts or the Civil Service
Commission for pursuing rights which belong
to them as citlzens.

Under the remedies afforded by sections 3,
4, and 5 of the bill, an employee who believes
his rights are violated under the act has sev-
eral courses of action:

(1) He may pursue a remedy through the
agency procedures established to enforce the
act, but the fact that he does not choose to
avail himself of these does not preclude exer-
cise of his right to seek other remedies.

(2) He may register his complaint with
the Board on Employee Rights and obtain a
henring. If he loses there, he may appeal to
the district court, which has the power to
examine the record as a whole and to affirm,
modify, or set aside any determination or
order, or to require the Board to take any
action it was authorized to take under the
act.

(3) He may, instead of going directly to
the Board, institute a civil action in Federal
district court to prevent the threatened vio-
lation, or obtain complete redress against the
consequences of the violation.

He does not need to exhaust any adminis-
trative remedies but if he elects to pursue his
civil remedies in the court under section 4,
he may not seek redress through the Board.
Similarly, if he initiates action before the
Board under section 5, he may not also seek
relief from the court under section 4.

The bill does not affect any authority,
right or privilege accorded under Executive
Order 11491 governing employee-manage-
ment cooperation in the Federal service. To
the extent that there is any overlapping of
subject matter, the bill simply provides an
additional remedy.

THE BOARD ON EMPLOYEE RIGHTS

As a result of hearings on 8. 3779, the sec-
tion creating a Board on Employee Rights
was added to the bill for introduction as
S. 1035.

Employees have complained that admin-
istrative grievance procedures have often
proved ineffective because they are cumber-
some, time-consuming, and weighted on the
side of management, Not only do those who
break the rules go unpunished many times,
but the fearful tenor of letters and telephone
calls from throughout the country indicate
that employees fear reprisals for noncompli-
ance with improper requests or for filing of
complaints and grievances. Oral and written
directives of warning to this effect have been
verified by the subcommittee. Section 1(e)
of the bill, therefore, prevents reprisals for
exercise of rights granted under the act and
in such event accords the individual cause
for complaint before the Board or the court.

Concerning the original bill in the 8%th
Congress, which did not provide for a board,
representatives of the 14th department of
the American Federation of Government Em-
ployees commented that the remedies are the
most important aspects of such a bill because
“unless due process procedures are explicitly
provided, the remaining provisions of the
bill may be easily ignored or circumvented
by Federal personnel management. As a mat-
ter of fact, we believe, the reason employees’
rights have been eroded so rapidly and so
devastatingly in the last few years is the
absence of efficlent, expeditious, uniform,
and legislatively well defined procedures of
due process in the executive departments of
the Federal Governmendt.”

An independent and nonpartisan Board
is assured by congressional participation in
its selection and by the fact that no member
is to be a government employee. Provision is
made for congressional monitoring through
detalled reports.

Senator Ervin explained the function of
the Board established by section 6 as fol-
lows:
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“The bill sets up a new independent Fed-
eral agency with authority to receive com-
plaints and make rulings on complaints—
complaints of individual employees or unions
representing employees. This independent
agency, which would not be subject in any
way to the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, would be authorized to make rulings
on these matters in the first instance. It
would make a ruling on action in a particular
agency or department that is an alleged viola-
tion of the provisions of the bill, with
authority either on the part of the agency or
the part of the individual or on the part of
the union to take an appeal from the ruling
of this independent agency to the Federal
court for judicial review.”

Throughout its study the subcommittee
found that a major area of concern is the
tendency in the review process in the courts
or agencies to do no more than examine the
lawfulness of the action or decision about
which the employee has complained. For pur-
poses of enforcing the act, sections 8, 4, and
b assure adequate machinery for processing
complaints and for prompt and impartial de-
termination of the fairness and constitu-
tionality of general policles and practices ini-
tiated at the highest agency levels or by the
Civil Service Commission or by Executive
order.

Finding no effective recourse against ad-
ministrative actions and policies which they
belleved unfair or in violation of their rights,
individual employees and their familles
turned to Congress for redress. Opening the
hearings on invasions of privacy, Senator
Ervin stated:

“Never in the history of the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Rights have we been so
overwhelmed with personal complaints,
phone calls, letters, telegrams, and office
visits. In all of our investigations I have
never seen anything to equal the outrage and
indignation from Government employees,
their families, and their friends. It is obvious
that appropriate remedies are not to be found
in the executive branch.

“The complaints of privacy invasions have
multiplied so rapidly of late that it is be-
yond the resources of Congress and its stafl
to repel effectively each individual official
encroachment. Each new program brings a
new wave of protest.”

Prof. Alan Westin, director of the Science
and Law Committee of the Bar Association
of the city of New York, testified that these
complaints *have been triggered by the fact
that we do not yet have the kind of execu-
tive branch mechanism by which employees
can lodge their sense of discomfort with
personnel practices in the Federal Govern-
ment and feel that they will get a falr hear-
ing, that they will secure what could he
called ‘employment due process.’”

To meet this problem, Professor Westin
proposed an independent board subject to
judicial review, and with enforcement power
over a broad statutory standard governing
all invasion of privacy. Although it is con-
tinuing to study this proposal, the subcom-
mittee has temporarily rejected this ap-
proach in the interest of achieving immedi-
ate enforcement of the act and providing
administrative remedies for its violation, For
this reason it supports the creatlion of a
limited Board on Employee Rights.

Perhaps one of the most important sec-
tions of the bill, if not the most important
section, according to the United Federation
of Postal Clerks, is the provision establish-
ing the Board. The subcommittee was told—

“It would appear absolutely essential that
any final legislation enacted into law must
necessarily include such a provision. We can
offer no suggestions for improvement of this
section. As presently constituted the section
is easily understood; and the most excellent
and inclusive definition of the proposed
“Board on Employees' Rights” which could
possibly be enacted into law. It defines the
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right of employees to challenge viclations of
the proposed act; defines the procedures in-
volved, as well as the authority of the Board,
penalties for violation of the act, as well as
establishing the right of judiclal review for
an aggrieved party, and finally provides for
congressional review, and in effect, an an-
nual audit by the Congress of all complaints,
decisions, orders, and other related informa-
tion resulting from activities and operations
of the proposed act.”
Sanctions

The need for sanctions against offending
officials has been evident throughout the
subcommittee’s investigation of flagrant dis-
regard of basic rights and unpunished flaunt-
ing of administrative guidelines and prohibi-
tions. It was for this reason that S. 3779 of
the 89th Congress and S, 1035, as Introduced,
contained criminal penalties for offend-
ers and afforded broad civil remedies and
penalties.

Reporting on the experiences of the Amer-
fcan Civil Liberties Union in such employee
cases, Lawrence Speiser testified:

“In filing complaints with agencies, in-
cluding the Civil Service Commission, the
Army and the Navy, as I have during the pe-
riod of time I have worked here in Washing-
ton, I have never been informed of any dis-
ciplinary action taken against any inves-
tigator for asking improper questions, for en-
gaging In improper investigative techniques,
for barring counsel when a person had a
right to have counsel, or for a violation of any
number of things that you have in this bill.
Maybe some was taken, but I certainly
couldn’'t get that information out of the
agencies, after making the complainis. I
would suggest that *he bill also encompass
provision for disciplinary action that would
be taken against Federal employees who vio-
late any of these rights that you have set
out in the bill.”

Other witnesses also pointed to the need
for the disciplinary measures afforded by the
powers of an independent Board to defer-
mine the need for corrective action and pun-
ishment, and felt they would be more effec-
tive than criminal penalties.

In view of the difficulty of filing criminal
charges and obtaining prosecution and con-
viction of executive branch officials which
might render the criminal enforcement pro-
vision meaningless for employees, a subcom-
mittee amendment deleted the criminal
penalties in section 4 from the bill as
reported.’

Although the Civil Service Commission
and the executive agencies have advocated
placing such administrative remedies within
the civil service grievance and appeals sys-
tem, the subcommittee believes that the key
to effective enforcement of the unique rights
recognized by this act lies in the employee’s
recourse to an independent body.

“The theory of our Government,” Professor
Westin testified, “is that there should be
somewhere within the executive branch
where this kind of malpractice is corrected
and that good administration ought to pro-
vide for control of supervision or other prac-
tices that are not proper. But the sheer size
of the Federal Establishment, the ambiguity
of the relationship of the Civil Service Com-
mission to employees, and the many differ-
ent interests that the Civil Service Commis-
slon has to bear in its role in the Federal
Government, suggest that it is not an effec-
tive instrument for this kind of complaint
procedure.”

BSECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
BECTION 1
Section 1(a)
Section 1(a) makes it unlawful for a Fed-
eral official of any department or agency to

#In the 89th Congress, S. 1035.
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require or request, or to attempt to require
or request, any civillan employee of the
United States serving in the department or
agency or any person seeking employment to
disclose ‘his race, rellgion, or national origin,
or the race, religion, or national origin of
any of his forebears.

This section does not prohibit inquiry con-
cerning citizenship of such individual if his
cltizenship is a statutory condition of his
obtaining or retaining his employment. Nor
does it preclude inquiry of the individual
concerning his national origin or citizenship
or that of his forebears when such inqguiry
is thought necessary or advisable in order
to determine suitability for assignment to
activities or undertakings related to national
security within the United States or to ae-
tivities or undertakings of any nature out-
side the United States.

This provision is directed at any practice
which places the employee or applicant un-
der compulsion to reveal such information
as a condition of the employment relation.
It is Intended to implement the concept un-
derlying the Federal merit system by which
a person’s race, religion, or national origin
have no bearing on his right to be considered
for Federal employment or on his right to
retain a Federal position. This prohibition
does not Hmit the existing authority or the
executive branch to acquire such informa-
tion by means other than self-disclosure.

Section 1(b)

Section 1(b) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executive department or execu-
tive agency of the U.S. Government, or for
any person acting or purporting to act under
this authority, to state, intimate, or to
attempt to state or intimate, to any civilian
employee of the United States serving in the
department or agency that any notice will be
taken of his attendance or lack of attendance
at any assemblage, discussion, or lecture held
or called by any officer of the executive branch
of the U.S. Government, or by any person
acting or purporting to act under his author-
ity. or by any outside parties or organ'zations
to advise, Instruct, or indoctrinate any
civilian employee of the United States serv-
ing In the department or agency in respect to
any matter or subject other than (1) the
performance of official dutles to which he is
or may be assigned in the department or
agency, or (2) the development of skills,
knowledge, or abilities which gqualify him
for the performance of such duties.

Nothing contained in this section is to be
construed to prohibit taking notice of the
participation of a civilian employee in the
activities of any professional group or asso-
ciation.

This provision is designed to protect any
employee from compulsion to attend meet-
ings, discussions, and lectures on political,
social, and economic subjects unrelated to
his duties. It prevents Government officials
from using the employment relationship to
attempt to influence employee thoughts, at-
titudes, and actions on subjects which may
be of concern to them as private citizens, In
particular, this language is directed at prac-
tices and policies which in effect require at-
tendance at such functions, including official
lists of those attending or not attending; its
purpose is to prohibit threats, direct or im-
plied, written or oral, or official retaliation
for nonattendance.

This section does not affect existing au-
thority for providing information designed
to promote the health and safety of employ-
ees. Nor does it affect existing authority to
call meetings for the purpose of publicizing
and giving notice of activities or service,
sponsored by the department or agency, or
campaigns such as charitable fund campaigns
and savings bond drives,

Section 1(c)

Bection 1(c) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executive department or agency
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or for any person acting or purporting to act
under his authority, to require or request
or to attempt to require or request any civil-
ian employee serving in the department or
agency to participate in any way in any ac-
tivities or undertakings unless they are re-
lated to the performance of official duties to
which he is or may be assigned in the depart-
ment or agency or to the development of
skills, knowledge, or abilities which qualify
him for the performance of such duties.

This section 1is directed against official
practices, requests, or orders that an em-
ployee take part in any civic funection, politi-
cal program, or community endeavor, or
other activity which he might enjoy as a pri-
vate citizen, but which is unrelated to his
employment, It does not affect any existing
authority to use appropriate techniques for
publicizing existence of community programs
such as blood-donation drives, or agency
programs, benefits or services, and for afford-
ing opportunity for employee participation
if he desires,

Section 1(d)

Section 1(d) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executlve department or agency,
or for any person acting under his authority
to require or request or attempt to require
or request, any civilian employee serving In
the department or agency to make any re-
port of his activities or undertakings unless
they are related to the performance of official
duties or to the development of skills, knowl-
edge, or abllities which qualify him for the
performance of such duties, or (2) unless
there is reason to believe that the employee
is engaged In outside activities or employ-
ment in conflict with his official duties.

This section is a minimum guarantee of
the freedom of an employee to participate
or not to participate in any endeavor or ac-
tivity in his private life as a citizen, free of
compulsion to report to supervisors his action
or his inaction, his involvement or his nonin-
volvement. This section is to assure that in
his private thoughts, actions, and activities
he is free of intimidation or inhibition as a
result of the employment relation.

The exceptions to the prohibition are not
legislative mandates to require such informa-
tion in those circumstances, but merely pro-
vide, an area of executive discretion for rea-
sonable management purposes and for ob-
servance and enforcement of existing laws
governing employee conduct and conflicts of
interest.

Section 1(e)

Section 1(e) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executive department or agen-
¢y, or any person acting under his authority,
to require or request any civillan employee
serving in the department or agency, or any
person applying for employment as a civilian
employee to submit to any interrogation or
examination or to take any psychological test
designed to elicit from him any information
concerning his personal relationship with
any person connected with him by blood or
marriage, or concerning his religious beliefs
or practices, or concerning his attitude or
conduct with respect to sexual matters,

In accordance with an amendment made
after hearings on S. 3779, a proviso is in-
cluded to assure that nothing contained in
this section shall be construed to prevent a
physician from eliciting such information or
authorizing such test in the diagnosis or
treatment of any civillan employee or ap-
plicant where he feels the information is
necessary to enable him to determine wheth-
er or not the individual is suffering from
mental illness. The bill as introduced limited
this inquiry to psychiatrists, but an amend-
ment extended it to physicians, since the
subcommittee was told that when no psy-
chiatrist is avallable, it may be necessary for
a general physician to obtain this informa-
tion in determining the presence of mental
illness and the need for further treatment.
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This medical determination is to be made
in individual cases and not pursuant to gen-
eral practice or regulation governing the ex-
amination of employees or applicants ac-
cording to grade, agency, or duties.

Under an amendment to the bill, this lan-
guage is not to be construed to prohibit an
official from advising an employee or appli-
cant of a specific charge of sexual miscon-~
duct made against that person and affording
him an opportunity to refute the charge.
While providing no authority to request or
demand such information, the section does
not prevent an officlal who has received
charges of misconduct which might have a
detrimental effect on the person’'s employ-
ment, from obtaining a clarification of the
matter if the employee wishes to provide it.

This section would not prohibit all per-
sonality tests but merely those questions on
the tests which inguire into the three areas
in which citizens have a right to keep their
thoughts to themselves.

It raises the criterion for requiring such
personal information from the general “fit-
ness for duty” test to the need for diag-
nosing or treating mental iliness, The second
proviso is designed to prohibit mass-testing
programs, The language of this section pro-
vides guidelines for the various personnel
and medical specialists whose practices and
determinations may invade employee per-
sonal privacy and thereby affect the indi-
vidual’s employment prospects or opportuni-
ties for advancement.

An amendment in sectlon 6 provided an
exception to this prohibition in the case of
the use of such psychological tests by the
Central Intelligence Agency and the Na-
tional Security Agency, only if the Director
of the agency or his designee makes a per-
sonal finding that the information is neces-
sary to protect the natlonal security,

Section 1(f)

Section 1(f) makes it unlawful for any
officer of any executive department or agency
or any person acting under his authority, to
require or request or attempt to require or
request any civilian employee or any appli-
cant for employment to take any polygraph
test designed to elicit from him information
concerning his personal relationship with
any person connected with him by blood or
marriage, or concerning his religious beliefs
or practices or concerning his attitude or con-
duct with respect to sexual matters. While
this section does not eliminate entirely the
use of so-called lie detectors in Government,
it assures that where such devices are used,
officials may not inquire into matters which
are of a personal nature.

As with psychological testing, the Central
Intelligence Agency and the National Se-
curity Agency, under section 6, are not pro-
hibited from acquiring such information by
polygraph, provided certain conditions are
met.

Section 1(g)

Section 1(g) makes it illegal for an official
to require or request an employee under his
management to support the nomination or
election of anyone to public office through
personal endeavor, financial contribution, or
any other thing of value. An employee may
not be required or requested to attend any
meeting held to promote or support the ac-
tivities or undertakings of any political party
in the United States.

The purpose of this section is to assure
that the employee is free from any job-re-
lated pressures to conform his thoughts and
attitudes and actions in political matters
unrelated to his job to those of his super-
visors. With respect to his superlors, it pro-
tects him in the privacy of his contribution
or lack of contribution to the civic affairs
and political life of his community, State
and Nation. In particular, it protects him
from commands or requests of his employer
1o buy tickets to fundraising functions, or to
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attend such functions, to compile position
papers or research material for political pur-
poses, or make any other contribution which
constitutes a political act or which places
him in the position of publicly expressing his
support or nonsupport of a party or candi-
date. This section also assures that, although
there is no evidence of such activities at
present, no Federal agency may in the future
improperly involve itself in the undertakings
of any political party in the United States, its
territories, or possessions.
Section 1(h)

Section 1(h) makes it illegal for an official
to coerce or attempt to coerce any civilian
employee in the department or agency to in-
vest his earnings in bonds or other govern-
ment obligations or securities, or to make
donations to any institution or cause. This
section does not prohibit officials from calling
meetings or taking any other appropriate
action to afford employees the opportunity
voluntarily to invest his earnings in bonds or
other obligations or voluntarily to make
donations to any institution or cause. Ap-
propriate action, in the committee’s view,
might include publicity and other forms of
persuasions short of job-related pressures,
threats, intimidation, reprisals of wvarious
types, and “blacklists” circulated through
the employee's office or agency to publicize
his noncompliance.

Section 1(i)

Section 1(1) makes it illegal for an official
to require or request any civilian employee
in the department or agency to disclose any
items of his property, income, or other as-
sets, source of income, or liabilities, or his
personal or domestic expenditures or those
of any member of his family. Exempted from
coverage under this provision is any civilian
employee who has authority to make any
final determination with respect to the tax
or other liability to the United States of any
person, corporation, or other legal entity, or
with respect to claims which require expendi-
ture of Federal moneys. Section 6 provides
certain exemptions for two security agencies.

Neither the Department of the Treasury
nor any other executive department or agency
is prohibited under this section from requir-
ing any civilian employee to make such re-
ports as may be necessary or appropriate for
the determination of his liability for taxes,
tariffs, custom duties, or other obligations
imposed by law. This proviso 1s to assure that
Federal employees may be subject to any re-
porting or disclosure requirements demanded
by any law applicable to all persons in certain
circumstances,

Section 1(f)

Section 1(j) makes it illegal to require or
request any civilian employee exempted from
application of section 3(i) under the first
proviso of that section, to disclose any items
of his property, income, or other assets, source
of income, or liabilities, or his personal or do-
mestic expenditure or those of any member
of his family or household other than specific
items tending to indicate a conflict of interest
in respect to the performance of any of the
official duties to which he is or may be
assigned.

This section is designed to abolish and
prohibit broad general inquiries which em-
ployees have likened to “fishing expeditions”
and to confine any disclosure requirements
imposed on an employee to reasonable in-
quiries about job-related financial interests.
This does not preclude, therefore, question-
ing in individual cases where there is reason
to believe the employee has a conflict of
interest with his official duties.

Section 1(k)

Section 1(k) makes it unlawful for a Fed-
eral official of any department or agency to
require or request, or attempt to require or
request, a civillan employee who is under
investigation for misconduct, to submit to
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interrogation which could lead to discipli-
nary action without the presence of counsel
or other person of his choice, if he wishes.

This section 1s intended to rectify a long-
standing denial of due process by which
agency investigators and other officials pro-
hibit or discourage presence of counsel or a
friend. This provision is directed at any in-
terrogation which could lead to loss of job,
pay, security clearance, or denial of promo-
tlon rights.

This right insures to the employee at the
inception of the investigation, and the sec-
tion does not require that the employee be
accused formally of any wrongdoing before
he may request presence of counsel or friend.
The section does not require the agency or
department to furnish counsel.

A committee amendment to S. 782 adds a
proviso that a civilian employee serving in
the Central Intelligence Agency or the Na-
tional Security Agency may be accompanied
only by a person of his choice who serves in
the agency in which the employee serves, or
by counsel who has been approved by the
agency for access to the information involved.

Section 1(1)

Section 1(1) makes it wunlawful for a
Federal official of any department or agency
to discharge, discipline, demote, deny pro-
motion, relocate, reassign, or otherwise im-
pair existing terms or conditions of employ-
ment of any employee, or threaten to com-
mit any such acts, because the employee has
refused or failed to comply with any action
made unlawful by this act or exercised any
any right granted by the act.

This section prohibits discrimination
agalnst any employee because he refuses to
comply with an illegal order as defined by
this act or takes advantage of a legal right
embodied in the act.

BECTION 2

Section 2(a) makes it unlawful for any
officer of the U.S. Civil Service Commission
or any person acting or purporting to act
under his authority to require or request,
or attempt to require or request, any execu-
tive department or any executive agency of
the U.S. Government, or any officer or em-
ployee serving in such department or agency,
to violate any of the provisions of section 1
of this act.

Specifically, this section is intended to en-
sure that the Civil Service Commission, act-
ing as the coordinating policymaking body in
the area of Federal civillan employment shall
be subject to the same strictures as the
individual departments or agencies.

Section 2(b) makes it unlawful for any
officer of the U.S, Civil Service Commission,
or any person acting or purporting to act
under his authority, to require or request,
or attempt to require or request, any person
seeking to establish civil service status or
eligibility for civilian employment, or any
person applying for employment, or any ci-
vilian employee of the United States serving
in any department or agency, to submit to
any interrogation or examination or to take
any psychological test which is designed to
elicit from him information concerning his
personal relationship with any person con-
nected with him by blood or marriage, or
concerning his religious beliefs or practices,
or concerning his attitude or conduct with
respect to sexual matters,

This section is intended to assure that the
Civil Service Commission shall be subject to
the same prohibitions to which departments
and agencies are subject in sections 1 (e) and
(f). The provisions contained in section 1(e)
are restated here to assure that nothing in
this sectlon is to be construed to prohlbit a
physician from acquiring such data to deter-
mine mental illness, or an official from in-
forming an individual of a specific charge of
sexual misconduct and affording him an op-
portunity to refute the charge.

Section 2(c) makes it unlawful for any offi-
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cer of the U.S. Civil Service Commission to
require or request any person seeking to
establish civil service status or eligibility for
employment, or any person applying for em=-
ployment in the executive branch of the U.S.
Government, or any civillan employee serving
in any department or agency to take any
polygraph test designed to elicit from him in-
formation concerning his personal relation-
ship with any perscn connected with him by
blood or marriage, or concerning his religious
beliefs or practices, or concerning his atti-
tude or conduct with respect to sexual mat-
ters,

This section applies the provisions of sec-
tion 1(f) to the Civil Service Commission in
instances where it has authority over agency
personnel practices or in cases in which its
officials request information from the appli-
cant or employee.

SECTION 3

This section applies the act to military
supervisors by making violations of the act
also violations of the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice.

SECTION 4

Section 4 provides civil remedies for viola-
tion of the act by granting an applicant or
employee the right to bring a civil action
in the Federal district court for a court order
to halt the viclation, or to obtain complete
redress against the consequences of the viola-
tion. The action may be brought in his own
behalf or in behalf of himself and others
similarly situated, and the action may be filed
against the offending officer or person in the
Federal district court for the district in
which the viclation occurs or is threatened,
or in the district in which the offending of-
ficer or person is found, or in the District
Court for the District of Columbia.

The court hearing the case shall have
jurisdiction to adjudicate the civil action
without regard to the actuality or amount of
pecuniary injury done or threatened. More-
over, the suit may be maintained without
regard to whether or not the aggrieved party
has exhausted available administrative
remedies. If the individual complainant has
pursued his relief through administrative
remedies established for enforcement of the
act and has obtained complete protection
against threatened violations or complete re-
dress for violations, this relief may be pleaded
in bar of the suit. The court is empowered to
provide whatever broad equitable and legal
relief it may deem necessary to afford full
protection to the aggrieved party; such relief
may include restraining orders, interlocutory
injunctions, permanent injunctions, manda-
tory injunctions, or such other judgments or
decrees as may be mnecessary under the
circumstances.

Another provision of section 4 would per-
mit an aggrieved person to give written con-
sent to any employee organization to bring
a civil action on his behalf, or to intervene
in such action. “Employee organizations” as
used in this section includes any brother-
hood, council, federation, organization,
union, or professional association made up
in whole or in part of Federal civillan em-
ployees, and which deals with departments,
agencies, commissions, and independent
agencies regarding employee matters.

A committee amendment provides that the
Attorney General shall defend officers or per-
sons who acted pursuant to an order, regu-
lation, or directive, or who, in his opinion,
did not willfully violate the provisions of
the act.

SECTION 5

Section b establishes an independent Board
on Employees’ Rights, to provide employees
with an alternative means of obtaining ad-
ministrative relief from violations of the act,
short of recourse to the judicial system.

Section 5(a) provides for a Board com-
posed of three members, appointed by the
President with the consent of the Senate. No
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member shall be an employee of the U.S.
Government and no more than two members
may be of the same political party. The Pres-
ident shall designate one member as Chair-
man.,

Section 5(b) defines the term of office for
members of the Board, providing that one
member of the initial Board shall serve for b
years, one for 3 years, one for 1 year from
the date of enactment; any member ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy in one of these terms
shall be appointed for the remainder of the
term. Thereafter, each member shall be ap-
pointed for 5 years.

Section 6(c) establishes the compensation
for Board members at §75 for each day spent
working in the work of the Board, plus actual
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence expenses when away from their
usual places of residence.

Section 5(d) provides that two members
of the Board shall constitute a quorum for
the transaction of business.

Section 5(e) provides that the Board may
appoint and fix the compensation of neces-
sary employees, and make such expenditures
necessary to carry out the functions of the
Board.

Section 5(f) authorizes the Board to make
necessary rules and regulations to carry out
its functions.

Section 5(g) provides that the Board shall
have the authority and duty to receive and
investigate written complaints from or on
behalf of any person claiming to be affected
or aggrieved by any violation or threatened
violation of this act, and to conduct a hear-
ing on each such complaint. Moreover, with-
in 10 days after the receipt of such a com-
plaint, the Board must furnish notice of
time, place, and nature of the hearing to all
interested perties, and within 30 days after
concluding the hearing, it must render its
final decision regarding any complaint.

Section 5(h) provides that officers or rep-
resentatives of any employee organization
in any degree concerned with employment of
the category in which the violation or threat
occurs, shall be given an opportunity to par-
ticipate in the hearing through submission
of written data, views, or arguments. In the
discretion of the Board they are to be af-
forded an opportunity for oral presentation.
This section further provides that Govern-
ment employees called upon by any party or
by any Federal employee organization to par-
ticipate in any phase of any administrative
or judicial proceeding under this section
shall be free to do so without incurring travel
cost or loss in leave or pay. They shall be
free from restraint, coercion, interference, in-
timidation, or reprisal in or because of their
participation. Any periods of time spent by
Government employees during such proceed-
ings shall be held to be Federal employment
for all purposes.

Sectlon 5(1) applies to the Board hearings
the provisions of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act relating to notice and conduet of
hearings insofar as consistent with the pur-
pose of this section.

Section 5(j) requires the Board, if it deter-
mines after a hearing that this act has not
been violated, to state such determination
and notify all interested parties of the find-
ings. This determination shall constitute a
final decision of the Board for purposes of
judiclal review.

Sectlon 5(k) specifies the action to be
taken by the Board If, after a hearing, it
determines that any violation of this act has
been committed or threatened. In such case,
the Board shall immediately issue and cause
to be served on the offending officer or em-
ployee an order requiring him to cease and
desist from the unlawful practice or act. The
Board is to endeavor to eliminate the unlaw-
ful act or practice by informal methods of
conference, conciliation, and persuasion.

Within its discretion, the Board may, in
the case of a first offense, issue an official
reprimand against the offending officer or em-
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ployee, or order the employee suspended from
his position without pay for a period not ex-
ceeding 15 days. In the case of a second or
subsequent offense, the Board may order the
offending officer or employee suspended with-
out pay for a period not exceeding 30 days,
or may order his removal from office.

Officers appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
are specifically excluded from the applica-
tion of these disciplinary measures; but the
section provides that, in the case of a viola-
tion of this act by such individuals, the
Board may transmit a report concerning such
violation to the President and the Congress.

Section 5(1) provides for Board action
when any officer of the Armed Forces of the
United States or any person acting under his
authority violates the act. In such event, the
Board shall (1) submit a report to the Presi-
dent, the Congress, and to the Secretary of
the military department concerned, (2) en-
deavor to eliminate any unlawful act or prac-
tice through informal methods of conference,
conciliation, and persuasion, and (3) refer its
determination and the record in the case to
any person authorized to convene general
courts-martial under section 822 (article 22)
of title 10, United States Code. When this
determination and report is received, the
person designated shall immediately dispose
of the matter under the provision of chapter
47 of title 10 of the United States Code.

Section 5(m) provides that when any party
disagrees with an order or final determina-
tion of the Board, he may institute a civil
action for judicial review in the Federal dfis-
trict court for the district wherein the viola-
tion or threatened violation occurred, or in
the District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia.

The court has jurlsdiction to (1) affirm,
modify, or set aside any determination or
order made by the Board, or (2) require the
Board to make any determination or order
which it is authorized to make under section
5(k) but which it has refused to make. In
considering the record as a whole, the court
is to set aside any finding, conclusion, de-
termination, or order of the Board unsup-
ported by substantial evidence.

The type of review envisioned here is sim-
ilar to that obtained under the Administra-
tive Procedure Act in such cases but this sec-
tion affords a somewhat enlarged scope for
consideration of the case than is now gen-
erally accorded on appeal of employee cases.
The court here has more discretion for ac-
tion on its own initiative. To the extent that
they are consistent with this section, the
provisions for judicial review in title 5 of the
United States Code would apply.

Section 5(n) provides for congressional re-
view by directing the Board to submit to the
Senate and to the House of Representatives
an annual report which must include a state-
ment concerning the nature of all complaints
filed with it, the determinations and orders
resulting from hearings, and the names of all
officers or employees against whom any pen-
altles have been imposed under this section.

Section 5(o) provides an appropriation of
$100,000 for the Board on Employee Rights.

SECTION 6

Section 6 provides that nothing in the act
shall be construed to prohibit an officer of
the Central Intelligence Agency or of the
National Security Agency, under specific
conditions, from requesting an applicant or
employee to submit a personal financial
statement of the type defined in subsections
1 (1) and (j) or to take any polygraph or
psychological test designed to elicit the per-
sonal information protected under subsec-
tion 1(e) or 1(f).

In these agencies, such information may
be acquired from the employee or applicant
by such methods only if the Director of the
agency or his designee makes a personal
finding with regard to each individual that
such test or information is required to pro=-
tect the national security.
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SECTION T

Section 7 requires, in effect, that em-
ployees of the Central Intelligence Agency
and the National Security Agency exhaust
their administrative remedies before invok-
ing the provisions of section 4 (the Board on
Employee Rights) or section 5 (the Federal
court action). An employee, his representa-
tive, or any organization acting in his be-
half, must first submit a written complaint
to the agency and afford it 120 days to pre-
vent the threatened vioclation or to
the actual violation, A proviso states that
nothing in the act affects any existing legal
authority of the Central Intelligence Agency
under 50 U.S.C. 403(c) or of the National
Becurity Agency under 50 U.S.C. 833 to ter-
minate employment.

SECTION 8

Section B provides that nothing in the act
shall be construed to affect in any way au-
thority of the directors of the Central In-
telligence Agency or the Natlonal Security
Agency to protect or withhold information
pursuant to statute or executive order. In
cases Involving his employees, the personal
certification by the Director of the agency
that disclosure of any information is incon-
sistent with the provision of any statute or
executive order Is to be conclusive and no
such information shall be admissible in evi-
dence in any civil action under section 4 or
in any proceeding or ecivil action under sec-
tion 5. Nor may such information be receiv-
able in the record of any interrogation of an
employee under section 1(k).

SECTION 8

Section 9 provides that the Federal Bureau
of Investigation shall be excluded from the
provisions of this act.

SECTION 10

Section 10 provides that nothing contalned
in sections 4 or 5 shall be construed to pre-
vent the establishment of department and
agency grievance procedures to enforce this
act. The section makes it clear that the ex-
istence of such procedures are not to pre-
clude any applicant or employee from pur-
suing any other available remedies, However,
if under the procedures established by an
agency, the complainant has obtained com=-
plete protection against threatened viola-
tions, or complete redress for violations, such
relief may be pleaded in bar in the U.S. dis-
trict court or in proceedings before the Board
on Employee Rights.

Furthermore, an employee may not seek
his remedy through both the Board and the
court. If he elects to pursue his remedies
through the Board under section 5, for in-
stance, he walves his right under section 4
to take his case directly to the district court.

SECTION 11

Section 11 is the standard severability
clause.

CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUISITION
OF EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES IN
SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN CLOSE
PROXIMITY TO INDIAN RESERVA-
TIONS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 144) to pro-
vide for the appropriation of funds to
assist school districts adjoining or in the
proximity of Indian reservations, to con-
struct elementary and secondary schools,
and to provide proper housing and educa-
tional opportunities for Indian children
attending these public schools, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Inferior and Insular Affairs, with an
amendment, on page 3, after line 18,
strike out:
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Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this joint resolution, there is
authorized to be appropriated, for the fiscal
year commencing July 1, 1970, the sum of
87,600,000, and for each of the two next
succeeding fiscal years, the sum of §7,500,000,
such funds to remain available wuntil
expended.

And, in lieu thereof, insert:

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this joint resolution, there is
authorized to be appropriated $27,400,000
annually for each of the fiscal years 1971,
1972, and 1973. Such sums shall remain avail-
able until expended.

So as to make the joint resolution
with the preamble read:

To provide for the appropriation of funds
to assist school districts adjoining or in the
proximity of Indian reservations, to con-
struct elementary and secondary schools and
to provide proper housing and educational
opportunity for Indian children attending
these public schools.

Whereas it is the responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government to provide educational op-
portunities to Indian children living on In-
dian reservations or on Indian land in the
proximity of reservations; and

Whereas the Secretary of the Interlor has
found it practicable and advisable to educate
Indian children in the public schools;

Whereas sufficient schools have not been
constructed by the Federal Government to
provide for the education of Indian children
in some areas of Indian reservations served
by public school districts; and

Whereas these public school districts are
bonded to the limit and are unable to pro-
vide facilities, which forces many of the In-
dian children to attend schools in dilapidated
barracks and quonset huts, or to leave the
reservation to attend Indlan boarding schools
in other States; and

Whereas the Indians desire that their chil-
dren attend public schools in their immedi-
ate loeality; and

‘Whereas the public school districts are will-
ing to accept the Indian children if funds
can be obtained to construct adequate factli-
ties; and

Whereas the Bureau of Indian Affairs has
facilitles where necessary in connection with
new school facilities; and

Whereas the cost to the Govcernment of
educating the Indian children in these areas
would be decreased if provision is made for
them to attend public schools in the area In
which they presently reside: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of
the Interior is authorized to enter into a con-
tract or contracts with any State or local
educational agency for the purpose of assist-
ing such agency in the construction or acqui-
sition of classrooms and other facilities in
school districts adjacent or in close proximity
to Indian reservations necessary for the edu-
cation of Indians residing on any such res-
ervation. Any such contract entered into by
the Secretary pursuant to this joint resolu-
tlon shall contain provisions requiring such
contracting agency to—

(1) provide Indian students attending such
facilities In any school district the same
standard of education as provided non-In-
dian students In such district;

(2) operate such facilities as a part of the
public school system and provide a program
of instruction meeting the standards re-
quired by such State or local educational
agency for other public schools under the
jurisdiction or control of such agency; and

(3) meet, with respect to such facilities
acquired or constructed pursuant to such
contract, the requirements of the State and
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local building codes, and other building
standards set by any such State or local edu-
cational agency for other public school facili-
tles under its jurisdiction or comtrol. .

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this joint resolution, there is
authorized to be appropriated $27,400,000
annually for each of the fiscal years 1971,
1972, and 1973, Such sums shall remain avail-
able until expended.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I wish
to express my strong support for the res-
olution, Senate Joint Resolution 144, now
before us to provide additional funds for
the construction of schools near Indian
reservations.

I am pleased to have joined my distin-
guished colleague from New Mexico, Sen-
ator CLINTON ANDERSON, in cosponsoring
this important measure. Basically, Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 144 would authorize
the appropriation of construction funds
to assist local public school distriets in
the education of Indian children who re-
side on reservations and Indian lands
near reservations in proximity of public
school districts.

In the past, assistance to these school
districts under Public Law 815 has proven
wholly inadequate. Actual appropriations
under this law have been negligible, and
there is at present a tremendous backlog
of applications under Public Law 815.
Under r.o circumstances can we continue
to depend on this source for meaningful
assistance for school districts with large
numbers of Indian children.

Even should Public Law 815 funds be
forthcoming for these school districts,
these funds relate only to classroom
space. The needs of school districts re-
sponsible for educating Indian children,
whose parents are not taxpaying Federal
Government workers or military person-
nel extend far beyond classroom con-
struction. Funds are also needed for
cafeteria, libraries, and recreation fa-
cilities.

Enactment of Senate Joint Resolution
144 would go far to meet these needs. It
would permit public school districts to
provide high quality education for In-
dian children without removing the chil-
dren from their homes and sending them
to distant boarding schools, If the school
districts are to be adequate to the task
of educating Indian children attending
schools within their boundaries, finan-
cial assistance must be afforded them.

I commend the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs for recogniz-
ing the need for this legislation and act-
ing promptly in reporting it to the Sen-
ate floor. I am pleased this committee
has, appropriately, raised the authori-
zation figure in the resolution to more
realistically reflect the true requirement.
‘The resolution provides $27.4 million an-
nually for the next 3 fiscal years. This
figure compares to the total need of $82,-
175,000, estimated by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs.

Mr. President, I think this is a small
amount to ask for, considering the scope
of the problem. These funds would make
possible direct assistance from the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, and school dis-
tricts receiving such assistance would be
required to provide Indian students with
the same educational standards as are
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provided non-Indian students. This
proposal represents an intelligent and
critically needed solution—at least in
part—to the crisis we face in Indian edu-
cation.

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to
join me in support of this important leg-
islation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No.
91-874), explaining the purposes of the
measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of Senate Joint Resolution 144,
introduced by Senator Anderson, for him-
self, Senator Montoya and several other co-
sponsors, is to provide for the appropriation
of funds to aid public school districts near
Indian reservations in the construction of
classrooms, housing and other necessary edu-
cational facilities for Indian children attend-
ing these schools.

NEED

There are today approximately 120,500 In-
dian children attending public elementary
and secondary schools in or near Indian areas
and another 52,000 are attending Bureau of
Indian Affairs schools. Some 17,000 Indian
children are attending mission or parochial
schools. In each of these three categories
of schools there are unmet construction
needs. In the case of Bureau schools, there
is an unfunded construction backlog need
of some $200 million. The committee has
no information on the needs of the mission
and the parochial schools but it is well
known that such needs do exist and that
such schools are generally in increasing fi-
nancial distress and some are closing thereby
increasing the need for additional school fa-
cilities in those areas.

At the request of Senator Anderson, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs has furnished an
estimate of the total construction needs for
public schools that serve Indian children
in or near Indian areas. The list of the
estimates for the various States, which totals
some $82.2 million, is as follows:

Estimate of public school construction needs
in Indian areas

Amount

£1, 000, 000

20, 000, 000

State:

Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming

1 Not available.

For many years the Congress has been ad-
vised that the movement of Indian children
away from boarding schools and Bureau of
Indian Affairs day schools and into the pub-
lic system should be accelerated. The Meriam
Report of 1928, the survey report of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs made in 1954, the
report to the Secretary of the Interior by
the Task Force on Indlan Affairs in 1961,
the President's message of March 6, 1968, and
most recently the 1959 Report of the Special
Subcommittee on Indian Education of the
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Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare have very strongly urged that Indian
children receive their education in public
schools near the reservations.

Enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 144
is recommended because assistance from oth-
er sources, such as Public Law 81-815 funds,
has proven to be totally inadequate to meet
Indian education needs. Even when money is
available under Public Law 815, a local school
district may obtain funds only for construc-
tion directly related to classroom space. This
restriction may be a valid one when taken in
reference to facilities in a district having
adequate school income and used by non-
Indian students whose parents are taxpay-
ing Federal Government workers or military
personnel. However, the education of Indian
children is a totally different and unrelated
Federal obligation. Funds pent on facilities
for Indian children should not be considered
as expenditures which merely supplement
existing school budgets. These funds are nec-
essary for every construction need a given
school facility may encounter, including
cafeterias, libraries and recreation facilities.
A very small tax base as well as chronic
poverty conditions exist in many school dis-
tricts with the responsibility of educating
Indian children. The end result is insuffi-
cient school income in any form.

The backlog of unfunded Public Law 815
applications is another factor to be consid-
ered. Even if Public Law 815 funds could be
used for complete school facilities, there ap-
pears to be no hope of obtaining needed
money from this source. Public Law 815 ap-
propriations have fallen more than 6 years
behind estimated requirements. Yet, in most
school districts serving Indian children, there
has been a rapid increase in the number of
students. Present facllities are overcrowded
and construction funds are falling further
behind each year.

A long and exhaustive review of the im-
pacted area program under Public Law 815
and the supplementary boarding school sys-
tem has demonstrated that modern, State-
operated educational facilities In the proxim-
ity of Indian homes are the only reasonable
solution to Indian educational needs. In the

long run, this approach will allow Indian
children to receive a good education and at
the same time remain exposed to their own
time-honored traditions and social patterns.

AMENDMENT

Senate Joint Resolution 144 would au-
thorize funds which would enable the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into contracts
with State or local educational agencies to
assist in the construction of acquisition of
educational facilities in school districts in
close proximity to Indian reservations. These
contracts would contain requirements that
Indian students receive the same standard of
education as provided non-Indian students.

As originally introduced, this legislation
provided an authorization of $7.56 million for
each of the fiscal years 1971, 1972, and 1973
to meet the construction funding needed.
Following receipt of information from the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and various State
education officials, the estimates of construc-
tion needs rose to approximately $82.2 mil-
lion, The committee has adopted amendatory
language to reflect the more than $80 million
figure.

COMMITTEE COMMENT

The purpose of this bill is to provide a
stronger ecducational program for Indians
both on and off the reservations, It is the in-
tention of the committee to guarantee to the
Indian students educational quality and op-
portunities equal to that received by students
in public schools.

This committee calls for the Bureau of
Indian Affairs to lend its full effort to the
full funding of this authorization. The com-
mittee further urges that through this pro-
gram Indian children be removed from board-
ing schools and placed in public schools near
their homes as rapidly as possible. It is the
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intent and hope of the committee that board-
ing schools may be eliminated from the In-
dian education program at the earliest pos-
sible date and, further, that the responsi-
bility for the education of Indian children
be transferred to the local public school dis-
tricts, where at all possible.

The Commissioner of Indian Affalrs is re-
quested to report to this committee at the
end of each year for which funds are au-
thorized by this legislation concerning:

(1) Whether or not the authorization is
sufficient to accomplish the goals of Congress
in improving Indian education;

(2) The progress made in transferring stu-
dents from boarding schools to public
schools;

(3) The progress in turning over to the
States the responsibility for the education
of Indian children; and

(4) Any problems that may have been en-
countered in carrying out the desires of this
committee that better education programs be
provided for the Indian students.

There may be problems, for instance, in
busing children because of lack of roads.
The committee would hope such needs would
Be outlined and recommendations be made
for possible solutions, In this and other mat-
ters, the committee wishes full information
from the Commissioner in his annual report.
The committee cannot overemphasize its de-
sire that this program be implemented fully
and with dispatch,

COST

The resolution, as amended, would author-
ize 827,400,000 for each of the fiscal years
1971, 1972 and 1973 to carry out its purposes.
It is expected that appropriations for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs would be reduced in
a like or greater amount as Indian education
responsibility is transferred to local school
districts.

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Pastore rule not be applicable
to the bills passed on the call of the cal-
endar this morning; in other words, that
the rule of germaneness will start when
the unfinished business is laid before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs) is now recognized for 40 min-
utes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I had in
mind this morning presenting a series
of amendments to the administration’s
Manpower and Training Act and ex-
plaining them to the Senate, as I am the
author of the administration’s bill and I
feel that the situation has developed to
require additional amendments and ad-
ditional opportunities under the bill.

But, Mr. President, before I do that, I
wish to comment on a situation which
developed this morning and which I
think is of the greatest importance to
the country.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I speak
now as ranking member on the minority
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side of the Joint Economic Committee of
both Houses of Congress, It will be noted
that the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board, Arthur Burns, who used to
be part of the President’s staff, has
urged that, in his words:

There may be useful, albeit very modest,
role for an incomes policy to play in short-
ening the perlod between suppression of ex-
cess demand and restoration of price
stability.

Reportedly, in making this statement
Dr. Burns who is said to have been urg-
ing President Nixon to apply generalized
pressure against wage and price boosts,
reiterated his long-held view that such
efforts cannot work well for a long
period.

Mr. President, I note also this morn-
ing that, in a speech in New York, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Mr. Romney, has come out quite
clearly for one of the recommendations
made by the whole minority on the Joint
Economic Committee.

I wish to emphasize that there are the
recommendations made by the whole mi-
nority of the Joint Economic Commit-
tee.
I now wish to read them into the Rec-
orp. It comes from the minority report
in the President’s Economic Report,
which is the classic document issued in
April of every year,

It reads as follows:

We recommend that the administration
immediately announce the inflationary im-
plications of unusually significant wage and
price decisions. The Council of Economic Ad-
visers should calculate and make public how
much each price increase adds to the whole-
sale or consumer price index, and indicate
other prices which would be adversely af-
fected by such an increase, It should publish
specific arguments why a particular indus-
try feels it necessary to raise its prices, and
suggest Government studies of situations
where particular bottlenecks or unusual sup-
ply and demand conditions exist.

Similarly, on the wage front, the Council
should publish the price implications of un-
usual collection bargaining agreements, in-
cluding the timing of the wage increases un-
der different assumptions, the productivity
experience of workers in the industry, the
industry's profit situation and whether in-
dustry officials feel the increases will ne-
cessitate price Increases.

These activities should not be considered
the foundation for more detailed interven-
tion by the Government in individual wage
and price decisions. However, we see no harm
in opening up price and wage decisions which
significantly affect the economy to the eyes
of the public. Public serutiny could well have
& salutary effect in discouraging price and
wage increases that would have infiationary
consequernces,

Mr. President, that is the proposal of
the minority of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, now in essence backed by the Sec-
retary of Housiig and Urban Develop-
ment, Mr, Romaey, and indicated—al-
though he dealt only with the prineciple
involved—by the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, Mr. Burns. At one
and the same time, we note that the
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Adyvisers, Dr. MeCracken, apparently has
rejected the idea and retained his fidel-
ity, which represents that of the admin-
istration, to the fiscal and monetary
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means for dealing with the present very
unsatisfactory economic situation.

However, it is worthy of note that
press reports indicate that Dr. Mec-
Cracken has conceded that because of
changing economic conditions, manage-
ment and labor would be more conducive
to Government appeals to hold the price
and wage line.

Now, Mr. President, I rise this morn-
ing to support the position taken by Dr.
Burns and by Secretary Romney and to
urge the President to adopt this view.

Later in the 'week, I shall be making
an extensive speech on the economy out-
lining why I believe the economic situa-
tion of the country, present and fore-
cast, has been brought to such a point in
terms of confidence by the Vietnam war,
making that an additional, major rea-
son why we have to expedite our with-
drawal from Vietnam.

In the meantime, however, there is no
reason why the measures that should be
taken and which are a direct result of the
fact that the financial implications of the
Vietnam war have been swept under the
rug for years and have not been faced up
to by the country, should not now be
faced up to.

We can only hope to ameliorate the
situation, even though it cannot be fully
corrected until we get out of the Vietnam
war. We ought to do everything we can
to face up to the fact that we are in war.
We have not done this. We have not done
it in matters of taxation. We have not
done it with respect to a ceiling on ex-
penditures. We have not done it with re-
spect to wage and price guidelines, or
with respect to what Dr. Burns properly
calls an “incomes policy.” It is for this
reason that I fully support the position
of Dr. Burns and Secretary Romney, and
dissent from the apparent position of Dr.
McCracken.

I urge the President to pay the most
serious attention to the urgent need for
an “incomes policy” which will endeavor
to establish some restraint upon sky-
rocketing wages and prices and which
takes cognizance, of course, of interest
rates and the shortage of money for loans
for legitimate purposes in this country.

Mr. President, I hope the President will
recognize that while this may not be the
whole answer to the very dangerous eco-
nomic condition which the country now
faces, it would provide partial remedy.
And right now such a partial, short-term
remedy becomes a matter of the highest
priority in terms of the economy of
America.

I hope the President will pay very
strict attention to these two outstand-
ingly important advisers who have given
him, in my judgment, exactly the right
advice at the right time.

Bear in mind that this advice is backed
up by the views of the minority of the
Joint Economic Committee which is by
no means composed of wild-eyed radi-
cals, but is composed of some of the most
solid and deep conservative thinkers on
economic problems in the Senate and the
House of Representatives. A complete
caucus of all Republicans in the Senate
also met and discussed these minority
views before they were finalized,
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Mr. President, I might say that I am
very proud to note that the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. MiLLEr), who was in the
Chamber a moment ago, is one of the
minority members on the Joint Economic
Committee and has given this matter
considerable thought.

I hope the President will find the time
to read the views of the minority on the
Joint Economic Committee.

MANPOWER AMENDMENT TO BOOST
PUBLIC SECTOR JOBS TO FIGHT
HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 634

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit
today on behalf of myself, our distin-
guished minority leader, the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort), the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE),
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy),
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScHwWEIKER), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), an amendment to
the administration's proposed new Man-
power Training Act (S. 2838) to provide
a limited number of training job oppor-
tunities in the public sector and to trig-
ger additional funds for such training as
well as public service employment in the
event that unemployment becomes espe-
cially severe.

Mr. President, it certainly appears now
that it is becoming especially severe.

The amount of money and the number
of jobs that I have in mind are about
the basic minimum that we can count
on in such a situation.

For fiscal year 1971, I propose a $500
million community service manpower
program.

For fiscal year 1972, I propose an
authorization of $800 million.

The average cost of a job in this situa-
tion is $6,000.

Under the proposal which I have in-
troduced by way of amendment, it would
provide approximately 83,300 public serv-
ice jobs in the first year and an additional
49,700 in the second year, making an
aggregate of 133,000 in the second year.

This amendment weuld insure that the
Manpower Training Act specifically in-
cludes a basic program of public service
employment.

My proposal would not be a make-
work program of the WPA type that
characterized our efforts throughout the
great depression of the thirties. Nor
would it be a program proceeding on the
concept of Government as the employer
of last resort that does not have any
limitations.

I propose a program which recognizes
the real need of the public sector, the
occupational links between that sector
and the private sector, and the necessity
of providing community service in such
a way as to respect the needs of the
individuals and to provide for the ad-
vancement of the individuals involved.

Under the proposed amendment, a
community-service manpower program
would be developed on the basis both of
an analysis and an organization of tasks
and skills into a career hierarchy with
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jncreasing responsibility and pay with-
in the employer agency.

Thus the persons frained under these
programs will be, unlike those programs
in the past, trained for real jobs and
opportunities for career advancement.

The programs would be developed and
coordinated with secondary, postsec-
ondary, and higher education programs
qualifying persons for advancement, and
even with paraprofessional opportuni-
ties commensurate with their ability, ed-
ucation, and experience.

Under the State plan, employer agen-
cies granted funds for support of em-
ployment would be required to specify
in specific terms the type of career op-
portunities involved.

And all State and local public agen-
cies involved in the formulation and con-
duct of programs under the act would
be required to review their task and skill
requirements, including civil service re-
quirements, in accordance with regula-
tions promulgated by the Secretary of
Labor. Technical assistance would be
provided for this purpose and to train
supervisory and adult basic-education
personnel to analyze and to develop
career opportunities.

Also, the amendment would authorize
technical assistance for the organization
of local service companies. In some cases
this has been done. For example, it has
been done in the case of companies pro-
viding basic public services. These com-
panies would be owned in substantial
pert by low-income individuals. They
would be established to provide essential
services by contract with munieipalities.
There would be encouragement under
this amendment for the utilization of this
kind of corporation by governmental
entities.

The proposed amendment would pro-
vide additional funds for training and
employment in the public sector.

I mentioned before that in the event
unemployment becomes especially severe
in this country, I am providing for in-
creased appropriations on a step-by-step
basis, so that if the pressure of unem-
ployment increases, the amount of funds
available for training for public service
jobs would increase also.

The trigger would be basically the
same as the administration’s trigger in
the Manpower Training Act—that is, if
the national unemployment average is
4.5 percent and continues for more than
three consecutive months, that would
operate the trigger under the act.

Under the administration’s proposed
act, an additional 10 percent of appro-
priations would be provided in that event.
At current appropriations levels, this
would result in approximately $160 mil-
lion in additiona’ funds a year.

The way in which my amendment
deals with the matter is to step that up
at the rate of another $100 million for
every two-tenths of 1 percent increase in
the national unemployment level con-
tinuing for more than 3 months.

On that basis, with a 5.5 percent na-
tional unemployment average, the ad-
ditional appropriations would be $700
million instead of $200 million. This
would be available with respect to com-
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munity service programs to be utilized
for public service job training.

Mr. President, this is a very major im-
provement, because the real problem
which we face in this situation is to keep
pace quickly enough and automatically
enough with the seriously deteriorating
economic situation, instead of having
rescue parties in the Congress, which we
have seen happen before.

The big problem that should spark us
into action is the unevenness of the im-
pact of unemployment because the job-
less rate hits hardest among blacks.
While there is now an unemployment
rate of 4.8 percent, black people have an
unemployment rate of 8 percent. It hits
hardest in the poverty areas where it is
up around 20 percent; and it hits hard-
est among teenagers, especially among
black teenagers living in ghettos, whose
rate of unemployment has now gone up
to 32 percent. One-third of black teen-
agers living in ghettos are unemployed.
Some 200,000 more young persons were
out of work last month than in the pre-
vious month, which reflects the most un-
settling influence in our slums and
ghettos.

These cold statistics reflect shocking
social problems.

Mr. President, we can no longer engage
merely in academic discussions as to
what does or does not constitute accept-
able or tolerable unemplyment.

We have the responsibility as Members
of this Congress fo take action to deal
with the unemployment situation which
we face. Mr. President, ironically, while
we face serious unemployment, we ur-
gently need personnel to implement our
new commitment to save our physical en-
vironment and to satisfy our unmet obli-
gations fo redeem our social environment.

A recent study completed for the De-
partment of Labor and the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare by the
Nationa] Planning Association concludes
that achievement of the national goals
determined by the Presidential Commis-
sion on National Goals will more than
double by 1875, our public service em-
ployments needs of 1962.

Our present public service employment
opportunities, as identified in a study
completed in 1965 for OEO, corroborate
this finding. Aceording to the OEO study,
43 million new jobs could be filled in
public service if Government were to ful-
fill its obligations in these activities, A
1968 study by the Upjohn Institute proj-
ects that in 130 cities with a population
of 100,000 or more there are 280,000 such
unfilled slots in those cities above.

And yet ironically, we continue to tell
more than 20 million poor—approxi-
mately 10 percent of our entire popula-
tion—that the road away from poverty
to economic dignity, is traveled by those
who work.

Here is work crying to be given if there
were those to fill the jobs. As the Upjohn
Institute study indicated, in 130 cities
with a population of 100,000 or more
there are 280,000 unfilled jobs.

With our public-service needs and our
unemployment situation in mind, the
minority members of the Joint Economic
Committee—which includes Senators
MiLLER, JorDAN, PerCcY, and myself—
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recommended, on March 25, 1970, that
the administration consider a limited
number of public sector jobs as well as
training, to deal with rising unemploy-
ment.

This thesis has powerful support in
the administration by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development. I hope
very much that the President may sce
the rightness of this matter and join in 1t.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the Recorp
at this point an explanation of the pro-
posed amendment, together with its text,
a memorandum cetailing our oubl:e
service needs, and materials issued by
the Department of Labor on this sub-
ject, one entitled “The Unemployment
Situation: April 1970,” and the other
entitled “The Unemployment Situation
in Urban Poverty Neighborhoods: First
Quarter 1370.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. METcALF) . The amendment will
be received and printed, and will be ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the amendment will be printed in
the Recorp together with the explana-
tion, the memorandum, and the materials
referred to.

The amendment (No. 634) was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 634

On page 17 between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

“(7) Provide for community service man-
power programs to be carried out in eligible
areas of a State.”

On page 17, line 17, strike out “(7)" and
insert in lieu thereof *“(8)".

On page 27, line 10, strike out “programs
providing work experience” and insert In
leu thereof “work experience programs and
community service manpower p. =

On page 28, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following new section:

“SPECIAL CONDITIONS RELATING TO COMMUNITY
SERVICE MANPOWER PROGRAMS

“Sec. 110(a) No financial assistance under
Section 611(b) for any community service
manpower program shall be provided under
this title unless the Secretary determines
that—

“{1) Such programs will be carried out in
such a manner as to benefit eligible indi-
viduals residing in eligible areas;

“(2) Persons employed in any such pro-
gram are furnished an opportunity for fur-
ther education, training and necessary sup-
portive services, including pre-training serv-
ices, rehabilitative and preventlve services for
persons with problems resulting from the use
of narcotics and alcohol, basic malntenance,
transportation, health, family, child care,
counseling, placement, and other services as
may be necessary for them to participate in
such programs, to prepare them for entry
into training and employment opportunities
in the private sector, and generally to con-
tribute %o their occupational development
and upward job mobility.

“(3) Not more than 25 percentum of the
funds allocated for such programs in any
State shall be used for State employer op-
erated community manpower programs ex-
cept that the Secretary shall approve the use
of funds in excess of such percentum for
such purposes in States of comparatively
small size of population where such would
better carry out the purposes of this section.

“(4) Such programs will provide, wherever
feasible, for the participation of community
action agencies established under the Eco-
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nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, city demon-
stration agencies established under the Dem-
onstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act of 1966, local service companies and
other community based organizations in the
conduct of such programs.

“(5) Such programs are to be conducted
by State and local public agencies and in-
dependent public authorities which give as-
surances to the Secretary that they will un-
dertake analysis of job descriptions and a re-
evaluation of skill requirements at all levels
of employment, including civil service re-
quirements and practices relating thereto, in
accordance with regulations promulgated by
the Secretary under Section 306.

*{6) Whenever any such programs involve
the establishment of physical improvements,
preference is given to improvements which
will be substantially used by low-income per-
sons and families in eligible areas.

“{b) For the purpose of this section, the
Becretary shall designate eligible areas in
which community service manpower pro-
grams may be conducted in any State. An
urban area shall be eligible if such area
contains a high concentration of low-income
families and individuals and has severe prob-
lems of unemployment and underemploy-
ment or a substantial emigration of indi-
viduals residing in any such area as a result
of the problem of finding employment. The
Secretary may designate as an eligible area
any city, county, multicity, or multicounty
unit, Indian reservation, neighborhood, or
other area, without regard to boundaries or
political subdivisions, which provides a
suitable organizational base and possesses
the commonality of interest needed for a
community service manpower program. In
making a designation under this section, the
Secretary shall give due consideration to (1)
areas established for the administration of
programs under title I of this Act, (2) re-
gional planning and development area
boundaries established by State planning
agencies or by the chief executive of the
State, and (3) boundaries of existing areas
established for the purposes of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965, and
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965, the Demonstration Cities and Metro-
politan Development Act of 1966, and other
relevant provisions of federal law.”

On page 28, line 13, strike out “Sec. 110"
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 111."

On page 28, line 19, strike out “Sec. 111"
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 112.”

On page 29, line 2, strike out “Sec. 112" and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 113."

On page 41, strike line 6 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: "arrangements, pre-
serve and inservice training for specialized,
supportive, and supervisory and other per-
sonnel and”

On page 41, line 9, strike the period and
insert in lieu thereof a comma and the fol-
lowing: “including training and assistance
necessary to assist in the establishment and
maintenance of local service companies.”

On page 41, between lines 13 and 14, and
inser . the following new section:

“REMOVAL OF ARTIFICIAL BARRIERS TO
EMPLOYMENT AND ADVANCEMENT

“Sec. 306: (a) The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, shall conduct a continu-
ing study of the extent to which artificial
barriers to employment and occupation ad-
vancement, including ecivil service require-
ments and practices relating thereto, within
all state and local public agencies and inde-
pendent public authorities responsible for
the formulation or conduct of programs un-
der this Act restrict the opportunities for
employment and advancement within such
agencies.

“(b) The Secretary, in consultation with
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the Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, shall develop and promulgate guide-
lines, based upon such study, setting forth
task and skill requirements for specific jobs
and recommended job descriptions at all
levels of employment, designed to encourage
career employment and occupational ad-
vancement within such public agencies and
authorities.

‘“(e) The Secretary shall provide such tech-
nical assistance to such agencies and author-
ities as may be necessary to achieve the ob-
jectives of this section.”

On page 45, strike out lines 5 through 23
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“8Sec. 502(a) For the purpose of providing
rapid action in situations involving exces-
sive unemployment, until the Congress shall
have an opportunity to act, there is hereby
appropriated, out of moneys in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, and in addition
to the sums heretofore appropriated to carry
out the provisions of this Act during the cur-
rent fiscal year, an amount egual to:

“(1) ten percentum of such sums hereto-
fore appropriated, if the Secretary deter-
mines that for each of the most recent three
consecutive calendar months ending prior
to the date on which a determination is
made, the rate of national unemployment
(seasonally adjusted) had Increased to 4%
percentum or higher; and

“(2) one hundred milllon dollars for each
2/10 of one percentum by which national
unemployment exceeds 4!4 percentum for
each month during the three month period
applicable under paragraph (1). Funds ap-
propriated under this title shall be utilized,
without regard to the apportionment formula
prescribed in section 601, in financing train-
ing, community service manpower programs
and related activities for unemployed individ-
uals as authorized by title I of this Act
which the Secretary determines afford the
most effective opportunity to alleviate the
situation.”

On page 45, line 24, strike out “(c)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(b).”

On page 45, line 25, strike out “(b)" and
insert in lieu thereof '“(a)".

On page 46, line 6, strike out “(d)" and
insert in lieu thereof *(c)."

On page 46, line 7, strike out “(b)"” and
“{c)" and insert in lieu thereof “(a)" and
“(b)" respectively.

On page 47, line 2 after the period the fol-
lowing new sentence: “In the case of the
use of funds appropriated under Section 502
for financing community service manpower
programs the Secretary shall, to the extent
possible, give priority to programs in occu-
pational areas which will most likely expand
within the private sector whenever a deter-
mination is made under Section 502(c) that
no further obligation of funds so appro-
priated may be made; the Secretary shall,
by whatever arrangements he deems appro-
priate, insure that participants in commu-
nity service manpower programs carried out
under this title are provided additional
training, employment, and related services.

On page 47, line 8 strike out line 8 and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “title II,
IV, and V), and one hundred percentum of
the funds appropriated under subsection
(b) of Section 611 of Title I and available for
the purpose shall be”

On page 47, line 21, insert after the period,
the following new sentence: “In the case of
apportionment of amounts appropriated for
community service manpower programs
under subsection (b) of Section 611 of this
Act, the Secretary shall include, in addition
to the criteria set forth in the preceding
sentence, such factors as the number of
eligible areas in the State and the extent
of unemployment and underemployment
within such areas, compared with the num-
ber of such areas and the extent of unem-
ployment and underemployment in the
Nation.”
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On page 47, line 22 after “statistical area”
insert a comma and the following: “eligible
area'

On page 53, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following new paragraphs:

“(1) ‘community service manpower pro-
gram’' means a program conducted in eligible
areas in any State designed primarily to pro-
vide public or private work and training
opportunities and education and other
necessary supportive services to unemployed
and low-income persons in the fields of
health, public safety, education, recreation,
streets, parks, and muncipal maintenance,
housing and neighborhood improvement,
conservation and rural development, beauti-
fication, and other fields of human better-
ment and community and environmental
improvement, including the establishment,
operation or strengthening of any such
program.

“(2) ‘Local Service Company’ means a
corporation, partnership, or other business
entity organized to operate a community
service manpower program oOr compo-
nent thereof and owned in substantial part
by unemployed or low-income residents of
their representatives of one or more eligible
areas.

“(3) 'Low-income' has the same meaning
as provided by section 125 of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964;"

On page 53, line 12, strike out “(a)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(4)"

On page 53, line 12, strike out “(b)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(5)"

On page 53, line 17, strike out “(c¢)* and
insert in lieu thereof *(6)"

On page 53, line 19, strike out “(b)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(7)"

On page 56, line 12, after the word “sums”
insert a comma and the following: *“not to
exceed $9—— in any fiscal year,"”

On page 56, between lines 14 and 15 in-
sert the following:

“{b) In addition to the sums authorized
to be appropriated under subsection (a)
there shall be authorized to be appropriated
the sum of $500,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and the sum of $800,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972 to carry out Community Service Man-
power Programs assisted under Title I.”

On page 58, line 15, strike out "“(b) and in-
sert in lieu thereof *(c)”

The material, presented by Mr. JaviTs,
is as follows:

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY
SENATOR JacoB K. JAVITS TO THE MANPOWER
TRAINING ACT OF 1969

The Administration’'s proposed Manpower
Training Act of 1969, S. 2838, is designed to
permit the States and the localities to assume
greater responsibility for the conduct of
manpower training activities on the local
level.*

Under the Act, the State must develop a
“Comprehensive Manpower Development
Plan,” in order to guide the expenditure of
manpower funds allocated to the State.

*The Act provides for a three-stage decen-
tralization: First, State administration of 25
percent of apportioned funds when it desig-
nates a “lead agency" and develops compre-
hensive manpower planning capability and
an approved manpower plan; second, State
administration of 6624 percent of the funds
when it establishes (1) a Comprehensive
Manpower Agency to operate the unified pro-
grams in accordance with an approved plan,
(2) a State manpower planning organization
to coordinate all manpower related programs,
and (3) arrangements to designate Mayors as
area prime sponsors; and third, State control
of 100 percent of its apportioned funds when
the State meets objective standards of ex-
emplary performance in planning and carry-
ing out its manpower service system.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE MANPOWER PROGEAMS

‘While public service employment activities
are among those which a State may choose
to fund under the plan, the Act does not em-
phasize that activities are to be an integral
part of local efforts and no special funds are
authorized for such programs.

The amendment would authorize addi-
tional funds for “community service man-
power programs"” as an integral part of the
State comprehensive manpower development

lan,

5 The proposed basic program of public-
service employment would not be a make-
work program of the kind that formed the
crux of efforts during the depression of the
1930's, nor & program proceeding on the con-
cept of government as “the employer of the
1ast resort.”

The proposed program would recognize the
real needs of the public sector, the occupa-
tional links, between that sector and the pri-
vate sector, and the necessity of providing
community service in such a way as to respect
the needs of the individuals and to provide
for the advancement of individuals involved.

Under the proposed amendment, a coms-
munity-service manpower program would be
developed on the basls both of an analysis of
and an organization of tasks and skills into
a career hierarchy with increasing respon-
sibility and pay within the employer agency.
Under the amendment community service
manpower programs would be developed and
coordinated with secondary, post-secondary,
and higher-education programs qualifying
persons for advancement; and with para-
professional opportunities commensurate
with their ability, education and experience.
Under the State plan, employer agencies
granted funds for support of employment
would be required to specify in specific terms
the type of career opportunities involved.
Technical assistance would be provided to
train supervisory and adult baslc education
personnel and to analyze and develop career
opportunities.

For fiseal year, 1971, $500 million would be
authorized; and for fiscal year 1972, $800 mil-
lion. At an average cost of $6,000 per job,
there would be provision for 83,300 public
service jobs in the first year, and an addi-
tional 49,700 or an aggregate of 133,000 such
Jobs In the second year.

Under the amendment, funds would be
apportioned among the States on the basis
of the extent of unemployment and under-
employment and the number of disadvan-
taged persons. Under each State plan funds
would have to be focused on eligible urban
and rural areas, which would be designated
by the Becretary of Labor. Eligible urban
areas would include those containing a high
concentration of low-income families and
individuals, and having severe problems of
unemployment and underemployment. A
rural area would be regarded as an eligible
area if it contained a high proportion of
low-income families and individuals and had
severe problems of unemployment and un-
deremployment or substantial emigration of
individuals residing in such areas as a result
of the problem of finding employment.

In order to qualify for assistance, com-
munity service manpower programs would
have to be carrled out in such a manner as
to benefit the residents of urban and rural
areas with high concentrations of low-in-
come families. The States would utilize up
to 25 percent of the jobs except in smaller
States, where the Secretary could approve
a greater percentage. The program would
also provide for the involvement of com-
munity-action agencles, Opportunities In-
dustrialization Centers, and similar groups
wherever feasible and for the conduct of
programs by corporations, partnerships and
other business entities owned in substantial
part by unemployed low-income residents
of one or more eligible areas. Provisions would
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be included to ensure the development of
standards, fiscal control and evaluation.
Under the State plan, all state and local
public agencies Involved in the formulation
and conduct of programs under the Act
would be required to review their task and
skill requirements including civil service re-
quirements in accordance with regulations
promulgated by the Secretary. Technical as-
sistance would be provided for this purpose
and to train supervisory and adult basic-
education personnel to analyze and to
develop career opportunities.
TRIGGERING OF FUNDS FOR COMMUNITY -SERVICE

PROGRAMS AND TRAINING IN THE EVENT OF

RISING UNEMPLOYMENT

The Aministration’s Manpower Training
Act contains in title V, a provision providing
for an automatic appropraton of manpower
funds in the event that national unemploy-
ment exceeds 4.5 percent for more than three
consecutive months. Under the proposed Act,
an additional 10 percent of appropriations
would be provided in that event. At current
appropriations levels, this would result in
approximately #$160 million in additional
Tunds.

Under the Administration’s bill, the auto-
matic appropriation is to be used for train-
ing and related activities.

Under the amendment, two changes would
be proposed in the Administration’s provi-
slons:

First, the amount of manpower funds to
which the 10 percent would apply would be
increased by the amount appropriated for
community-service programs. Assuming the
fiscal year 1971 a full appropriation of funds
authorized for community service and =
maintenance of the current manpower effort
for this year, the 10 percent would apply
to approximately $2 billion, providing an ad-
ditional appropriation of $200 million.

Second, the amendment would provide for
additional automatic appropriations as un-
employment rises above the 4.5 percent na-
tional unemployment level. For each two-
tenths of 1 percent increase In three con-
secutive months, an additional appropria-
tion of $100 million in manpower and com-
munity service funds would be automatically
provided.

At 5.6 percent national unemployment, an
additional total appropriation of $700 million
would become available.

The Secretary would have the discretion to
direct the funds into training or community
service manpower programs without regard
to apportionment in whatever proportions
he considered to be most effective in alleviat-
ing the situation. In order to protect those
who could receive opportunities as a result
of additlonal funding, the amendment re-
quires that, to the extent that the Secretary
channels funds Into community service man-
power unemployment programs, he do so in
occupations that will most likely expand
within the private sector as unemployment
subsidies.

The amendment requires that the Secre-
tary shall spend such additional funds only if
they may be effectively used. Funds not used
would return to the Treasury.

PUBLIC SERVICE NEEDS

A recent study completed for the Depart-
ment of Labor and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare by the National
Planning Association concludes that achleve-
ment of the national goals determined by the
Presidential Commission on National Goals
will by 19756 more than double our public
service employment needs of 1962,

Our present public service employment op-
portunities as identified In a study completed
in 19685 for OEO, corroborate this finding.
According to the OEO study, 4.3 million new
jobs could be filled in public service if Gov-
ernment were to fulfill its obligations in these
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activities. A 1968 study by the Upjonn Insti-
tute projects that in 130 cities with a popula-
tion of 100,000 or more there are 280,000 such
slots,

In concert, these three studies evidence the
magnitude of our public service employment
needs. For example:

Health and hospital services—In 1968, the
projection of additional public zervice job
possibilities for these 130 cities alone is
34,534, By 1975, our total health service em-
ployment needs shall have Increased from
1,021,000 in 1962 to 2,374,000, an Increase of
133 percent in 13 years.

Education—In 1968, the projection of addi-
tional public service job possibilities for these
130 cities alone is 84,598. By 19756 our total
educational needs shall have increased 95
percent since 1962. By 1975, our total educa-
tion service needs shall have increased from
618,000 in 1962 to 1,777,000—an increase of
90 percent.

Urban renewal or rehablilitation and sani-
tation—In 1968, the projection of additional
p 1blic service job possibilities for these 130
citlies alone is 25,784. By 1975, our total urban
development service manpower mneeds shall
have Increased 67 percent from 245,000 in
1962 to 408,000.

Welfare—In 1968, the projection of addi-
tiona: public service job possibilities for these
130 cities alone is 26,909. By 1975, our total
welfare service needs shall nave increased 250
percent from 674,000 in 1962 to 1.423,000.

Recreation, parks and antipollution en-
forcement—In 1968, the projection of addi-
tional public service job possibilities for these
130 cities alone is 20,644. By 1975, our public
service employment needs related to natural
resources shall have incresed 93 percent from
66,000 in 1962 to 127,000. A 1968 report of the
National Park and Recreation Association
concludes that their recreation manpower
deficit of 1975 will be 199,000, approximately
four times the present manpower deficit of
58,000.

Public protection—In 1968, the projection
of public service job possibilities for these
130 citles alone is 57,601.

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: APRIL 1970

Unemployment increased for the fourth
consecutive month in April, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics
announced today. The overall rate rose
sharply from 4.4 to 4.8 percent, the highest
point since April 1965. Nearly all of the
increase occurred among male full-time
workers,

Nonfarm payrell employment, after sea-
sonal adjustment, declined by 90,000 in April,
as a result of increased strike activity. In
manufacturing, a large decline in employ-
ment was accompanied by a decrease in the
factory workweek.

TUNEMPLOYMENT

The number of unemployed persons, which
usually falls significantly in April, declined
much less than usual this April. As a result,
after seasonal adjustment, unemployment
was up by 300,000 to 3.9 million.

Since December, unemployment has risen
by 1.1 million. About 450,000 of the increase
occurred among persons who had lost their
last jobs, 300,000 among reentrants to the
labor force, 200,000 among persons who had
never worked before, and 125,000 among job
leavers.

Thus far this year, the unemployment rate
has risen from 3.5 percent in December to 4.8
percent in April. Although both full-time
and part-time jobless rates have risen since
December, the unemployment increase has
been substantially greater among full-time
workers. In April, nearly all of the increase
occurred among full-time workers, whose rate
rose from 4.0 to 4.4 percent.

The unemployment rate for adult men
rose from 2.9 to 8.2 percent between March
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and April, while that for married men in-
creased from 2.2 to 2.4 percent. Both rates
have risen steadily since December and are
back to the levels of mid-1965. The jobless
rate for adult women was virtually un-
changed in April at 4.4 percent; however,
it was up nearly a full percentage point since
December. The increase in joblessness has
not been as great for adult women as for
men over this period.

The teenage unemployment rate moved
up sharply in April, after changing very lit-
tle in recent months, Their rate rose from
139 to 15.7 percent, also the highest point
in 5 years.

The jobless rate for workers covered by
State unemployment insurance programs
rose from 2.7 to 3.1 percent in April, the
highest rate since May 1965. This rate has
been rising since last September. A year ago,
the rate was 2.1 percent.

The unemployment rate for Negro work-
ers rose much more markedly than for whites
in April, climbing from 7.1 to 8.7 percent. The
white rate increased from 4.1 to 4.3 percent.
After remaining less than double the white
rate since last fall, the ratio of Negro-to-
white jobless rates returned to the 2-to-1
relationship that has prevailed for many
years. The larger over-the-month increase
for Negroes occurred not only among adult
men and teenagers but also among adult
women.

Among occupation groups, unemployment
rates rose over the month for clerical and
sales workers and for craftsmen and nonfarm
laborers. Although jobless rates for profes-
sional and technlcal workers, operatives, and
service workers were about unchanged from
March, they have all moved up considerably
in recent months.

Although the only significant industry job-
less rate increases over the month occurred
among workers last employed in trade and
transportation and public utilities, rates
in the other Industries remained well above
levels of the fall of 1969. Until April, these
two industries had experienced only moder-
ate unemployment increases. However, the
increases in both trade and transportation
in April were partly due to the secondary
efforts of the strike in the trucking in-
dustry. Jobless rates in manufacturing (4.8
percent) and construction (8.1 percent) were
unchanged for the second consecutive month,
sfter rising in February.

Short-term unemployment of less than &
weeks duration rose by 300,000 in April to
2.3 million, the highest level since this series
began in 1949. Unemployment of 15 weeks or
over was about unchanged in April at 575,~
000. As a result, long-term unemployment as
a proportion of the labor force remained at
its March level of 0.7 percent.

Along with the rise in unemployment in
April, there was also an increase of 425,000 in
the number of persons who were working
part time for economic reasons, such as slack
work, material shortages, could find only
part-time work, or started or stopped a job
during the week, As a result of these devel-
opments, the percent of labor force time lost
by the unemployed and by persons involun-
tarlly working part time increased from 4.8
percent in March to 5.1 percent in April
(Labor force time lost is & measure of man-
hours lost as a percent of potentially avail-
able labor force man-hours.) As with the
overall unemployment rate, the hours-lost
rate was at its highest point since the spring
of 1965.

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

The civilian labor force increased in line
with seasonal expectations in April. After sea-
sonal adjustments, the labor force was vir-
tually unchanged from the March level of
86.1 million., Although the adult male labor
force rose sightly, the adult women and teen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

age labor forces were unchanged, after in-
creasing sharply in recent months.

Total employment also increased in April,
mostly due to the normal upsurge in agri-
culture, Nonagricultural employment did not
show its usual March-to-April gain and, as
a result, employment fell by 225,000 after
seasonal adjustment.

Since December, the labor force has in-
creased by 1.3 million persons (seasonally
adjusted) —625,000 adult men, 400,000 adult
women, and 275,000 teenagers., Employment
growth, however, has reached a virtual
standstill.

INDUSTRY PAYROLL EMPLOYMENT

Employment on nonagricultural payrolls
increased slightly less than usual in April
and, after seasonal adjustment, was down by
90,000. However, the decline was due entirely
to new strike activity in construction, trans-
portation and public utilities, and govern-
ment. (Workers on strike are not counted as
employed in the payroll employment series,
whereas they are classified as “employed—
with a job but not at work” in the household
serles.)

As has been true since early fall, over-the-
month Increases in service-producing indus-
tries were about counter-balanced by de-
clines in manufacturing. Employment in
manufacturing declined by 145,000 (sea-
sonally adjusted) between March and April
with virtually all of the cutbacks occurring
within the durable goods sector. The largest
decrease occurred in transportation equip-
ment (40,000), primarily due to continued
layoffs in the automobile and alrcraft indus-
tries, Large declines also occurred in the
fabricated metal products, primary metal,
electrical equipment, and food industries.
There were smaller but widespread declines
in many other manufacturing industries.
Since the early fall of 1969, employment in
manufacturing has dropped by 600,000.

Contract construction employment de-
clined by 65,000 in April, after seasonal ad-
justment, with over two-thirds of the drop
due to increased strike activity. The level
of employment in construction was about
the same as a year ago.

Payroll employment advances were posted
in government (90,000), trade (35,000), and
in services and finance, insurance, and real
estate. The large gain in government reflected
mainly the additional hiring of temporary
Census workers. Since February, about
175,000 Census workers have been hired by
the Federal government.

HOURS OF WORK

The workweek in manufacturing declined
by 0.2 hour in April to 40.0 hours, seasonally
adjusted, returning to about the February
level. Since December, the average workweek
for factory workers has fallen by nearly three-
fourths of an hour. The over-the-month de-
cline was generally widespread, with the
largest drops occurring in primary metals,
machinery, chemicals and petroleum.

Factory overtime continued its downward
trend of recent months, falling by 0.1 hour
in April to 3.0 hours. Since the 1969 high
reached in January, factory overtime has
dropped by 0.8 hour, to its lowest point in
6 years.

For all rank-and-file workers on private
nonfarm payrolls, average weekly hours in
April were unchanged for the third consecu-
tive month at 374 hours (seasonally ad-
justed). Since early fall, the workweek was
off by 0.4 hour. Among the major industry
divisions, an over-the-month increase in
the construction workweek was offset by
reductions in manufacturing, mining, and
finance.

EARNINGS

Average hourly earnings for production and
nonsupervisory workers on private payrolls
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edged up by 1 cent in April to $3.18. Com-
pared with a year ago, hourly earnings were
up 20 cents or 6.7 percent.

Average weekly earnings were virtually un-
changed over the month. Among the major
Industries, increases in weekly earnings in
construction and trade were countered by
declines In manufacturing, mining, and fi-
nance, insurance, and real estate.

Over the year ending in March 1970, aver-
age weekly earnings rose by 5.6 percent; after
adjustment for consumer price changes, how-
ever, earnings were—down by 0.4 percent.
THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION IN URBAN Pov-

ERTY NEIGHBORHOODS: FIRST QUARTER 1970

Unemployment rose over the year in the
poverty neighborhoods of the Nation’s 100
largest metropolitan areas, reflecting the
weakening employment situation in the Na-
tion as a whole, the Labor Department’s Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics reported today.

The jobless rate in the urban poverty areas
was 6.6 percent in the first quarter of 1970,
compared with 5.6 percent during the same
quarter of 1969. This was the first over-the-
year increase in the unemployment rate in
urban poverty neighborhoods since the series
began in 1967. This increase followed 3 con-
secutive quarters in which there had been
little or no over-the-year improvement in
the jobless rate. In the remaining urban
neighborhoods of the 100 largest cities, the
unemployment rate also increased over the
year, rising from 3.1 to 4.0 percent.

The jobless rate increase in the poverty
areas affected both whites and blacks; the
white jobless rate rose from 4.6 to 5.7 per-
cent, while the Negro rate increased from 7.0
to 8.0 percent. In the other urban neighbor-
hoods, the unemployment rate for whites also
rose sharply—from 2.9 to 3.8 percent—while
the Negro rate was not significantly changed.

The rise in joblessness among white work-
ers in poverty neighborhoods was concen-
trated among adult men, whose rate in-
creased markedly—from 3.9 to 5.7 percent.
There was virtually no change in the jobless
rate for white adult women or white teen-
agers.

In contrast, the worsening In unemploy-
ment among Negroes living in poverty neigh-
borhoods took place chiefly among teenagers,
whose rate rose by more than one-half—from
20.9 to 32.7 percent. There was no significant
change in the jobless rate for black adult
men or women,

The number of unemployed in urban pov-
erty neighborhoods in the first quarter of
1970 was 415,000, up 55,000 over the same
quarter a year earlier. The increase occurred
largely among white workers, whose unem-
ployment rose by about 25 percent between
first quarter 1969 and first guarter 1970,
while black unemployment edged up by only
7 percent,

EMPLOYMENT, LABOR FORCE, AND
THE POPULATION

Accompanying the over-the-year rise in
unemployment in urban poverty neighbor-
hoods has been an even sharper decline in
employment. Consequently, civilian labor
force in these neighborhoods diminished by
nearly 150,000 workers over the year. Both
the level of employment and labor force in
poverty neighborhoods have been declining
in the recent past. By way of contrast, in the
other urban neighborhoods, employment and
labor force have risen substantially, both for
whites and blacks.

Perhaps the chief factor accounting for
the decline in employment and labor force
in urban poverty nelghborhoods has been
the movement of workers out of these areas.
Between the first quarters of 19690 and 19870,
the population of these neighborhoods
dropped by nearly one-half million persons.
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TABLE 1.—EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER, IN URBAN POVERTY AND OTHER URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS! BY COLOR

{in thousands]

Total

White

Negro and other
races

Negro and other
races

Total White

1st
quarter
1969

1st
quarter
1970

1st
quarter
970

Ist
quarter
1970

1st
quarter
1969

1st
quarter
1969

Ist
quarter
1970

1st 1st
quarter  quarter
1970 1969

%st
quarter
1969

1st
quarter
1970

Ist
quarter
1969

Total United States:
Civilian labor force
Unemployment
Unemployment rate_. . .
Urban Poverty
Neighborhoods:
Civilian labor force_.. ..

6,273 6, 417

Unemployment.. __.____
Unemployment rate. .. __
Other Urban i‘;eighbmhnods:
Civilian labor force
Unemployment
Unemployment rate.. .

70,218
2,297
3.3

8, 961
64
7.1

8,605
551
6.4

3,734 2,514 2,683

6 1 189
3 i.0

3,122
164
52

i Pertains only to Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's) with populations of 250,000 or more.
TABLE 2.—EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF PERSONS 16 YEARS AND OVER, IN URBAN POVERTY AND OTHER URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS ! BY COLOR, SEX, AND AGE

['n thousands}

Total White

Negro and other

Negro and other
races

Total White

st
quarter

1st
quarter
1970

1st
uarier
: 1970

Employment status, sex, and
age

1st
quarter
1963

1st
quarter
1570

1st
quarter
1969

Employment status, sex, and
age

Marea, 50 years :t:d over:
rban pove
nei Ill::plhnads:
C'E\uhan labor force._
Unemployment_____
Unemployment rate_
Other urban
neighborhoods:
Civilian labor force.
Unemployment____
Unemployment rate.
Females, 20 years and over:
Urban poverty
neighborhoods:
ivilian labor force.
Unemployment_____
Unemployment rate_

197
5.7

21,259
586
2.8

23,032
659

2.9 L9

2,321
112
4.8

2,283
114
5.0

1,227
63
4.1

1st 1st
quarter  quarter
1970 1969

1st 1st 1st
quarter  quarter quarter
1970 1969 1970

st
quarter
1969

Other urban
neighborhoods:
Civilian labor force.
Unemployment_____
Unemployment rate_
Teenagers, 16 to 19 years:
Urban l!r:u:m'erty
neighborhoods:
ivilian labor force.
Unemployment_____
Unemployment rate.
Other urban
neighborhoods:
ivilian labor force.
Unemployment
Unemployment rate_

2,185
86
3.9

20,788
384
L8

13, 009
436
3.4

12,429 i
461 372
3.7

392
69
5.0

507
85
16.7

313
40
12.7
2,769
317
11.4

2,871
353
12.3

« Portains only to SMSA's with populations of 250,000 or more.

OPPORTUNITIES INDUSTRIALIZA-
TION CENTERS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 635 THROUGH 637

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, in respect
of other amendments also relating to the
Manpower Training Act of 1969 (S.
2838), I call attention to work done by
the Opportunities Industrialization Cen-
ters, which was started in 1964 by Rev.
Leon Sullivan, of Philadelphia.

Mr. President, I submit today on be-
half of myself and Senator Boees, who
first brought the amendments to the
attention of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, of which I am the rank-
ing member, as well as Senators Bayn
and ScHWEIKER, a number of amend-
ments to the administration's proposed
Manpower Training Act of 1969 (8.
2838), designed to insure that the great
potential of opportunities industrializa-
tion centers is tapped as the States and
cities assume greater responsibility for
manpower programs in the coming years.

The Manpower Training Act of 1969,
which I introduced in the Senate on
behalf of the administration, is founded
on the proposition that those on the local
level are in the best position to deter-
mine what mix of manpower services can
best, serve their needs.

One of the most exciting illustrations
of that principle has been the develop-
ment of opportunities industrialization
centers.

The centers are based upon the prin-

ciple of self-help and were created to
provide individualized services to low-
income persons who are unemployed or
underemployed.

One of the most unique characteristics
of the OIC program is that it relates to,
and is totally involved with the com-
munity. OIC’s are initiated, regulated,
administered, and developed by commu-
nity leadership; and recruiting is done
in the concentrated community by com-
munity recruiters, on the sidewalks, in
the poolrooms, and all places where the
unemployed hang out. Industry is in-
volved in every process of OIC's local
development.

Recruits are placed in prelocational or
feeder program where they are taught
hygiene, poise, speech, and self-pride.
Trainees are then fed into OIC skill cen-
ters which are established with the
assistance of industry, where students
receive training in skills for jobs that are
known to be available.

There is substantial improvement of
the local educational community in these
programs.

There are now more than 51 opera-
tional and 39 partially operable and de-
veloping OIC’s throughout the Nation
including very successful efforts in the
Bedford-Stuyvesant area of Brooklyn
and in other areas of New York State.

At the present time the 51 operating
centers receive 88 percent of their oper-
ating income from Government sources,

half of which is from Federal agencies
such as the Department of Labor, the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and the Office of Economic Op-
portunity and businesses and founda-
tions provide the remaining 12 percent
of funding.

Mr, President, the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. Boces) has taken the initia-
tive in bringing this exciting concept into
the mainstream of our manpower efforts
by proposing that the Manpower Train-
ing Act specifically list the development
of such centers as one of the eligible ac-
tivities for which funds may be used
under the act.

I fully support Senator Boces’ amend-
ment No. 440 to S. 2838, which has been
designated for that purpose.

When Reverend Sullivan recently tes-
tified before the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty, I in-
dicated that as sponsor of the adminis-
tration’s bill and one who has witnessed
first hand the great success of these ef-
forts, that I would explore every possible
means of insuring that the bill refiects to
the greatest extent what Senator Bocas,
myself, and a number of our colleagues
believe to be the great potential for this
kind of approach.

To that end, I submit today a number
of amendments to the Manpower Train-
ing Act to insure that full utilization is
made of such centers as manpower pro-
grams are developed on the local level.




16020

First, Mr. President, I submit an
amendment to the “Statement of finding
and purpose” section of the act to ex-
press a congressional finding that such
centers have demonstrated a capacity to
contribute substantially to improved op-
portunities for low-income persons.

Since its beginning in 1964, the Phila~-
delphia OIC prototype has trained and
placed on jobs 9,600 men and women
with new and useful skills; one-third of
those men and women had been on relief
rolls and 95 percent of them were classi-
fied in poverty categories.

Nationwide, as of February 1970, near-
ly 50,000 trainees have been helped in
opportunities industrialization centers,
with 28,000 having been placed into
training related jobs; and with addi-
tional thousands having received job
placements and help directly from the
OIC feeder program, which provides self-
help motivational assistance to all OIC
trainees.

Current enrollment for classes in Jan-
uary 1970 approximates 10,000. From
35,000 to 40,000 people are expected to
graduate during 1970 alone.

Most important, the retention rate
after 6 months on the job—based on a
sample survey of graduates from three
centers—came to 79 percent with only a
small slippage to 76 percent after 1 year.

Second, Mr. President, I propose an
amendment to encourage the utilization
of such centers under a number of pro-
visions of the proposed act: The act pro-
vides that the Secretary shall grant to
a State 6625 of funds apportioned to the
State if the State has submitted a com-
prehensive manpower development plan
and if the State maintains a State com-
prehensive manpower agency meeting
certain requirements. Section 102(a)
provides that in carrying out the pur-
pose of the act the agency shall be re-
quired to the fullest extent possible to
use services available from Federal,
State, and local agencies and that the
agency may utilize the services and fa-
cilities or private agencies, organizations
and businesses. The amendment would
provide that the agency shall, wherever
feasible utilize centers established in ac-
cordance with the basic OIC concept.

Section 103(a) of the act provides that
when a State has submitted a plan but
has not met the requirement for a State
comprehensive manpower agency, the
Secretary shall grant to the State only
25 percent of its apportioned funds and
that the Secretary of Labor shall utilize
the remaining funds apportioned to the
State and available for the purpose to
carry out the provisions of the State plan
‘“either directly, or through such ar-
rangements with public or private agen-
cies, individuals, or organizations as he
finds appropriate.”” The amendment
would direct the Secretary wherever
feasible to utilize centers established in
accordance with the basic OIC concept.

Section 106(b) provides that in the
event that a State has not provided an
approved comprehensive manpower de-
velopment plan, the Secretary may pro-
vide manpower services in the State
from funds apportioned to the State for
that purpose. The proposed amendment
would direct the Secretary wherever
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feasible to utilize centers established in
accordance with the OIC concept where-
ever feasible.

Under section 501 of title V of the
proposed act extended appropriations
would be provided in the event of na-
tional unemployment at levels in excess
of 4.5 percent for more than 3 con-
secutive months. In the event of high
unemployment, the centers can provide
as essential holding action for the re-
training and redirection of individuals
into public- and private-type markets,
and be a prime factor in concentrated
communities toward working positively
with the people in a time of national eco-
nomic stress. The amendment would au-
thorize the Secretary to utilize centers
established in accordance with the OIC
concept wherever he considered such
utilization desirable in order to carry
out the purposes of that title.

In light of the previous experience of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare in funding centers under
the opportunities industrialization cen-
ter concept, the amendment would pro-
vide that the concurrence of the Secre-
tary would be required under section 104
(b) of the act as to any plan that in-
cluded programs of that nature.

Third, Mr. President, I submit an
amendment to insure that those low-in-
come persons and their representatives
who have demonstrated success in im-
plementing the OIC approach partici-
pate in providing training and technieal
assistance to help others establish such
programs in new areas.

I propose that a new sentence be added
to section 305—which deals only gen-
erally with training and technical assist-
ance—to provide that in the case of such
centers, the Secretary shall provide
training and technical assistance where-
ever possible through grant contracts or
other arrangements with persons and
their representatives who have demon-
strated a capacity to establish and oper-
ate such programs.

Mr. President, the purpose of each of
these amendments is to encourage the
expansion of the opportunities indus-
trialization center approach to other
local areas in such a way as to preserve
the vital role of low-income persons in
their development and insure that those
elements that have made OIC’s success-
ful in many areas are present in new pro-
grams.

I hope that my colleagues will give
them every consideration.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF). The amendments
will be received and printed, and will be
appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the amendments will be
printed in the REcorbp.

The amendments (Nos. 635 through
637) were referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 635

On page 4, between lines 8 and 9 insert
the following new paragraph:

"“(9) Centers established and operated by
low-income persons or their representatives,
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which provide comprehensive employment
related services to such persons who are un-
employed and underemployed have demon-
strated a capacity to contribute substantially
to improved opportunities for such persons.”

AMENDMENT No. 636

On page 18, line 7, insert the following
after the semicolon: “centers established
and operated by low-income persons or their
representatives which are designed to provide
comprehensive employment and related
services for low-income persons who are un-
employed or underemployed.”

On page 8, line 18, after the period, insert
the following new sentence: “In carrying out
programs assisted under this Act, the agency
shall, wherever feasible, utilize centers estab-
lished and operated by low-income persons
and their representatives which are designed
to provide comprehensive employment and
related services for low-income persons who
are unemployed or underemployed.”

On page 11, line 23, after the period insert
the following new sentence: “Wherever feasi-
ble the Secretary shall utilize centers estab-
lished and operated by low-income persons
and their representatives which are designed
to provide comprehensive employment and
related services for low-income persons who
are unemployed or underemployed.”

On page 19, line 12, after the period, insert
the following new sentence: “Wherever feasi-
ble the Secretary shall utilize centers estab-
lished and operated by low-income persons
and their representatives which are designed
to provide comprehensive employment and
related services for low-income persons who
are unemployed or underemployed."

On page 46, line 18, after the period Insert
the following new sentence: “Wherever the
Secretary determines that it shall effectively
contribute to the carrying out of the pur-
poses of this title, the Secretary shall utilize
centers established and operated by low-
income persons and thelr representatives
which are designed to provide comprehensive
employment and related services for low-
income persons who are unemployed or
underemployed.”

AMENDMENT No. 637

On page 41, line 9, after the period, insert
the following sentence: “In order to encour-
age the establishment and operation by low-
income persons and their representatives of
centers on the local level which are designed
to provide comprehensive employment and
related services for low-income persons who
are unemployed or underemployed, the Sec-
retary shall in consultation with the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, wherever feasible, provide training
and technical assistance by grants, contracts
or other arrangements with individuals and
organizations who have demonstrated a
capacity to establish and operate such
programs.”

NATIONAL MANPOWER GOALS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 638 AND 638

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on a third
front, in respect to the Manpower Train-
ing Act of 1969 (S. 2838) which I spon-
sored in the Senate, I introduce today
two additional amendments. These
amendments are designed to provide a
basis for the establishment of national
manpower goals and the development of
consistent integrated and coordinated
manpower, edacational, institutional, and
related programs to that end.

First, I propose—amendment No. 638—
that the “National Manpower Advisory
Committee” which would be established
under section 603(a) of the proposec act
be strengthened in the following respects:
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First. That it be appointed by the
President, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Labor, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and the Director
of the Office of Economic Opportunity,
rather than by the Secretary of Labor
in consultation with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare as pro-
rosed.

Second. That it be given the specifie
assienment of establishing the manpower
needs and goals of the Nation, assessing
the extent to which existing programs
meet those needs and goals, and making
recommendations for the improvement
of the administration and operation of
such programs, to the Secretary of Labor,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and the Director of the Office of
Economic Opportunity. The committee
would be required to make an annual
report and such other reports as it deems
appropriate on its findings, recommenda-
tions, and activitie, to the President and
to the Congress. Under the proposed act
the committee is directed “from time to
time to make recommendations to the
Secretary of Labor concerning problems
and policy relating to employment, man-
power, and to the carrying out of his
duties under this act.”

Third. Provide for a membership of
17 members composed of persons
representative of all efforts in the man-
power area, rather than the option of
10 to 15 as under the proposed act.

Fourth. Provide authority for the
committee to appoint professional, tech-
nical, and clerical personnel necessary
to enable it to carry out its functions.

Second, Mr. President, I propose cer-
tain changes be made in the Intergov-
ernmental Advisory Council on Man-
power that would be established under
section 604 of the proposed act.

Under the proposed act, the Secretary
of Labor, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, is directed to establish such a coun-
¢il to advise him with regard to matters
involving intergovernmental relation-
ships in the development and conduct of
programs under the act. Members of the
Council would be selected by the Secre-
tary from among Governors, mayors, and
other elected State or local public of-
ficials.

Under my proposed amendment, the
Council would be appointed by the Presi-
dent and in addition to the general mat-
ters now listed in the proposed act it
would be specifically required to advise
the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
Director of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity on the extent to which various
educational, vocation education, insti-
tutional training, economic opportunity,
manpower, and other programs assisted
under this and other acts represent a
consistent integrated and coordinated
approach to achieving national man-
power goals.

Mr. President, the proposed Manpower
Training Act would bring together those
remedial manpower programs estab-
lished and conducted in the past under
the Manpower Development and Train-
ing Act of 1962 and the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 to the end of meeting
the Nation’s manpower needs.
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But those needs will never be met un-
less we look upon manpower programs
as embracing not only such remedial ef-
forts but those educational, vocational,
rehabilitative, institutional, and other
programs that have the potential to pro-
vide individuals with relevant skills be-
fore they enter the labor market.

The amendment which I have pro-
posed is designed to achieve that pur-
pose.

We will be doomed to failure if we
continue to perpetuate advisory councils
that represent only one faction of those
who attempt to address themselves to a
problem whose solution cannot be found
in education, economic opportunity, or
in remedial manpower programs alone.

It is my hope that through these
amendments two vital Federal advisory
bodies under the administration’s bill
will play a substantial role in widening
the view of our manpower goals and of
the efforts that can be made to reach
them.

As the bill is considered in committee,
I shall explore in every possible way the
means of insuring that the programs
are formulated on a local basis in such a
way to bring together those who are in-
volved in manpower efforts in the larger
sense and to reflect such broader goals.

I send these amendments, also, to the
desk, for printing under the rule, and
ask unanimous consent that they be
printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie). The amendments will be
received and printed, and will be ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the amendments will be printed in
the RECORD.

The amendments (Nos. 638 and 639)
were referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 638

On page 50, strike out all material through
line 2 page 52, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“NATIONAL MANPOWER ADVISORY COMMITTEE

“Sec. 603. (a) The President, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare and the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity shall appoint
a National Manpower Advisory Commitiee
which shall consist of seventeen members
and shall be composed of persons representa-
tive of labor, management, public and private
education, vocational education, vocational
rehabilitation, manpower programs and eco-
nomic opportunity programs. From the mem-
bers appointed to such Committee, the Presi-
dent shall designate a Chairman. Members
shall be appointed for terms of three years
except that (1) in the case of initial mem-
bers, one-third of the members shall be
appointed for terms of one year each and
one-third of the members shall be appointed
for terms of two years each, and (2) appoint-
ments to fill the unexpired portion of any
term shall be for such portion only. Such
Committee shall hold not less than two meet-
ings during each calendar year.

“{b) The National Manpower Advisory
Committee shall:

*“(i) establish the manpower needs and
goals of the Nation and assess the extent to
which educational institutional training,
manpower, economic opportunity and other
programs assisted under this and related Acts
represent a consistent, integrated and co-
ordinated approach to meeting such needs
and achieving such goals.”
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(ii) review the administration and oper-
ation of the programs referred to in (i) and
advise the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity and other appropriate officials as to
the carrying out of their duties under this
Act and related Acts.

(1il) conduct objective evaluations of spe-
cific manpower programs and projects in
order to ascertain the effectiveness of such
programs and projects in achieving the pur-
poses for which they are intended.

(iv) make recommendations (including
recommendations for changes in legislation)
for the improvement of the administration
and operation of such programs including the
programs authorized under this and related
Acts.

(e) The National Manpower Advisory Com-
mittee shall make an annual report, and
such other reports as it deems appropriate on
its findings, recommendations, and activities
to the Congress and to the President. The
President is requested to transmit to the
Congress as a part of his report under sec-
tion 605 of this Act such comments and
recommendations as he may have with re-
spect to such reports and activities of the
National Manpower Advisory Committee.

(d) For the purpose of making expert as-
sistance avallable to persons formulating and
carrying on programs under this title, the
Secretary shall, where appropriate, require
the organization on a regional basis of labor-
management public advisory committees,

(e) Appointed members of the National
Manpower Advisory Committee shall be paid
compensation at a rate of up to the per diem
equivalent of the rate for GS-18 when en-
gaged in the work of the Natlonal Manpower
Advisory Committee, including traveltime,
and shall be allowed travel expenses and per
diem in lieu of subsistence as authorized by
law (5 U.S.C. 5703) for persons in the Gov-
ernment service employed intermittently and
receiving compensation on a per diem, when
actually employed, basis.

(f) The National Manpower Advisory Com-
mittee is authorized to appoint without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5, United States
Code, governing appointments in the com-
petitive service, or otherwise obtain the
services of, such professional, technical, and
clerical personnel as may be necessary to
enable them to carry out its functions, as
prescribed by law.

AMENDMENT No. 639

On page 52, strike out lines 4 through 25
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 604. (a) There is hereby established
an intergovernmental Advisory Council of
Manpower to advise the Secretary of Labor,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare and the Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity with regard to matters
involving intergovernmental relationships in
the development and conduct of programs
under this Act, Including but not limited to
the assignment of manpower responsibili-
ties among Federal, State and local govern-
mental agencies, apportionment of funds
designation of program areas, selection of
prime sponsors, State and area compliance
with the various provisions of this Act and
the extent to which educational, institutional
training, vocation education, vocational re-
habilitation, manpower, economic opportu-
nity, and other programs assisted under this
and other Acts represent a consistent, inte-
grated and coordinated approach to meeting
manpower needs and achieving national man-
power goals,

(b) The Council shall consist of at least
five but not more than nine members who
shall be appointed by the President. Members
shall be selected from among Governors,
Mayors and other elected State or loeal pub-
lic officials. In selecting members of the Coun-
cil the President shall assure an eguitable
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balance in the political affillation of its
members. The members of the Council shall
elect a Chairman from among themselves.
The members of the Council shall receive no
compensation and shall not be a Federal
employee for any purpose. They shall be
allowed travel expenses and per diem in lieu
of subsistence as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code for persons in
the governmental service employed inter-
mittently and receiving compensation on a
per diem when actually employed basis,

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I support
the amendments to expand Federal re-
liance upon the opportunities industrial-
ization centers under S. 2838, as sub-
mitted by the distinguished ranking Re-
publican member of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare (Mr. JAVITS).

These amendments should prove very
effective in meeting the manpower goals
of our Nation by giving a greater leader-
ship responsibility to self-help, commu-
nity-centered programs like the OIC’s.

Last year I was honored to introduce
S. 1362, a bill to extend Federal financial
assistance to the OIC's. Subsequent to
the introduction of S. 2838, I also offered,
with bipartisan support, amendment 440
to S. 2838. The amendment provided
language that would make certain that
the OIC'’s fell within the scope and con-
cept of the Manpower Training Act.

These new amendments, which I am
honored to cosponsor, are fully compati-
ble with that earlier amendment. These
new amendments effectively broaden the
role that the OIC’s can and should per-
form in our Nation.

The OIC’s, financed primarily by pri-
vate groups, have already assisted more
than 40,000 Americans to improve their
job skills. It is time the Federal Govern-
ment took a more active role in support
of the OIC's. This is not to undercut the
OIC approach, which is defined in their
slogan: “We Help Ourselves.” Rather, it
is to assist a more rapid expansion of the
OIC program, and to allow a greater
number of unemployed and underem-
ployed Americans to benefit from the
successful OIC approach.

I commend Senator Javirs for intro-
ducing these proposals. It is my hope
that they will be adopted as a part of
this important legislation.

THE FORGOTTEN STUDENTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, all of us
have spoken to literally hundreds of stu-
dents and have received tremendous
numbers of letters and other communi-
cations. I have 100,000 right now in my
office, without their having been opened.
While I come from a populous State like
New York and this undoubtedly is a
maximum number, I am sure every Sen-
ator is suffering from the same thing.

I think, as we have received these ex-
pressions, we must also remember those
students who wish to continue their
studies, and I think they perhaps con-
stitute a majority of the students. I hope
very much that the college administra-
tors and faculties will take into consid-
eration the needs and desires of those
students and will not be quick to close
up universities or to eliminate classes,
but will put it more on an optional basis
so that students who feel they will bene-
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fit from political action may engage in
that at such a critical time, and that
those who wish to continue their studies
will not, against their wishes, be denied
the academic facilities which are re-
quired for that purpose.

The New York Times, in an editorial
of May 13, makes an eloquent and timely
plea in behalf of such students. It states
in part:

To penalize them, in the Interest of campus
appeasement, would be to offer special privi-
leges to one group while tramplmg on the
rights of others.

I ask unanimous consent to include
this editorial as a part of my remarks
and invite it to the attention of the
Senate.

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

[From the New York Times, May 13, 1970]
THE FORGOTTEN STUDENTS

In the wake of Cambodia and Kent State,
many colleges and universities have ap-
parently written off the remaining weeks of
the semester—some undoubtedly as much to
avoid confrontations as to enable politically
concerned students to exert their energies in
off-campus lobbying and organizing.

On both moral and educational grounds,
it would be wrong to let thls permissive re-
sponse to the demands of one group of stu-
dents brush aside the rights of others. Many
of those who see their idealistic support of
the antiwar drive as more important than
their academic commitment may be willing
to accept passing or incomplete grades for
their course work; others are entitled to an
opportunity to get the full recognition they
have earned for their scholarly achieve-
ments.

College administrations and faculties have
a responsibility to make extraordinary ef-
forts, Inconvenient as these may be, to let
students who wish to do so complete their
work and take final examinations if this is
necessary for full credit.

An unmarred academic record Inevitably
means most to the least affluent students who
rely heavily on educational success for fu-
ture career opportunities. To penallze them,
in the interest of campus appeasement, would
be to offer special privileges to one group
while trampling on the rights of others.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order of the Senate, the Senator
from Georgia is recognized.

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield to me
without losing any of his time?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

REPORT TO THE PEOPLE OF NEW
YORK BY SENATOR JAVITS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I made
a report to the people of my State on
the grave situation facing the United
States with respect to Cambodia and
Vietnam. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of that report may be made a
part of my remarks.

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

Javits REPORTS TOo NEw YORKERS ON

CAMBODIA AND VIETNAM

I feel it my duty to report to the People

of New York on Vietnam-—the issue which
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today Is more serlous, divisive and damag-
ing to the nation than any issue since the
Civil War,

The new heights of emotional intensity
and the national sense of urgency regarding
this issue were triggered by the President's
move into Cambodia and the related Na-
tional Guard shootings at Kent State Uni-
versity. Unhappily, many In this state and
throughout the nation—especially among
the young—are expressing massive resent-
ment and suspicion that President Nixon
might be reversing the course of de-escala-
tion and withdrawal in Vietnam, rather than
accelerating disengagement. The precipitate
nature of the decision to move into Cam-
bodia, the failure to consult the Congress on
what might have been a broad extension of
the war and the rationalizations of Presl-
dent Johnson recalled by President Nixon's
nationwide broadeast are the immediate
causes of the crisis of confidence now upon
us.

As your Senator, and as a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, I must
tell you that many in the Senate were as
surprised and chagrined as the rest of the
nation by the move into Cambodia. This has
added such a new dimension to the debate on
the Constitutional power of the President
to make war in the absence of appropriate
Congressional action as to threaten the very
foundations of our system of government.
The issue of Congressional power and re-
sponsibility to exercise a check and balance
on the President's power as Commander in
Chief—to prevent it from being the power
to declare war, which is reserved to Congress
under the Constitution—is the question
which now preoccupies the attention of the
Senate. It is this very issue which has mofi-
vated the massive influx of students from
across the nation into Washington.

The contlnuing and inadequately financed
Indochina war has seriously eroded con-
fidence in the American economy to the ex-
tent that the economic security of our na-
tion is gravely threatened, too. This—much
more than the Viet Cong—could pose a direct
threat to our national security. The war has
lead directly to the inflationary spiral plaqu-
ing individual Americans and the nation
at large, and it has diverted badly needed
resources to non-productive uses. The na-
tion's budget again is moving inexorably
into real deficit. Deficits can be disastrous
for anti-infilationary policies. The financial
markets already have given a no-confidence
vote to the President’s Cambodia decision to
the extent that that most recent Treasury
debt re-financing was saved from failure
only by massive intervention by the Federal
Reserve Board; at the same time the stock
market was dropping to seven-year lows.
Deteriorating economic conditions may well
force this Administration out of Indochina,
succeeding where mounting political pres-
sure has falled thus far,

The Senate, as one House of the Congress,
iz now moving in a purposeful, step-by-step
way to assert its Constitutional powers and
responsibilities and to hasten the end of the
Vietnam war. I am hopeful, although by no
means certain, that this can be accomplished
without causing a head-on Constitutional
confrontation between the Congress and the
President—and among the American people.

The first step would be the adoption of
the Cooper-Church Amendment, of which I
am a co-sponsor, and which 1s the pending
business before the Senate. This Amendment
requires the Presldent to remove all U.S.
forces from Cambodia by the end of June
and prevents our getting mired in a Cambo-
dian war.

The second step would be the termination
of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution of August,
1964, which now permits the exercise of
broad discretionary action in Southeast Asia
by the President as Commander in Chief.
I am the sponsor of the measure to termi-
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nate the Tonkin Gulf authority and was
joined in it by Senator Pell of Rhode Island.

Once the Tonkin Gulf Resolution is off the
books, the legal and Constitutional situation
will be returned to the status prevalling be-
fore the intervention by President Johnson
in 19656 with massive U.S. combat forces. No
other authority to fight in Vietnam will re-
main other than the President’s authority as
Commander in Chief. This authority legiti-
mately encompasses responsibility under the
circumstances only for the orderly with-
drawal and protection of our forces.

If the Commander in Chief’s power is as-
serted by the President to wage war outside
these clear guldelines, there could be a con-
stitutional crisis between the President and
the Congress. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, on my motion, plans to conduct
hearings to clarify the respective war powers
of Congress and the President—a matter
which 15 now neither clear nor agreed upon.

A great deal of attention, especially among
students, has been focused on the Goodell-
McGovern-Hatfleld Amendment, which seeks
to assure an end to U.S. military involvement
in the Vietnam war by June 30, 1971, through
the cutoff of funds—that is, through the
exercise of the ultimate appropriation power
of the Congress. I am wholly in support of
the objective of this Amendment. But before
the other legislative steps I refer to are taken,
neither the legislative technique nor time-
table of this Amendment can be judged. In
this regard, there are two major criteria for
a decisive amendment: (1) it must be
capable of attracting the support of a ma-
jority of the Senate; and (2) it should not
directly or indirectly forfeit the non-appro-
priation war powers of the Congress.

Vietnam is the bone in the throat of our
nation. It Is choking and Inflaming every
aspect of our natlonal life. It must be elimi-
nated. The Congress must assert its full au-
thority and responsibility to see that the war
is ended as soon as humanly possible.

Only then can our nation get back to the
business of tending to its overriding ills—
social and environmental—to healing its bit-
ter factlons, to restoring its inner confidence
and to reestablishing its role as the leader for
peace in the world.

SENATOR MANSFIELD IS INTER-
VIEWED ON “FACE THE NATION"

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a transeript of
a CBS Network broadecast in which I
participated, “Face the Nation,” be in-
corporated at this point in the Recorbp.

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

FAcE THE NaTtion as Broancast Over THE CBS
TELEVISION NETWORK AND THE CBS Rapio
NeETWORK; Suwnpay, May 17, 1970—12:30-
1:00 PM EDT; ORIGINATION: WASHINGTON,
D.C.; GuUEST: SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD,
DEMOCRAT OF MONTANA; REPORTERS: GEORGE
Hermawn, CBS News, WARREN WEAVER, THE
NeEw Yorr TmvEes, JoEN HarT, CBS NEWS;
PrODUCERS: PRENTISS CHILDS AND SYLVIA
WESTERMAN
Mr, HERMAN,. Senator Mansfield, the Presi-

dent has promised to have all American

troops out of Cambodia by June 30; the Sen-
ate is going ahead with an amendment to
prohibit the use of troops there. Should this
be taken to mean that the Senate of the

United States doesn't trust the Presldent to

live up to his promise?

Senator MaNsrFIELD. Quite the contrary, it
is in support of the President.

Anxnnouncer. From CBS/Washington, in
color, Face the Nation, a spontaneous and
unrehearsed news interview with the Senate
Majority Leader, Senator Mike Mansfield,
Democrat, of Montana, who is a senior mem-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ber of the Foreign Relations Committee. Sen-
ator Mansfield will be gquestioned by CBS
News Correspondent John Hart, Warren
Weaver of the New York Times, and CBS
News Correspondent George Herman.,

Mr. HErMAN. Senator Mansfield, what is
the point of supporting the President if you
think he is going to do it, in the first place,
and by a means that has some constitutional
doubt about it, in the second place?

Senator MANSFIELD. Just to make sure that
what he says he is going to do is done and to
reassert the congressional, the Senatorial in-
terests in this particular instance, in what
he has sald should be done in bringing to
an end an 1ll-started venture.

Mr, Weaver. Well, Senator, as a purely prac-
tical matter, with the House of Representa-
tives constituted as it is today, and unlikely
to support any of these various moves now
under consideration in the Senate, isn't this
somewhat of an academic exercise?

Senator MansFIELD. Not at all. The House
will have to face up to lts responsibility. In
the Senate, we will, as a body and individ-
ually. That is the way it should be. If the
House doesn't want to act, that is its busi-
ness; but the Senate must act and will act.
We have lald out a schedule of facing up to
this issue, first through the Cooper-Church
amendment; second, through bringing up the
rescinding of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution;
third, through a debate on the constitutional
powers of the President, as Commander-in-
Chief, in war-making, opposed to the con-
gressional powers of war-declaring under the
Constitution and, specifically, the advice and
consent clause of the Senate. Then, of course,
at the end, when the big defense bill comes
up, we will have the McGovern-Hatfleld
amendment, the Muskie amendment, and
others, which will be attached to that bill
or at least the attempt will be made.

Mr. HarT. Senator, you said that this is to
make sure the President does what he says
he will do. Does a trustworthy President need
that kind of insurance from a Senate that
trusts him?

Senator MawnsriErp. Oh, ves, we trust the
President, but we think this is a protective
device which will give him support and
strength when he needs it, because there
will be other voices undoubtedly at that time
trying to bring about a change Iin the
situation.,

Mr. HarT. What about the U.S. forces that
are in combat on June 30, what should they
do?

Senator MansFiELD. Oh, they should be out
before June 30, and any combat should be
undertaken by the South Vietnamese and
not only in Cambodia but along the Cam-
bodian border. After all, there is a one-
million-man army there; put them up there
and get our boys out and keep them coming
out.

Mr. HermaN, Supposing the Vietnamese,
the North Vietnamese rebuild these sanc-
tuaries In Cambodia, stocked them heavily
with arms In a matter of five, six, seven
months, should the President's arms be tied
s0 that he cannot once again clean them out?

Senator MaNsFIELD. No, the President's
arms should be loosened, but the responsi-
bility should be placed on Thieu and Key,
on the South Vietnamese. We understand the
Vietnamization program has been a success.
They have all the modern equipment in the
world. Put that army up there and let us get
out and get out soon.

Mr. HarT. What if the President succeeds
in all this, what if he gets out in time, what
if the North Vietnamese are crippled for six
to eight months, doesn't this make it a rather
useless exercise?

Senator MansFrerp. I would think so. You
mean going into Cambodia?

Mr. Harr. No, I mean your Senate amend-
ments.

Senator MawsriELp. Not at all, because I
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think what we are doing is moving in the
right direction. I think that even if the Cam-
bodian venture is a success, it will not be a
“success,” but a failure because it will have
extended the war, enlarged the war and
created situations which will make it more
difficult to bring the war to an end.

Mr. HErRMAN. What I was trying to get to
with my question, though, 1s who has the
right to put these pressures on the Com-
mander-in-Chief of the army when an on-
going war is in progress? Who has the right
to say he shall not go into Cambodia with
American troops? Is that strictly the province
of the Commander-in-Chief? Is it the prov-
ince of the Senate, under the power to make
war? Whose province is that?

Senator MANSFIELD. I think we have a dual
responsibility and the representatives of the
people should and will be heard.

Mr. WeavEr. But, Senator, with respect to
the McGovern-Hatfield resolution, which lays
out a timetable for withdrawal, can't it be
argued legitimately that that is an intrusion
of the Legislative Branch Into the rights of
the Executive Branch?

Senator MawmsrFieLp. I suppose it could be,
and I went along with that thesis until
Cambodia. But, as far as I was concerned,
Cambodia tore it.

Mr. Weaver. Isn't that the wrong reason-
ing? If that was true, you cannot prevent
things like the President’s action in Cam-
bodia through threatening to produce reso-
lutions with timetables in them, can you?

Senator MansrFieLp. No, there is no threat
implied. It is just the reassertion of congres-
sional powers, and if he can do it in Cam-
bodia, which is a sanctuary, there are other
sanctuaries as well. What about the sanctu-
ary in North Vietnam? What about the sanc-
tuary in Laos? What about the sanctuaries
in China? Thev are all sanctuaries?

Mr. Weaver. But granted—let us assume
that the Senate and the House together
agree on this kind of compulsory timetable,
is this going to have a deterrent effect on
this President or future Presidents in mak-
ing such invasions?

Senator MawsrieLp., We will have spoken,
we will have acted, and I am sure that any
President will pay attention to what has
been done by the Congress.

Mr. HermaN, Well, what about these other
sanctuarles? Should the Congress of the
United States take action to make sure that
the President cannot go into them ahead of
time, now?

Senator MansFieLp. Yes, indeed.

Mr. Herman. Do you plan to start passing
resolutions—

Senator MaxsrreLp. No; we have already
taken care of, to a limited extent, of Laos—

Mr, Herman, Yes?

Senator MansFIELD. —and we will face up
to these things as they come along. We are
facing the immediate gquestion right now.

Mr. HERMAN. You mentioned North Viet-
nam.

Senator MANSFIELD. That's right.

Mr, Hermarn., How about a resolution say-
ing that the President shall not invade or
use Amerlcan troops in North Vietnam?

Senator MawnsrFieLp. That is entirely dif-
ferent, because what we have done is to go
into a country which was supposedly neutral
and was neutral under Sihanouk. But I
would point out that the war has been re-
vived in North Vietnam and there have been
air raids in great strength over that area
since the incursion into Cambodia,

Mr. HerMaN. Do you approve of them?

Senator MansFIELD. No.

Mr. HArT. Senator, if, as the conventional
wisdom goes, the time for declaring war is
over, should the Constitution be reworked
for this age of insurgency wars and the
nuclear age?

Senator MawsFiELD. No, I don't think so. I
think the Constitution is probably the
greatest document ever wrought by the hand
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of man and I think it can fit into the nuclear
age as well as it could in the ages preceding.
We all understand that if our security is
attacked that the President, as Commander-
in-Chief and as President, should have the
immediate powers of counteraction. But that
is not the case in Vietnam and that is not
the case in Laos, and that is not the case
in Cambodia—that is not the case in Indo-
china.

Mr. HermAN. Let me ask you, do you think
that the administration can, in fact, get out
by June 30 and that there will be a safe
and stable situation left in Cambodia?

Senator MaNsrFIELD. I would hope, in answer
to the first part of your question, that they
could, and I think the President will at-
tempt to do so, But whether or not there
will be a stable situation in Cambodia as
a result, I cannot say definitely, but my
offhand answer would be no, there would not
be.

Mr. Herman. Should the United States
work to keep a stable pro-democratic or pro-
western situation in Cambodia?

Senator MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. HeErman, We should do nothing, if It
goes Communist, for example?

Senator MansFieLp. We should do nothing.
Let the South Vietnamese handle it from
their end; let the Thais handle it from the
other, and let us not become involved, be-
cause all of Southeast Asia is not vital to
the security of this Nation. There are two
documents that I carry around with me all
the time; one is the First Amendment to
the Constitution, which is not material in
this discussion at the moment; and the other
is the casualty lists, and the casualty lists
now are in excess of 325,000, as a result of
this war in which we are engaged in South-
east Asia. Of that, about 50,000 are dead or
would be included in the dead, and of that
number, about 42,000 have been killed in
combat, and something in excess of 7,000
have been killed in noncombat activities In
Southeast Asia.

Mr, Harr. The Communists should be able
to have all of Southeast Asia, if they want
it, including Thailand or-

Senator MawnsrFieLp. No, it is up to the
countries there to defend themselves. We
have given them plenty of help—Thailand,
Laos, Vietnam. I don’t know what more we
could do. We have spent over $100 billion
in that area. We have shed the blood of
325,000 Americans. Are we going to keep
on going and going and going on?

Mr. WEAVER. Senator, can you give us some
picture now of when you expect the Senate
to act on this series of resolutions and moves
in this area?

Senator MaNsFIELD. I hope we can act this
week on the Cooper-Church amendment. If
that is done, then next week on the Gulf
of Tonkin rescinding, the following week,
all things being considered; I would hope
we would have a debate on the constitution-
ality question and then, when the big defense
bill comes, we will have these terminal
amendments brought up.

Mr. Weaver. What practical purpose is
gerved by a week of debate on the constitu-
tional question, when there is no resolu-
tion or bill or proposed amendment before
the Senate?

Senator MaxsrieLD. There is a resolution
by Senator Percy, which I think is guite
compact and covers the question very briefly,
Furthermore, there will be some constitu-
tional questions raised during the cours~ of
these other debates, as we go along. It won't
take a week. We ought to lay the groundwork
and try and understand where the line of
delineation is between the Executive and
the Legislative Branches.

Mr, HERMAN. Are these other amendments
going to be passed, the McGovern amend-
ment, for example?

Senator Mawsrrerp. I don't know, but it
is going to be offered and it is going to have
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a great deal of strength. I would point out
that of those who have signed up on the
McGovern-Hatfleld amendment at the pres-
ent time, approximately 82 or 83 percent
of them are ex-servicemen serving in the
Senate; many of them uLre combat veterans.

Mr. WeaveR. Senator, do you feel that this
course of action of the Senate in considering
all these foreign policy problems over the
coming weeks may have some effect on the
psychological state of the Nation and the
whole broad campus unrest issue?

Senator Mansrierp. I think so. It appears
to me that the Senate is the only area to
which the people can appeal. We have to
take cognizance of the fact that this blood
and treasure which we are losing in South-
east Asia could far better be used facing up
to the problems at home, the problems of
crime, drug addiction, pornography, the
ghettos, pollution, the situations in whnich
the ranchers find themselves in my part of
the country, and those are just a few of the
questions which we have confronting us.
What we have to have is a stable country
at home. If we don't have it then all the
security abroad will be of little use.

Mr. HarT. With regard to that stability,
Senator, what are the chances in this coun-
try of a real civil war or of a genuine revolu-
tion?

Senator MANSFIELD. No chance at the pres-
ent time, but people are uneasy. They are
concerned. So am I and so is the Congress
and so is the President.

Mr. Harr. Do you think a genuine reces-
sion or a deep recession would radicalize the
middle class and make it more unstable, more
difficult?

Senator MansrieLp. Well, I think we have
a recession of sorts at the present time, with
unemployment at about 4.8 percent, with
the rate of inflation at about 6.8 percent,
with no relilef in sight, the stock market
dropping, the housing Industry in bad
shape—all of these things are indicative of
a malaise which affects the country, and
those are only & few of the situations which
we have to recognize at this time. It will be
quite different if we have a recession or de-
pression from what it was in the thirties,
which I remember very, very vividly.

Mr. HarT. How different?

Senator MawnsrFiELD. Because you have an
educated class now, you have people who
have become affluent. We weren't affluent
in those days. They are demanding more,
they are asking more, and they will be get-
ting more.

Mr. HERMAN. Senator, why is this reces-
sion so extremely different in emotional im-
pact from the recession in 1963, which was
about the same? All the figures today say
worse since 19063, and yet there wasn't all
this hue and cry about it in '63.

Senator MansrFieLp. You didn't have Viet-
nam and Cambodia then.

Mr. HermaAN. You think that is the whole
difference, or is this one hurting more?

Senator Mansrierp. No, I think that is the
fulecrum. I think a lot of our ills emanate
from what we have been doing in South-
east Asia.

Mr. Weaver. Do you regard the recent bad
drops in the stock market, Senator, as a
species of voter mno-confidence in the
President?

Senator MansFIELD. I couldn’t say. I don’t
own any stocks. All I know is what other
people write, who are more aware of what
the stock market means, and it does indi-
cate that there is some drop in confidence.

Mr, HarT. Senator, when you say it would
be different, do you mean that the ordinary
middle class would take to the streets? Is
that what you are indicating?

Senator MawsrFierp. Oh, no. Getting back
to what you said about civil war, revolu-
tion and the like, I don't believe that will
happen, but they will make more demands
and the government will have to take more
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drastic action to take care of the needs
of the people of this nation.

Mr. HERMAN. But do you agree with some
of the comments that the polarization that
is taking place in this country today is not
simply war and anti-war, or Black Panther
and anti-Black Panther, but is becoming a
kind of class polarization?

Senator MansrFIELD. No, I still think it is
tied to Southeast Asia, primarily because the
money being spent there could be used to
face up to these problems at home and to
find corrective solutions to them.

Mr. HermaN. Do clashes like that between
the construction workers and the students
worry you, with parallels to the Weimar Re-
public of Germany, before the rise of Hitler?

Senator MansrFieLD. Yes, they do, but so
far they are minor. I hope that there will
be a recognition of what is developing on
the part of people on both sides, and these
things will not continue.

Mr. HERMAN. What is needed to implement
that recognition? Where does each side have
to move?

Senator MansrFieLp. Responsibility on the
part of all our people, understanding on the
part of government, which includes the ad-
ministration and the Congress, as to what
should be done, what must be done and what
will have to be done.

Mr. HarT. Senator, how would you judge
the President's performance during the last
two weeks, three weeks of high stress?

Senator Mansrierp. Well, I think he is
aware of the situation. He has gone out of
his way to be conciliatory. He has tried to
establish a means of communication with
the various groups. He is doing his best. I
think he is still sticking to his announced
policy, but I hope there will be some give
there as well as some take.

Mr. WEAVER. Senator, you spoke before of
the necessity of establishing a stable Nation
for the purpose of dealing with a great many
of the domestic problems which face us. Do
you see much of any chance for the present
session of the Congress in an election year
getting to much significant domestic legis-
lation?

Senator MansrFIELD, I do. As far as I am
concerned—and I have so notified the Sen-
ate—we are prepared to stay in all year, if
need be, to face up to our responsibilities,
the election notwithstanding.

Mr. WeaveEr. What about the people, includ-
ing yourself, who have to run for reelection?

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, it |5 immaterial
what happens to me or anybody else. It is
the Republic which must be thought of first
and foremost. It is the welfare of the peo-
ple. It is the Nation. As far as political suc-
cess is concerned, that is immaterial. You
win, you lose, you take the comsequences and
that is the way it should be.

Mr. HErMAN. This may sound like a cynical
guestion, but is it good or bad for the in-
cumbents, politically, if they have to stay in
all year?

Senator MansrFierp. I wouldn't know, but
I am prepared to stay in all year.

Mr. Harr. What political effects, Senator,
do you think the young people will have in
this election year, the young people that are
now lobbying you on the Hill and who say
they are going to work agalnst President
Nixon's candidates?

Senator MawnsFIELD. I think they are per-
forming a useful function, no matter which
side they are on, They could be on the other
side, t00. But I hope they wouldn't overdo it,
because they ought to recognize that the
members of Congress have a lot of work and
responsibility. They go to committees, they
have to study bills, they have to vote, they
have to do chores for their constituents,
they have to answer the mail, I would hope
that it would not be overdone. 1 don't think
the real place to make themselves effective
at this point is In the halls of the Congress
or in the offices of Senators and Congress-
men——
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Mr. Hart, Where is it eflective?

Senator MawsrFieLD. But, rather, in the dis-
tricts and in the states. What they should
do is ask questions of their state and na-
tional candidates. Many of us are up for
election this year, and they ought to ask
us and those who are not running, as well.

Mr. HerMmaN. Senator Mansfleld, it is wide-
1y believed in parts of Washington that
President Nixon's actions in Cambodia are
part of a broad foreign policy aimed at the
Soviet Union, that this is a kind of parallel
to President Kennedy's actions, first in
Vienna and then perhaps in Cuba, that he
was trylng to impress his credibility, as
President Kennedy used to say. Do you think
that this is part of a Nixon policy, a Presi-
dent Nixon policy, to show a kind of policy
and a kind of voice to both the Soviet Union
and also to Hanoi?

Senator MawsFierp, I haven't the slightest
idea. To the best of my knowledge, he has
not discussed this with any member of the
Benate, and I cannot answer your guestion.

Mr. Hermaw. Do you think it would be
effective, the Cambodian move and the
bombing of North Vietnam, in bringing
Hanoi to the peace table?

Senator MansrFierp. I do not.

Mr. HerMaN. Why not?

Senator MansrFieLp. Because I think it will
stiffen their backbone, it will make them
more intransigent than ever, it will prolong
the war and make peace more difficult.

Mr. HErRmAN. What is the effect it might
have on the situation in the Middle East,
which many people think is far more dan-
gerous to the United States now, what with
Boviet pilots in Egyptian territory?

Senator MansrFIELD. I couldn't say. It is a
question of concern, of course, to this ad-
ministration, but what the effect will be,
I am unable to say.

Mr. Harr. Senator, what can you offer
those young people who are trying to get on
the campuses or who are on the campuses
and who are not radicals or violent but who
feel now that their very lives are on the line
while being in school?

Senator MawsrFrerp. I can offer them only
what I have stated publicly to you and what
I have said in the Senate, as Mr. Weaver will
recall: The fact that we are facing up to the
situation, as it affects us in Southeast Asia
and it affects the constitutionality of the
powers between the Congress and the Presi-
dent. I would hope also that, as we go along,
we would face up to the problems at home.
The important thing now, I think, is to bring
an end to the war in Vietnam, to get our
forces back within a reasonable length of
time, to turn the war over to the South Viet-
namese and let them carry on. After all, it is
their country, it is their future, and they
will have to decide it.

Mr. Hart. But what should a student do
who feels his life is threatened?

Senator MansFIeLp. Well, what I have said:
He ought to work, he ought to get into
politics, he ought to run for office, he ought
to work on the candidates who are in the
districts in which they live, as far as the
Senate is concerned, in the states in which
he lives. Students ought to become a part of
the system, they ought to reinvigorate it and
bring in new ideas, and wake up some of us
who may have been asleep at the switch for
too long and are too much wedded to ideas
which may have been fine two or three
decades ago but which will not fit into the
changing world of today.

Mr. WeaveR. But isn't it true, Senator, that
the system is going to have to take a dif-
ferent attitude towards these young people
than it has in the past

Senator MansFIELD. Of course.

Mr. WeAvER. To accommodate the kind of
change that you are talking about?

Senator MansrreLp, And I think they
should take a different attitude toward the
system, too. We both have got a great deal
to learn, and I think we both have got a
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great deal to contribute. We both ought to
work together because, after all, we are all
citizens of the same country.

Mr. HErmaN. Senator, what do you think
of Senator Muskie, for one, his suggestion for
a Democratic Convention on policy sometime
this summer, a mid-term Democratic Con-
vention?

Senator MawsrieLp. No, I would be against
it. We have business to do in the Congress.

Mr. HErMAN. You would be against—would
you be against a meeting of, say, Democratic
leaders, called together by Larry O'Brien,
over the Memorlal Day weekend, as has been
suggested?

SBenator Mawsrierp. We still have our re-
sponsibilities In the Congress.

Mr. Weaver. You don't feel that there is
any necessity for rewriting the Democratic
Party Platform of 1868, which, as you will,
of course, recall, took a somewhat different
attitude towards Southeast Asia than the
majority of the leaders of the party now
take?

Senator MaNsFIELD. I wasn't at the conven-
tion. I disapproved of what they did. I think
we ought to face up to our responsibilities
in the Senate regardless of any declaration by
any political party.

Mr. HermaN. Senator, you sald that you
were pleased, I think, or impressed, or gen-
erally you cast a favorable vote for Presi-
dent Nixon’s conduct during the past week.
How about——

Senator MawsFieLp. The past two weeks.

Mr. HeErMaN. The past two weeks, very
well, How about his statement in the news
conference of May 8 in which he referred
to America as the peace-keeper in the Asian
world and didn't want to lose that role?

Senator MawsrFiErp. I would disagree.

Mr, HegmaN. Do you think that is a doe-
trine which he holds or was this just an ac-
cidental reference?

Senator MawnsrFieLp. I couldn't say.

Mr. HErman., You have no feelilng on how
he and the administration feel about that
attitude at the moment?

Senator MawsrFiELp, No, I don't think we
are the peace-keeper of any part of the world.
I think we have enough troubles of our own.
We are not the world’s policeman. We have
difficulties which we will have to face up
to and surmount. We have a limited popula-
tion and a limited' amount of resources.

Mr. HermaN. Well, as you may recall, that
particular sentence in his news conference
was tied to the idea that i the United States
pulled its troops too rapidly out of South
Vietnam, there would be, I think he said,
millions of casualties and that it was up to
us to prevent that.

Senator MansrFieLp. I don't—I would ques-
tion that statement, that there would be
millions of casualties. I would say further
that as far as Southeast Asia is concerned, it
is not vital to the security of the United
States, and never has been.

Mr. HErmaAN. Well, do you think 1t would be
moral, let's say, to the United States, after
fighting in South Vietnam for so long, to
pull out with no provision for those who
helped us and to allow them to be killed if
there would be a Communist takeover?

Senator MANSFIELD. Oh, we've helped them.
They have a government which is supposedly
democratic. They have been Vietnamized, ac-
cording to our standards. Let them go ahead
and declde their own future, set up the kind
of government they want. It is their re-
sponsibility, not ours.

Mr. HarT. You are giving up on them?

Senator MansFIELD, I was never for them,
and I have informed two Presidents of that,
of my feelings on this matter, even before
we got Involved in Vietnam

Mr. Harr. Senator, if you——

Senator MansrFierLp. I am not giving up on
anybody, but I am upholding the American
people, I think we ought to give some con-
sideration to ourselves, for a change,

Mr. HarT. If you could set a timetable for
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withdrawal of all American forces from Viet-
nam, in your heart when do you want them
out, all of them?

Senator MawnsFieELD. I intend to become a
sponsor of the Muskie and the McGovern-
Hatfield amendments to the big defense bill.

Mr, HarT. By the end of this year?

Senator MaNsFIELD. By the end of this year,
but please keep in mind that there are cer-
tain qualifications in there which will protect
the lives of Americans in Southeast Asia.

Mr. HermaN. Senator, there has been a
great deal of discussion, as you know, about
the question of draft, of the Reserve Officers
Training Corps, ROTC, as the kids call it,
and for an all-volunteer army. How do you
think that would work?

Senator MansrieLp. Well, I am for an all-
volunteer army. I think the Gates Commis-
sion report ought to be given the most seri-
ous consideration, when the extension of the
draft is considered. I am against the draft.
I voted against it. I don't intend to vote for
its extension this time. As far as the ROTC
is concerned, I am disturbed about what is
happening to that organization on the cam-
puses, and I do not approve of what has been
done. ROTC furnishes a clvilian input into
the armed services of this country. It keeps
alive the idea of civilian supremacy, and I
think it is worth what it has cost this coun-
try and the colleges. May I point out that the
ROTC is not forced on any college or uni-
versity, and that no one is forced to enroll
in the courses which it gives. But it does
emphasize the civilian element, which I think
is important.

Mr. HermaAN. Well, after all of that, how
can you be for an all-volunteer army, which
eventually becomes professional military
men, with all the dangers that other coun-
tries have found in such——

Senator MansrFIELD. Because you can keep
the ROTCs and get clvillan Inputs on that
basis. They don't have to stay in for a life-
time. They do not usually; they stay in for
a certain period. You would still have the
civillan leavening in the army.

Mr. Hart. You sald you don't approve.
What don't you approve of in the——

Senator MansrFierp. Well, the burning
down of the ROTC units, things of that sort,
because if youngsters want to take ROTC,
let them take it. They are not forced to.

Mr. WeAvER. Senator, on one of the major
domestic issues that will be shortly before
the Senate, do you support the principle of
President Nixon's welfare reform program
that would guarantee a minimum income to
families——

Senator MawnsFierp. I have very grave
gquestion about that. I will have to study it
very closely, because I don't know enough
about it. It has passed the House. It was re~
ferred to the Senate Finance Committee,
which in turn referred it back to Secretary
Finch. I have grave questions, I want to
study it. I am sorry I can't give you a definite
answer right now.

Mr. HarTt, Senator Hughes, Mr. Leader, says
that President Nixon is using the media as
his own privileged sanctuary to talk to the
American people about his policies in Cam-
bodia. Is his opposition being denled an ade-
quate response?

Senafor MansFieLp. Oh, I don't think so.
I don't blame the administration for using
the media as much as the media will allow,
because if the Democrats were in, we would
be doing the same thing. I think we get our
share of publicity, and it will not be as much
as the President's. It shouldn't be, after all,
we are not in control. I have no complaints,

Mr. HerMAN. Sometimes it is said that the
media spends too much time on the opposi-
tion, that they are always In favor of the
outs.

Senator MansrFIELD. It is up to the media.

Mr. HerMAN, One of the other issues which
is before you now and on which you have
spoken out is the vote for the 18-year-olds.
What is going to happen?
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Senator MawsrFieLp, It passed by four-to-
one in the Senate. I would hope that the
House would do the same thing. It is very
important, I think, that we glve these
youngster who are eligible for the draft—
many people laugh off that argument but,
to me, it is nothing to laugh off—who are
eligible to marry at that age, who are treated
as adults in the courts, and in other areas.
Give them the vote, bring them into the
system, make them political-minded, give
them a voice in the making of policies which
they are called on to carry out now, but
without having any say in them.

Mr. HErmaN. I know what you say, but the
question is what is going to happen? Is the
House golng to pass it? Is the Senate going
to stand firm?

Senator MansrFIELD., The Senate will stand
firm, as far as I am concerned.

Mr. HErMAN. Do you think there will be
an extended demand, so to speak, on this,
and that this is going to keep Congress in
sesslon for quite a long period of time?

Senator MANSFIELD. It could be,

Mr, HermaN., How long would you think
this would be worth arguing?

Senator MaxsrFiELD. Oh, a long time.

Mr. HErMAN. You are really determined
on it?

Senator MAnsrFIELD. I am very interested
in it.

Mr. HarT. Extended debate, meaning some-
thing that is sort of like a filibuster?

Senator MansrFiELD. No.

Mr. HerMman. Well, as the time begins to
run out, let me put you out on a limb: Is
it going to pass, finally?

Senator MANsFIELD, I hope 50, because, as I
say, the Senate passed it four-to-one, The
House is going to face up to it next month. I
don't know why they have been stalling in
the Rules Committee. And if it is passed and
becomes the law, it will go to the courts.

Mr. HErman. Well, on that hope, we have
run out of time. Thank you very much for
being with us on Face the Nation.

Awnnouncer. Today, on Face the Nation,
the Senate Majority Leader, Senator Mike
Mansfield, Democrat, of Montana, was inter-
viewed by CBS News Correspondent John
Hart, Warren Weaver of The New York Times,
and CBS News Correspondent George Her-
man. Next week, another prominent figure
in the news will face the Nation. Face the
Nation originated, in color, from CBS/Wash-
ington.

ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE
EXPANSION PLAN

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, last
Thursday I submitted an amendment to
change the name of H.R. 16311, known
as the Family Assistance Act of 1970, to
the Welfare Expansion Act of 1970, My
purpose in introducing this amendment
was to set the record straight and make
the American public aware of the true
nature of this so-called welfare reform
legislation.

It is my contention that the President’s
family assistance plan has been badly
oversold and completely misrepresented
to the American public. The administra-
tion program has been referred fo as
“workfare” rather than welfare. Recog-
nizing the electorate’s interest in chang-
ing the inequitable, incentive-killing wel-
fare program we have now, administra-
tion spokesmen have branded their plan
“welfare reform.”

Although the administration was able
to mislead the House Ways and Means
Committee and the House of Representa-
tives on this score, the Senate Finance
Committee was quick to perceive the fact
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that the administration plan provides for
welfare expansion rather than welfare
reform.

The outstanding characteristic of H.R.
16311 is the expansion of Federal bene-
fits to 15 million additional Americans.
While increasing the welfare rolls from
10 million to 25 million people, the ad-
ministration has made no effort to pro-
vide effective job training and—more im-
portant—job opportunities.

If this Congress approves legislation
which will provide for the continuous
addition of millions of people to the wel-
fare rolls, with no effective means of re-
moving recipients from the rolls, we are
inviting a taxpayers’ revolt.

Every Member of this body remembers
that in 1969 the phrase “taxpayers’ re-
volt” was very much in vogue. Members
of this body frequently made dire warn-
ings of the impending ‘“‘revolt” if Con-
gress failed to enact meaningful tax re-
form and tax reductions.

Mr. President, my mail indicated that
these warnings were justified. People in
my State and all over the country were
dp in arms, voting down bond issues for
schools, hospitals, health programs—
voting against anything which would in-
crease their taxes.

The tax-writing committees of the
Congress responded to this demand for
tax reform by taking the initiative in
the enactment of the most wide-sweep-
ing tax reform since the income tax be-
came law. We made reforms which in-
creased the tax burden on those individ-
uals who are not paying their fair share
and changes to relieve the heavy burden
on the hard-pressed middle-class Amer-
ican taxpayer.

When the full impact of the Tax Re-
form Act is felt in 1973, there will be
a substantial reduction in taxes for
middle-class Americans. For example, a
family of four with an income of $7,500,
claiming the standard deduction, would
pay $687 in Federal income taxes under
present law. When the Tax Reform Act
is fully implemented in 1973, this same
family would pay $514 income tax, for
a 25-percent reduction in taxes. If the
same family earned $10,000 and took the
standard deduction, it would have a tax
liability of $1,114 under present law. Un-
der the fully implemented Tax Reform
Act, this family’s Federal income tax
liability would be $905, for a tax reduc-
tion of $209.

While this tax reduction was substan-
tial, middle-income families are still
strapped with a heavy burden. As any-
one knows, a middle-income family with
two children has tremendous expenses
in trying to maintain a moderate stand-
ard of living. For the $10,000 income
family, a Federal tax burden of over
$900 is much too high.

When the administration’s budget for
fiscal year 1971 was announced, much
was made of the administration's at-
tempt to cut Federal expenditures and
slow the tide of inflation. The proposed
budget would supposedly result in a sur-
plus of $1.3 billion for fiscal year 1971.

Mr. President, this will not be the first
time that a budget surplus of January
fades into a budget deficit in December.

A close analysis of the administra-
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tion’s 1971 budget shows that it is based
on assumptions that are questionable at
best. For example, the administration had
assumed the postponement of Federal
pay raises beyond the July date to Janu-
ary of 1971 for a saving of $1.4 billion in
the fiscal year of 1971. As we all know,
Congress approved and the President
signed into law a 6-percent Federal pay
raise retroactive to December 27. This
one item wipes out the Federal budget
surplus of $1.3 billion.

In projecting the budget surplus, the
administration played the old game of
contemplating program cutbacks that it
knows very well that the Congress will
not accept. For example, the budget pro-
poses the termination of the special
milk program, reduction in Federal aid
to impacted areas, and, most unrealis-
tic of all, a $159 million cutback of serv-
ices and benefits for veterans.

Just last week the Senate unanimously
approved a bill to extend the special milk
program after this measure had already
been approved by the House of Repre-
sentatives. Moreover, I think it is es-
pecially ridiculous to propose a cutback
in veterans benefits and services at a
time when more and more injured and
disabled veterans are returning from the
war in Southeast Asia only to find that
they cannot get decent dental and med-
ical care.

The administration's revenue esti-
mates are extremely optimistic. For ex-
ample, it has predicted that personal
income will increase to $800 billion in
the next fiscal year. This seems highly
unlikely when we consider that unem-
ployment has risen from 3.5 to 4.8 per-
cent since December of 1969.

Dr. Laurence N. Woodworth, chief of
the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue Taxation, does a yearly analysis of
the Federal budget. He predicts that we
are likely to have a deficit of at least $3
to $4 billion and possibly twice that
much.

A budget deficit of $4 to $8 billion
means one of two things—either run-
away inflation or more taxes.

In the face of this dilemma, the ad-
ministration presses forward with a wel-
fare expansion plan which would in-
crease the budget deficit by $4.4 billion
a year. The administration has estimated
that its family assistance plan would cost
$4.4 billion per year more than the pres-
ent program.

Mr. President, we would have some
consolation if there were reason to be-
lieve that this $4.4 billion was a realistic
figure.

Unfortunately, questions by members
of the Senate Finance Committee pointed
out gaping holes in the HEW's cost esti-
mates. When the ranking Republican
member of the committee, the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. WiLLiams), asked
how much the HEW cost figures would
be increased by a rise in the unemploy-
ment rate, he was amazed to learn that
the HEW had no idea. I was as shocked
as the senior Senator from Delaware, be-
cause the HEW costs figures have been
based on an unemployment rate of 3.5
percent. As everyone knows, unemploy-
ment has risen to 4.8 percent, thus add-
ing 1.1 million additional people to the
unemployment rolls.




May 19, 1970

At the time this speech is made, the
Committee on Finance has not yet re-
ceived statistics requested by Senator
WiLriams. We still have no idea how the
cost estimates of the administration will
be affected by the addition of over a mil-
lion people to the unemployment rolls.

In addition to being based on the
wrong unemployment rate, the adminis-
tration’s cost estimate is defective on an-
other score. The estimate that the family
assistance plan will cost an additional
$4 4 billion in 1972 was based entirely on
1968 figures, HEW made no attempt to
adjust for the great increase in the wel-
fare rolls that has taken place since 1968
and the additional increase in the rolls
which will have occurred by 1972, the
first year that the welfare expansion plan
could be operated.

The Finance Committee is understand-
ably leery about cost estimates which
originate in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. If the commit-
tee’'s experience with medicare and med-
icaid is any guide, the first year of cost
of the welfare expansion plan will be
closer to $8 billion than $4 billion.

Thus, we have the potential of $8 bil-
lion being added to a budget deficit
which already ranges from $4 to $8
billion.

Mr. President, when Secretary Finch
was questioned about the cost of the wel-
fare expansion plan, he indicated that
he did not believe that the plan should
be financed on borrowed money, that it
should not be financed by deficit spend-

ing. He indicated that the program should
be paid for out of current revenues.

Although I did not accept the fallacious
cost estimate of $4.4 billion, I asked the
Secretary where we are going to get $4.4
billion in the tight budget that we must
have for 1972. The Secretary responded
vaguely about some “trade-offs” on other
programs and stated that the additional
cost was taken into consideration in 1972
budget projections.

In other words, the Secretary said that
other Government programs would be
cut to provide for the cost of the family
assistance program. I am understand-
ably skeptical about these “trade-offs” or
program cuts. I believe that my skept-
icism is justified when we look at the
false economies of the 1971 budget to
which I have already made reference.

Mr. President, the American taxpayer
will have to pay the bill. He is entitled to
know what programs he will have fo give
up in order to pay for welfare expansion.
It is easy enough for Cabinet officials to
talk about “budget projections” and
“trade-offs” which never materialize. It
is easy enough for the administration
to engage in the kind of budgetary gim-
mickry that is evident in the 1971 budg-
et. It is not the Cabinet officials, it is
nﬁ} the administration who must pay the
bill.

For too many years, Congress has en-
acted extravagant spending programs
with little consideration for the Amer-
ican taxpayer, with little consideration
of the ultimate impaect of irresponsible
spending policies. As a result, we have
experienced during the past year infla-
tio?] of over 6 percent. There is no end in
sight.

I hope that this Congress will be more
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responsible. I hope that we can secure
from the administration reliable cost
estimates and cost projections for the
next decade. I hope that this Congress
will, before enacting this measure, write
into the act inflexible cost limitations.

I believe that before the Finance Com-
mittee can act on H.R. 16311, the admin-
istration must provide us with not only
reliable cost estimates but also a detailed
list of “trade-offs” or items which will
be cut from the budget in order to pay
the cost of welfare expansion. I have
written a letter to Secretary Finch re-
questing this information. I hope that the
other members of the Senate Finance
Committee will agree with me that we
must have this information before we
can proceed realistically with further
consideration of H.R. 16311.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that my letter to Secretary Finch be
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1970.
Hon, RoserT H, FINCH,
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SecCreTARY: When you testified
before the Senate Finance Committee, I
asked you where you are going to get the
money to finance the Administration’s Fam-
ily Assistance Plan, You have estimated that
it is going to cost the government an addi-
tional $4.4 billion to finance the first year of
operation of this welfare expansion plan. I
do not accept this estimate as realistic. You
based this estimate on an unemployment
rate of 3.5 percent. As you know, unemploy-
ment has gone up to 4.8 percent, thus adding
1.1 million Americans to the unemployment
rolls.

In addition, your cost estimate is based
on 1968 figures. You falled to take into con-
sideration the dramatic increase in the wel-
fare rolls which will have occurred by 1972,
the first year that your welfare expansion
plan could be operated. Because of this in-
crease in the welfare rolls, there has been a
billion dollar increase in the cost of public
assistance from 1968 to 1969.

Although I do not believe that your cost
estimate of $4.4 billion is realistic, I asked
you during the Finance Committee's hear-
ings where we are going to get an additional
$4.4 billion. You responded, and I quote,
“Well, the Bureau of the Budget has built
in these costs and all of their projections
obviously were trading off with other pro-
grams, We have regarded the sccial implica-
tions of this as important enough to make
those trade-offs within our present projec-
tions.” You also responded that you are not
anticipating any new tax authority to meet
this new cobligation.

Mr. Secretary, you have not yet responded
with any of the information requested by
the members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. However, I would like to add one
more question to the long list of unanswered
questions, I am requesting a detailed list of
programs you intend to eliminate or reduce
in order to pay for welfare expansion. I
would like to know exactly which programs
are to be cut back, which programs are to
be eliminated and the amount of money
that will be saved on each item. Only when
this information is made available to the
American public will we have any basis for
considering H.R. 16311.

With every good wish, I am,

Sincerely,
HeErMAN E, TALMADGE.

16027

Mr. TALMADGE. It is entirely appro-
priate that the same congressional com-
mittees which must approve welfare pay-
ments are also charged with the respon-
sibility of setting the tax rates. If the
administration cannot show to the satis-
faction of the tax writing committees
that there is room in the 1972 and subse-
quent budgets for several billion dollars
for welfare expansion, if it cannot show
that it plans real cuts, rather than budg-
et gimmicks, then we should consider a
tax increase in conjunction with H.R.
16311.

Mr. President, yesterday the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board, Arthur F,
Burns, delivered a speech at the Ameri-
can Bankers Association monetary con-
ference in Hot Springs, Va. His speech
was reported in yesterday afternoon's
Washington Star. The article is eap-
tioned “Limit Spending or Raise Tax,
Burns Advises.” I ask unanimous consent
that the article relating to his speech,
which appeared in yesterday afternoon’s
Star, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

LimiT SPENDING Or Ramse Tax, Busns
ADVISES
(By Lee M. Cohn)

Federal Reserve Chairman Arthur F, Burns
today called on Congress to clamp a tight
ceiling on federal spending, or ralse taxes
to cover any significant expenditure increase.

A legal limit on outlays would be “the
single most constructive step that could be
taken” now to combat infiation and restore
confidence in financial markets, Burns said
in a speech prepared for an American Bankers
Association monetary conference in Hot
Springs, Va.

He also recommended consideration by the
Nixon administration of a temporary “in-
comes policy"—short of direct controls—to
restrain wage and price increases.

MODERATE OPTIMISM

On the general economic outlook, Burns
was moderately optimistic about prospects
for gradually curbing inflation without a
recession.

Congress should enact an expenditure ceil-
ing “tight enough to give reasonable assur-
ance that federal expenditures for fiscal 1971
do not rise appreciably above the level pro-
Jected in the budget last January” Burns
sald

President Nixon's budget estimated spend-
ing in fiscal 1971, the year starting July 1,
at $200.8 billion, up from $197.9 billion in
fiscal 1970.

With revenues projected at $202.1 billion,
the budget forecast a surplus of $1.3 billion,
down from $1.5 billion in fiscal 1970,

Revised estimates scheduled for release
this week are expected to show rising ex-
penditures and declining revenues, produc-
Ing moderate deficits in both years.

APPEARS TO DIFFER

In calling for a tight expenditure ceiling,
Burns appeared to be differing with the ad-
ministration, which has complained about
the rigidity of such legislative limits.

As an alternative to a spending ceiling,
Burns suggested, “if expenditures threaten
to rise significantly above that level ($200.8
billion), taxes should be provided to cover
tl e excess.”

Indications that spending is on the up-
swing have caused “dramatic” reactions in
financial markets, Burns said, observing:
“The business and financial public is deeply
concerned that the federal budgetary process
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may have gotten out of hand in recent years.
There is some basis for this concern.”

In addition to a spending ceiling, he called
for budgetary reforms to weed out expendi-
tures on outmoded programs.

FOREIGN EXPERIENCE CITED

Noting that progress against inflation has
been slow, Burns said the government is
receiving suggestions for direct intervention
to curb wage and price increases.

Specific “incomes policies” have achieved
little success in the United States or abroad,
he said.

“Nevertheless,” he sald, “we should not
close our minds to the possibility that an in-
comes policy, provided it stopped well short
of direct price and wage controls and was
used merely as a supplement to over-all fis-
cal and monetary measures, might speed us
through this transitional period of cost-
push inflation.”

He emphasized that an Incomes policy
pursued for a long period would be “com-
pletely impractical,” and acknowledged that
even a temporary policy of this nature would
play only a “very modest” role in speeding
the conquest of inflation.

Burns appeared to be talking about what
is known as “jawboning"—more or less direct
efforts to persuadd labor and business to re-
strain wage and price Increases.

The administration so far has opposed
Jawboning as ineflective.

“We have made much more progress than
is generally realized in getting the infla-
tlonary forces of recent years under con-
trol,” Burns said—while admitting that ex-
cessive price increases continue,

By slowing the economy, he said, anti-
inflationary monetary and fiscal policies have
taken “a risk that the decline in industrial
output would intensify and spread across
the economy, with the business slowdown
iaking on the characteristics of a recession.”

“Thus far, the pervasive and cumulative
characteristics of a recession have not de-
veloped,” he said, adding: “It seams high-
ly probable, moreover, that the business
slowdown will not extend much further.

Mr. TALMADGE. There is adequate
precedent for this procedure, The social
security program has maintained its fis-
cal integrity because of the fact that suf-
ficient social security revenues must be
assured whenever we consider an in-
crease in social security benefits. Because
the social security trust fund stands
alone, the relation between benefits and
revenues is quite apparent.

Therefore, the Finance Committee be-
came aware this year that unless medi-
care and medicaid costs were brought
into line, or unless social security taxes
were increased, the medicare program
would go bankrupt.

Mr. President, I submit that we should
apply the same kind of safeguard to this
welfare expansion legislation. We do not
necessarily need a welfare trust fund,
but we do need to insure that there is a
clear relationship between tax revenues
and welfare benefits. If it is necessary to
enact a tax increase for welfare benefits,
we could call it the “Welfare Surtax of
1970.”

I am tired of seeing the American tax-
payer deluded. If the administration does
not come up with satisfactory figures, I
shall do everything I can, as one mem-
ber of the Senate Finance Committee, to
assure that a tax increase is considered
in conjunction with HR. 16311,

I predict that if Congress plays fast
and loose with the American taxpayer,
that if Congress enacts a program which
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will require the return of the 10-percent
surtax, we will see a real taxpayers' re-
volt. This revolt will not be quelled by
the enactment of another tax reform bill.

One of the great injustices of our time
is the fact that any Member of Con-
gress who opposes unlimited Federal
giveaway programs is branded as harsh
and insensitive to the needs of the poor.

On the contrary, the exact opposite
is often the case.

I am sure that the advocates of HR.
16311 will overlook the fact that in this
session of Congress, I have attempted to
do a great deal for the poor of this Na-
tion. No Member of this body is more
concerned with helping the very young,
the elderly, the blind, and the disabled
than am I. It is for this reason that I in-
troduced the first major food stamp bill
of 1969. I might add that this bill S. 1864,
served as a pattern for the administra-
tion bill which was subsequently intro-
duced. As every Member of the Senate
knows, this body passed the food stamp
reform bill last year. Unfortunately, this
bill has not yet been approved by the
House of Representatives. When enacted
into law, the food stamp legislation will
go a very long way in insuring that every
American has an adequate diet.

The first major antihunger legislation
to develop the current national concern
about hunger was the school lunch bill
which was approved by Congress and
signed into law by the President last
week. H.R. 515 was introduced by Repre-
sentative PErRgINs and approved by the
House of Representatives in 1969. Also,
in 1969, I introduced S. 2548, my own
school Iunch bill, and this bill was sub-
sequently reported by the Senate Agri-
culture Committee. After some amend-
ments were added on the floor, S. 2548
was passed unanimously by the Senate,
and its language was substituted for the
language of H.R. 515. The enactment of
this legislation will insure that every
needy schoolchild in America will receive
a free or reduced price lunch.

Although I am quite concerned about
providing for the needs of those who are
unable to provide for themselves, I never
allow myself to forget that I represent all
the people and all the taxpayers. There-
fore, I will not be a party to saddling the
American taxpayer with an open-ended
spending program which will increase
the tax burden every year.

The American taxpayer should no
longer be limited to a choice between
runaway inflation and higher taxes.

The American public is tired of the
policy of “spend now and pay later.” As
a matter of fact, the American taxpayer
is now paying for the unwise and extrav-
agant spending of the past.

The American taxpayer is entitled to
know the true facts—the true cost of
welfare expansion. If a tax increase will
be required, then this tax increase should
be considered now—in conjunction with
the welfare expansion plan. If a tax in-
crease is necessary, the administration
should have the candor and the courage
to call for such an increase now.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, under
the previous order, the distinguished
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Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON)
is to speak at this time. Is the Senator
prepared to proceed?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I prefer to yield my
10 minutes to the Senator. I believe he
has 10 more minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have completed my
remarks.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mus-
KIE). Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that another quorum
call be requested, and that, in accordance
with the rules, I be allowed to have the
floor after that quorum call,

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HoL-
LINGs). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the previous order, the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is now
recognized for 1 hour.

CAMEBODIA—WHERE IS THE
PROFIT IN THE KILLING?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
the debate on the Senate floor last week
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi, the chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee made the following
observation:

I am not an expert on military matters
and how to fight a war, but I have been close
to the subject for some time.

Those words are applicable to my own
experience, in that during most of the
adult years of my life I have been work-
ing for a strong and secure Ameriea, so
that we could maintain a free Ameriea;
and it is from that background I present
these few remarks.

As the Senate now considers the
Cooper-Church amendment, we should
ask ourselves, what is true security?

During the debate on this amendment,
opponents of the legislation—specifically
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee—stated that passage of this
proposal would be “sending such glad
tidings to our adversaries, not only those
in Hanoi, but those who are allied with
them—Peking, Moscow, and others—
that we are going to tie a part of our
other hand behind us.”

The distinguished chairman went
even further when he said:

This is not a time to be stepping in here
and stopping a procedure of battle that has
every evidence of being highly profitable,
There is no reason to promise now that we
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will never do it again unless we can get a
law passed.

It was not the Members of the Sen-
ate, however, or even the authors of this
amendment, who first set down the
guidelines which have been described as
“sending such glad tidings to our ad-
versaries.”

On May 9, at his nationally televised
press conference, President Nixon laid
out the time schedule that now is being
criticized as “stopping a procedure of
battle that has every evidence of being
highly profitable.”

The President declared, both to this
Nation and to our enemies:

All Americans of all kinds, including ad-
visors, will be out of Cambodia by the end
of June.

It was the President who, in meetings
with congressional leaders on May 5,
assured that U.S. forces would not pene-
trate Cambodia beyond 21.7 miles with-
out congressional approval.

It was the Secretary of State who, at
his press conference on May 13, said U.S.
troops would not become ‘“militarily in-
volved” with the Cambodian Govern-
ment after completion of the present
operation.

Do the opponents of the Cooper-
Church amendment believe that Hanoi
became joyful when these statements
were made to the American people? Or
does joy only begin when the Senate en-
dorses the announced policies of the
President and his top officials?

Rather than at this time getting into
the constitutional problem posed by an
American President I would comment on
the words “highly profitable” with re-
spect to various aspects of this tragic
business.

We are told that many additional
Americans have already been killed in
Cambodia, each and every one of whom
no doubt was looking to the future. I
heard on the radio Saturday morning
that 138 Americans were killed in Cam-
bodia.

Where is the profit in these additional
killings?

On May 4, during a protest against the
expansion of the war, the killing spread
to the United States. Four students were
killed by National Guardsmen; and then
six more were killed; and then two more.

Where was the profit in those killings?

A responsible reporter writes from
Cambodia that he saw disillusioned GI's
going into action from their helicopters
with such signs on their helmets as:

We are the unwilling, led by the unquali-
fled, doing the unnecessary, for the ungrate-
ful.

No doubt the GI's in question now
realize that the announced plan of Viet-
namization nails down the fact there will
be no favorable military decision. They
know that, and also that among them
are the ones who will be killed tomorrow
and in the long days to come.

They know also that for over 4 years
the North Vietnamese and Vietcong have
had full use of Cambodia as a sanctuary
for their troops. This was true long be-
fore the policy of Vietnamization was
decided upon by this administration; and
therefore they know that the U.S. inva-
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sion of Cambodia was a military reaction
to a political development—not a mili-
tary development—the overthrow of
Prince Sihanouk.

In any case, where is the profit in the
fact that such thinking is spreading
around among members of our Armed
Forces?

Where is the profit in a statement
made to me recently by one of the finest
of all generals? “The better younger offi-
cers are completely disillusioned. Many
have already resigned, and many more
plan to resign.”

Again, what is a true definition of se-
curity?

The American people have been both
shocked and saddened by the televised
evidence of the unnecessary killing of
South Vietnamese civilians. For many
months some of our youth in the Army
have been under indictment for murder
in connection with civilian killings, and
now we are told that four marines have
also been indicted for similar alleged
murders.

Where is the profit in charges of mur-
der against American servicemen, or in
the killings upon which these charges
are based?

One of the great educators of our
country, who has had unusual success in
preventing unrest on his campus, told
me recently that, whereas 3 years ago re-
turning veterans were leaders in his ef-
forts to preserve order, today they were
the leaders in creating disorder.

And again, in any case. regardless of
any short term tactical military profit
achieved through the capture of a quan-
tity of supplies 10,000 miles away from
our own land, as the world watches the
United States start putting the torch to
the hamlets of another little country,
where is the long-term profit?

From the standpoint of our diplomatic
relations with other countries, the in-
vasion of Cambodia has been sheer dis-
aster. Even a casual look at subsequent
statements made by the heads of other
nations shows the degree of that disaster.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield, or would he prefer fo
finish his speech? I would be happy to do
it either way.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr.

President,
could I finish my remarks? I am on lim-
ited time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator on the excellent speech
he is making, and I shall wait for him to
complete his prepared remarks.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
where is the profit in this further erosion
of our world prestige?

From an economic standpoint, the in-
vasion of Cambodia has already resulted
in heavy financial reverses for millions
of Americans. To this should be added
the fact that the war in Southeast Asia
has been the primary cause for us hav-
ing, simultaneously for the first time in
our history, the three dangerous eco-
nomic components of first, unprecedent-
edly high interest rates, second increas-
ing inflation, and third, growing unem-
ployment.

No one could say there is any profit
in this series of developments, because it
is all too clear there has been heavy loss.
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Let us now look at the testimony be-
fore the Senate of one of the most re-
spected and admired leaders of Ameri-
can business, Louis B. Lundborg, chair-
man of the board of the Bank of Amer-
ica, the largest bank in the world Mr.
Lundborg testified in part as follows:

In my judgment, the war in Vietnam Is a
tragic national mistake.

. . ® . .

The fact is that collectively, as a nation,
we have made a mistake, a colossal one, In
any other context of life, when a mistake has
been made—whether by a person, by a com-
pany, or by a nation—there is only one thing
to do; face up to it. No amount of cover-
up—rationalizing, allbiing, or ducking the
facts—will avold the inevitable day of reck-
oning; it only compounds the cost.

L] * - Ll L

In my judgment, it is time the share-
holders of America—the people—begin to
call for an end to the squandering of Amer-
ican blood, morale and resources on what is
in essence an Asian war of nationalism.

I believe, Mr. President, that I have
been to Vietnam as often as any other
Member of Congress. And if there is one
thing I am sure of, it is the accuracy of
that remark with regard to nationalism.

Mr, Lundborg continues:

Certainly the distllusionment of the young
over our whole Vietnam experience has weak-
ened their willingness to follow adult leader-
ship in anything.

I shudder to think of our being con-
fronted by a real military threat—a direct
and immediate one—to our own national se-
curity while our youth are in this mood.

The overriding question is this one—"Dces
the United States from either a practical or
moral viewpoint have either the right or the
might to set itself up as the unilateral po-
liceman for the world?” My answer to that
question is that such a position is morally
indefensible and practically unstainable.

- - - L] -

This has been an issue that has left our
people confused and bewildered, with no
clear sense of direction, no clear sense of
national purpose, no confidence in the moral-
ity of such national directions as are appar-
ent.

- - - * L]

We must remind ourselves that, big and
powerful as we are, we are only one nation
among many.

This in essence is our mistake in Vietnam.
We have somehow lost the vislon to see that
economics—not ideologies and not military
operations—is the key to favorable world
development in the latter third of the 20th
century. There is only one way out of our
current dilemma and that is the elimination
of war in Vietnam.

Should we not listen also to the words
of John W. Gardner, one of the great
public servants of our time, when he
says:

While each of us pursues his selfish inter-
est and comforts himself by blaming others,
the nation disintegrates. I use the phrase
soberly. The nation disintegrates . . .

Nothing we are doing to help or harm our
friends in Southeast Asla can compare to
what we are doing to ourselves as a nation,
The erosion of spirit that we have experi-
enced is beyond calculation. Weighed against
that erosion, any geopolitical advantages in
the war must seem as pitfully small. I hasten
to add my own view that judged in the
strictest national security terms, our involve-
ment in Southeast Asia is hopelessly counter
to our best interests.

Mr. Gardner later observed:
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We are not going to solve our domestic
problems until this war s over. It is just as
simple as that.

One of the domestic problems which
now confronts us, a direct result of the
Vietnam war, is the need to care for
those brave men who have returned to
this country, but who will never be the
same again. In this connection, I ask
unanimous consent that an article by
Charles Childs entitled, “It’s Like You've
Been Put in Jail or Been Punished for
Something,” in the issue of Life maga-
zine of May 22, having to do with the ex-
perience in a veterans’ hospital of a
wounded marine, as well as another
article from the same issue entitled
“From Vietnam to a V.A. Hospital: As-
signment to Neglect,” be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
had planned to read a part of that short
article this morning on the floor of the
Senate but it is so sad, so terribly sad
and tragic in all its actualities and impli-
cations that I have decided not to do so
this morning. I would only ask, How can
anything like this be going on in America,
the richest country in history, the land
of the free and the home of the brave?

Far from any profit, the tremendous
losses resulting from this war in Indo-
china, both at home and abroad, are now
becoming ever more clear; and the youth
of the country continue to protest, be-
cause they are unwilling to die for a
cause in which they, and so many other
Americans, do not believe,

This latest Cambodian expansion of the
war is defended on the grounds it sup-
ports our military; but I say, with great
respect, that the best way to support
them would be to bring them home, under
a phased and orderly withdrawa! plan.

This, in itself, would be the greatest
single step toward stopping the killing
of Americans, the killing of South Viet-
namese, the killing of North Vietnamese,
the killing of Laotians, the killing of
Cambodians, the killing of all men,
women, and children; and it would also
help to restore much of the lost faith
in Government which today character-
izes the thinking of so many of our citi-
Zens.

These military, diplomatic, and eco-
nomic sacrifices might be justified if the
war we continue to fight week after week,
month after month, and year after year
in Southeast Asia was contributing any-
thing to our national security. But I have
been directly connected with the mili-
tary planning incident to the security of
the United States for some 30 years; and
am sure in my own mind that Vietnam
and all it entails is now reducing instead
of increasing the true security of the
United States.

ExHIBIT 1
It's Laxe You've BEEN PurT 1N JAIL OrR BEEN
PUNISHED FOR SOMETHING
(By Charles Childs)

The siege at Ehesanh had been lifted and
Marine Marke Dumpert had gone back to
Quangtrl not feeling much other than the

choking sensation of knowing nhe had been
incredibly lucky. He had been in one of the
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toughest battles of the war and he had sur-
vived it. Hardened and immunized by the
experience, Dumpert, then a private, vol-
unteered to accompany a corporal and a
lance corporal on a routine check of the
front lines. He had been in Vietnam for
three months. That was the day he was hit.

*“As we headed out from the camp,” Marke
remembers, “I was seated up front by the
door, the lance corporal beside me and the
corporal driving. I heard a crack, a sound
I'd heard a lot at Khesanh. You start to
sweat when that happens because you get
so you can tell how close a shell is. I could
tell It was one of those six-foot Russian-
made rockets because they =ound like a
freight train crashing. Just when I took a
breath . . . it happened.”

Blasted off the road, Dumpert was thrown
into coiled barbed wire. After him came the
truck, rolling over him and grinding him into
the barbed wire. The pain was terrible. He
felt a sensation of white heat, like a light
bulb exploding in his eyes, His neck was al-
ready broken but in some miraculous way
he remained conscious.

Luckily the truck was not far from the
camp when it was hit, so help soon arrived.
Dragged out and freed from the tangle of
barbed wire, Dumpert was rushed to a
nearby field hospital and immobilized with
sandbags on each side of his head. A Mede-
vac helicopter removed him to a hospital
ship that was cruising in the South China
Sea. The whole episode, from injury to hos-
pital ship, had taken only 75 minutes. Four
days later, Medevac surgeons operated to
fuse Dumpert's broken neck back in place.
Then they told him: he would survive but
he would be paralyzed for the rest of his
life from the neck downwards,

After surgery on the medical ship, Marke
was flown to the Philadelphia Naval Hospi-
tal. There they helped him to learn how to
breathe all over again, and he began physi-
cal therapy. “They did a great job,” Marke

says. “The volunteers and the USO people

were terrific. Even among the in-service
corpsmen there’s discipline. If you don't get
attended to by one of these corpsmen, a
complaint might just mean somebody's
weekend pass.”

In September of 1868, the time came for
transfer to a Veterans Administration hos-
pital. For Dumpert, as for other wounded,
it meant that his condition had been im-
proved and stabilized to the point where
extended care could begin. But, as it turned
out, the Bronx VA Hospital was nothing to
look forward to.

“The day they moved me into that gloomy
3-C ward, I knew I was back at the battle-
field,” Dumpert says. “It was the misery of
Khesanh all over again. I spent over a moenth
and a half in an 8x21-foot bunker in Khe-
sanh. I remember the smell of four other
guys plus myself, when we had to use water
to drink, not to wash with, when we lived
with garbage rather than dump it and get
hit by a sniper. But at least in Khesanh, you
could joke and be lighthearted. Death was
around you but there was still the possi-
bility of getting out. Here in this ward, liv-
ing with the misery of six neglected guys
who can't wash themselves, can't even get
a glass of water for themselves, who are left
unattended for bours . . . it's sickening.

‘“Nobody should have to live in these con-
ditions,” Dumpert insists. “We're sll hooked
up to urine bags, and without enough at-
tendants to empty them, they spill over the
floor. It smells and cakes something awful.
The aides don't commit themselves whole-
heartedly, but with what they earn a year
why should they? I've lald in bed on one
side from 6 am. to 4 p.m., without getting
moved or washed. When and if you do get
a shower, you come back and you're put into
a bed on the same sweaty sheets you started
with. It's like you've been put in jail, or
you've been punished for something.”
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The rats were worst. “I had been sleeping
on my stomach,” Dumpert recalls. “It wasn't
11 o'clock, but I had closed by eyes. I sud-
denly awoke to find a rat on my hand. I can’t
move my hand, so I tried to jerk my shoul-
ders, I screamed and the rat jumped slowly
off my bed. When the aide arrived, I told
him. He said, ‘Aw, you must be drunk.” No-
body has done anything to this day, so some
of the amputees who are not totally disabled
have taken to setting traps, to protect us.
If you're a nervous-system injury you can't
feel anything, and you couldl get bitten in
the night and not know it."

Escape from his predicament seems alto-
gether Impossible. Dumpert hopes to finish
high school and has a dream of becoming a
lawyer, despite his disability. But his will to
struggle has been seriously impaired by ne-
glect and frustration.

“I feel that the way we Vietnam veterans
are being treated,” he says, “is abnormal. I
regret having to say this, but now I have
nothing but disgust for my country. I used
to hate the guys who ran off to Canada to
avoid the draft, Now I don't hate them. I
don't like fthem, but I respect them for
what they did. If T had known what I know
now, I would never have enlisted. I don't
mean just my injury, but the insensitivity
and lack of care. They would have had to
drag me Into the service kicking. It makes
me wonder about Vietnam—about whether
the people I saw die, and people like me who
are half dead, fought for nothing.”

FroM VIETNAM TO A VA HOSPITAL ASSIGNMENT
170 NEGLECT

Besides the dead, there are the wounded:
275,000 of them to date. A man hit in Viet-
nam has twice as good a chance of surviving
as he did in Korea and World War II—heli-
copter teams evacuate the wounded faster,
often within minutes, support hospitals per-
form miraculous repairs on injuries that
tend to be more devastating than ever be-
fore. But having been saved by the best field
medicine in history and given initial treat-
ment in first-rate military facilities, one out
of every seven U.S. servicemen wounded in
Vietnam is fated to pass into the bleak
backwaters of our Veterans Administration
hospitals.

With 166 separate institutions, the VA
hospital system is the biggest in the world.
The 800,000 patients it treats in a year,
mainly men wounded in earlier wars, range
from cardlac to psychlatric cases. It is dis-
gracefully understaffed, with standards far
below those of an average community hos-
pital. Many wards remain closed for want of
personnel and the rest are strained with
overcrowding. Facilities for long-term treat-
ment and rehabilitation, indispensable for
the kind of paralytle injuries especially com-
mon in this war of land mines and booby
traps, are generally inferior. At Miami's VA
hospital, while sophisticated new equipment
sits idle for lack of trained personnel,
patients may walt hours for needed blood
transfusions. At the VA’'s showplace hospital
in Washington, D.C. a single registered nurse
may minister to as many as 80 patients
at a time. At the Wadsworth VA Hospital in
Los Angeles, doctors who work there de-
scribe ward conditions as “medieval” and
“filthy.”

Veterans Administration Director Donaid
E. Johnson insists publicly that veterans re-
ceive ‘‘care second to none.” The evidence
is overwhelmingly against him. A five-month
inquiry by a Senate subcommittee chaired
by California’s Alan Cranston has docu-
mented gross inadequacies and laid the main
blame directly on a series of cutbacks in the
VA medical budget. This sum presently
amounts to roughly $1.6 billion a year, some-
what less than the cost of one month's fight-
ing in Vietnam. Additional appropriations
of $122 million for next year await probable
congressional approval and could help ease
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the immediate crisis. But within the next
12 months 16,000 more men from Vietnam
are expected to come under the Veterans
Administration’s care.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I had said I would
yield to the Senator from Idaho. Then,
I would be happy to yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Missouri for the very thoughtful and
hard-hitting address he has made this
morning. I must say that he has taken all
of the arguments and reduced them to a
suceinct statement of his position.

What it comes down to, as he has em-
phasized, is that it is this war that hurts
the United States, hurts us abroad and
hurts us at home; and the crisis that has
come to this country is the result of our
interminable involvement in this war
which offers no conclusive results, and
tears apart the fabric or our own society.

There are limits to what a democratic
country can do when it comes to war;
it cannot persist indefinitely in a war
that can neither be stopped nor won; it
cannot keep forcing young people to fight
when so many of them believe the war to
be wrongful, without sowing the seeds of
sedition in our own land.

That is what is happening to us now
and it has a far greater bearing on the
future of the Republic than anything
that is now or ever has been at stake for
us in Indochina.

I think of all the arguments that have
been voiced against the pending amend-
ment, the most incredible was that taken
to the press galleries a few days ago,
when the two commanders of the largest
veterans organizations of the country
condemned the sponsors of this amend-
ment in terms that impugned their
patriotism and alleged that the amend-
ment would be greeted with joy and jubi-
lation in Moscow and Peking. The facts
are just the opposite. It is the Cambodian
operation itself, not this amendment,
that has brought joy to Peking.

A distinguished commentator, Mr,
Stanley Karnow, wrote in the Wash-
ington Post of Monday, May 11, 1970,
that the Chinese Government greeted
with enthusiasm the decision of the Pres-
ident to enter Cambhodia. The political
repercussions pose a far larger danger to
the United States in the long run, a much
greater potential threat to American se-
curity, than anything that is involved in
the present war in Vietnam.

For example, there is evidence that
China and Russia are laying their quar-
rel aside, a quarrel that had split the
Communist world into two warring
camps, What a price to pay. Next, there
is evidence that the Chinese, for the first
time in years, are reestablishing their
leadership over the Communist move-
ment in Asia. Of course, as the Senator
knows, the Chinese leadership has been
by far the more aggressive in the com-
petition between Peking and Moscow.

I say to the Senator that he has
brought back into balance the question
which faces us. It would be in line with
his remarks if the article by Mr. Karnow,
to which I referred, entitled “Nixon’s Ex-
pansion of the War Seems To Delight
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Chinese,” might appear here in the Rec-
ORD.

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

Nixon’s EXPANSION OF THE War Seems To
DELIGHT CHINESE
(By Stanley Karnow)

Howne EKowng, CHinA—Experts here have
finally figured out Mao Tse-tung's where-
abouts during his recent long absence from
public view. He was secretly ensconced in the
‘White House, advising President Nixon to
send American troops into Cambodia.

The circumstantial evidence to support
that intelligence is reflected In the fact that
nobody has been displaying greater delight
at the widening war in Indochina than the
Chinese Communists.

Mao and his associates are not crazy. On
the contrary, they are tough, shrewd and,
despite their apparent adherence to rigid
doctrines, extraordinarily flexible.

Most of all, they are patient enough to
have played a cautlous walting game in the
hope that Mr. Nixon would accommodate
them by stumbling into Camobdia.

For the conflict now spreading throughout
the Indochinese peninsula serves their cause
in several ways. And, barring the unlikely
prospect of its spilling over into China itself,
this welcome development is costing them
next to nothing.

In terms of their own strategic ambitions,
the Chinese have three inter-related objec-
tives in Southeast Asia.

First and foremost, they want to oust
American military power, partly because they
are concerned with their security and partly
because a U.S. presence thwarts their other
aims in the area,

Second, they want to curb the influence in
the region of the Soviet Union, which they
also see as a potential military threat as well
as an ldeological rival.

Third, they want a future Southeast Asia
composed of frail states that pose no chal-
lenge to Chinese hegemony but, as in cen-
turies past, pay tribute to the rule of the
“Middle Kingdom" in Peking.

The American involvement in Vietnam,
they perceive with obvious pleasure, has
bogged down the United States in a situation
it cannot win and refuses to lose. Therefore,
they calculate, an extension of the conflict
will only drain U.8. resources further.

Besides stirring dissent in the United
States and thus fulfilling their dogma that
the “masses™ inevitably rise against their
“fascist masters” the Indochina mess also
appears to the Chinese to be an opportunity
to “isolate’ America Internationally.

By no coincidence, consequently, they have
invited a French cabinet minister to visit
China this summer for the first tire since
France recognized Peking in 1954. Moreover,
they are improving their ties with Britain
and Yugoslavia, and progressing toward dip-
lomatic relations with Canada and Italy.

In the meantime, just as Mao wished, the
specter of a bigger Indochina war is weaken-
ing the Soviet position in the area as the Rus-
slans waver between trying to promote the
moderation they really prefer and backing
Communist escalation in order to assert their
revolutionary credentials.

One sign of Soviet confusion has been ap-
parent in the Eremlin's delay in recognizing
Prince Sihanouk’s Peking sponsored govern-
ment-in-exile, As a result, Moscow has clear-
1y lost ground to the Chinese in Hanol.

Meanwhile, with no indication from Wash~
ington that they can expect to gain anything
from 25 years of struggle, the Vietnamese
Communists are settling down to “protracted
war."

Again, this suits Peking’s long-range
dreams, since it augurs an exhausted Viet-
nam that the Chinese are convinced they
can eventually dominate.
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In an unusually candid talk with an
American some time ago, a Hanol officlal
stress this point. “You think you are block-
ing China by fighting us,” he said, “but in
fact, you are destroying a barrier to Chinese
expansion in Southeast Asla If you destroy
S

Mao himself emphasized a similar point
when, a few years back, a Japanese visitor
to Peking apologized to him for Japan's ag-
gression against China in the 1930s.

“The Japanese Invasion inspired the Chi-
nese people to rise and fight,” Mao reported-
1y told his visitor. “Our army grew by a mil-
llon men, and our support grew to include
one hundred million people.

“So, instead of your apologizing to me,
perhaps I should thank you.”

It would be tragic if Mao repeated those
same lines to an American visitor in Peking
years hence. The way things are going, that
possibility is not inconceivable,

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my col-
league for his kind and generous remarks
with respect to the thoughts I have ex-
pressed this morning. In effect, I am fol-
lowing his leadership in this matter,
along with that of my distinguished col-
league, the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
CoopPer) and also, as coendorsers of the
amendment, the able majority leader,
and the ranking Republican of the Sen-
ate who also is the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

I could go into more military detail
as a member of the Committee on Armed
Services, or more diplomatic detail as a
member of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, or more economic detail as a
member of the Joint Economic Commit-
tee with respect to just what this war is
doing to the United States of America.

My talk this morning, however, was to
present in the main what I believe this
war is doing to the faith of America in
itself, and to the moral fiber of its people.

I am glad to yield to the able Sen-
ator from New York, with whom I am
privileged to serve on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, like the
Senator from Missouri, I am also a co-
sponsor of the Church-Cooper amend-
ment. I was especially taken by a par-
ticular phrase the Senator used in the
speech, the phrase, “the best way to sup-
port them would be to bring them home,
u;uler a phased and orderly withdrawal
plan.”

I would like to ask the Senator whether
this is not his feeling in response to the
thought uttered by so many that all ad-
vocates of withdrawal mean that in some
precipitate, disgraceful, and heedless
manner, without any regard for security,
about which the Senator knows a great
deal. We send ships up to the piers, put
the men aboard, and take them out. In
the first place, this just could not be
done,

Therefore, I ask the Senator whether
he does not feel that by using that
phrase, “a phased and orderly with-
drawal,” he is really asking the Presi-
dent to go back to the one stance he took
which did give some small measure of
reassurance to many in the country and
resulted in a kind of uneasy truce be-
tween those who wanted to get out of
Vietnam and those who did not. That
truce has now, in a sense, been shat-
tered, with a tremendous strain upon the
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social structure of our countiry by those
whose suspicion has been aroused that
there is not going to be any phased and
orderly withdrawal, even on the Presi-
dent’s timetable. And, one of the greatest
things the President could do is decisive-
1y to terminate the Cambodia operation
and to give the country, by deeds and
words, reassurance that, at least, he was
going back to his original plan of phased
and orderly withdrawal, The President’s
earlier speeches in this vein had reduced
the national tensions over Vietnam—be-
fore the latest Cambodia speech.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator. Of course he is right.

I changed my position publicly on this
war as the record will show, in the fall of
1967—October, to be exact—after one
more trip to Vietnam. I became con-
vinced that the price we were being asked
to pay was not worth the candle. There-
fore, I was glad when the President
announced a policy of orderly deescala-
tion and withdrawal.

I was glad that he felt, during the
campaign, it would be possible to solve,
within a reasonable time, this cancer
on the world’s future which could be
summed up in the word “Vietnam.”

What worries me today about this lat-
est situation is the secrecy involved, also
that it looked like, at least to the unin-
formed, of which I am one, a change in
direction. I have been a member of the
Senate Armed Service Committee since
the first day I came to the Congress, and
for a decade have been a member of the
Central Intelligence Agency Subcommit-
tee, and for close to a decade of the For-
eign Relations Committee. And I say to
the Senate, without reservation, that I
knew nothing about the attack on Cam-
bodia until our troops were in that land.

Yesterday the able and distinguished
Secretary of Defense testified before the
Foreign Relations Committee, and he
stated that details had been given him
by the Central Intelligence Agency
months ago as a reason for this adven-
ture, invasion—whatever the word
would be—with respect to Cambodia.

I have great respect for the Secretary
as a public servant and a former Mem-
ber of the Congress, but will say that
none of that information ever came fto
the committees on which I sit, includ-
ing the committee supposed to super-
vise the Central Intelligence Agency. I
do believe the growing tendency toward
secrecy in government—incidentally I
am writing an article about that now—
is perhaps the greatest danger of all to
the survival of the Nation.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to the
Senator for his statement,

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena-
tor for his kind remarks.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished senior Senator from
‘Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I join in the general
commendation of the Senator from Mis-
souri in this excellent, thoughtful, and
convincing statement. I am particularly
impressed because the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr, SymIncToN), who is a former
Secretary of the Air Force—the first
Secretary of the Air Force—has been an
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18-year member of the Armed Services
Committee. I note on page 3 of his state-
ment:

Where is the profit in a statement made
to me recently by one of the finest of all
Generals, “The better younger officers are
completely disillusioned? Many have already
resigned, and many more plan to resign,

That is the first time that kind of situ-
ation has been called so authoritatively
and forcefully to my attention. This is
impressive, and depressing. These young
officers have been identified in the public
mind as those who have been “gung ho”
and all out in favor of military action
in Southeast Asia and as those who have
felt that the action was militarily sound.
I think the Senator from Missouri raises
a most interesting and significant ques-
tion in that regard. It follows the state-
ment that he makes that the Cambodian
action was a political action, very largely
or at least based upon a political develop-
ment, and not based strictly on military
considerations. So I want to thank the
Senator from Missouri for that informa-
tion.

I would like to ask him a question in
connection with his observation on the
economic effects. He points out that this
is the first time in our history when we
have had record high interest rates,
growing unemployment, and rising infla-
tion simultaneously, and he says this is
the result of the Vietnam war, the im-
plication being that any prolongation or
extension of the Vietnam war is going
to aggravate our economic situation, Is
that the Senator’s conviction?

Mr., SYMINGTON, First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would thank my able colleague
from Wisconsin. As a member of the com-
mittee he has chaired, the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, I do not believe any-
body in this country has done more to
help the load of the American taxpayers,
through his wise and courageous han-
dling of that committee. Much of what
I feel about the economic problems now
facing this Nation is a result of having
worked with him, and for him on that
committee.

I quoted someone who knows probably
as much as he does, and far more than
I do, about the economiec situation when
I quoted Louis Lundborg, head of the
world's largest bank. It was he who
brought up the figures to show how seri-
ous this situation was getting from the
standpoint of our economie survival, let
alone our economic prosperity.

In this econnection he made two broad
presentations, the first as president of the
bank, the second as an individual citizen.
The basis of the first one presented
showed among other things the fallacy
in the Marxian prediction about capital-
ism needing war to maintain profits. Ex-
actly the opposite has been going on with
respect to the economy of the United
States today.

In further development of his think-
ing, I remember one figure he gave which
was quite startling. In the 4 years prior
to the escalation of the war in 1965, the
profits of the corporations of the United
States increased 71 percent. In the 4
yvears since the escalation of the war,
profits have increased but 9 percent. I
might add that, while I do not know what
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the figure is going to be this year—the
Senator from Wisconsin would know that
better than I—based on earnings state-
ments I have seen thus far, that figure
may be considerably lower, if not elim-
inated.

I do thank my colleagues.

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will
yvield for just one further question, on
page 4 the Senator asks the question
about the United States having a prac-
tical or moral right to set itself up as
the unilateral policeman for the world.

I think this is a question we ought to
ask and consider in depth because, on so
many of these issues, we find that on both
sides of the issue everyone agrees. We all
want to get out of Vietnam; we all want
to get out as rapidly as we can; it is a
matter of tactical judgment, and so forth.

It is true, however, that the President
of the United States indicated that, if we
got out of Vietnam too precipitously, we
would be through as a peacekeeper in
Asia,

The Senator from Missouri hits this
point raised by the President directly
and explicitly when he says:

My answer to that question is that such a
position is morally indefensible and prac-
tically unsustainable.

In other words, we cannot be the
policeman for the world. It is not our
moral obligation, we will fail if we fry
to do it, and it is an intolerably expensive
project in terms of life and treasure. Is
this the conclusion of the Senator from
Missouri?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
able Senator from Wisconsin gives me
credit for a statement that I would have
made, and perhaps have made in almost
comparable language; but it was actually
made by the president of the Bank of
America.

I do believe he is right. What worries
me as much about Vietnam as anything
else is not only the nature of our commit-
ment there, but the degree, because I am
not happy about the situation in the
Middle East and perhaps most worried
about possible future developments in
Europe.

I know how much, in Europe as well
as in Korea, American troops mean to
the people of those countries; and the
gigantic cost of these military efforts be-
yond the cost of Vietnam.

We are spending more than $100 mil-
lion a day in our various current foreign
military operations. We have 384 major
bases abroad, and over 3,000 minor in-
stallations. We have commitments that
are almost incredible in size and scope.
I heard the other day that, in a country
in which I did not know we had more
than 10 Americans, we actually have
more than 3,000,

So I would say that the people of the
world as well as this Nation are begin-
ning to question just what the able
Senator from Wisconsin points out was
on the mind of the president of the Bank
of America: Do we have, from either a
practical or a normal viewpoint, the right
to be the policeman for the world?

Mr. President, as the Senate knows, I
am chairman of a subcommittee that,
starting a year ago last February has
been looking into these commitments;
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and would be the first to say that most,
if not all, of the commitments were made
prior to this administration. What
amazes me, especially because of my
other committee assignments, is the
secrecy under which these arrangements,
agreements, actually commitments were
made. -

I think it is only fair to point out that
at the same time we were deescalating
in the open a war in Vietnam, we were
escalating secretly a war in Laos. Now
we go into a third country, and we have
also started, at least periodically, again
to bomb North Vietnam.

What we are really doing today, in
effect, is fighting not in one country, but
in all the four countries which originally
constituted the French colonial province
of Indochina. Whether or not it is
morally right is for each of us to decide
for himself.

I worry when I see pictures like one
on television, a fine looking young Amer-
ican GI with a child apparently dead,
who said, “I have seen worse, but I don't
like to see the kids get it.”

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to my able friend from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri re-
ferred to some inscriptions that some TV
cameramen had picked up on the helmets
of some of our troops going into Cam-
bodia.

Does he know how many troops were
involved in that?

Mr. SYMINGTON. How many were
involved in what?

Mr. MILLER. How many troops were
involved in the helmet incident.

Mr. SYMINGTON. First, it was not on
television, rather reported under a byline
by a reporter who stated there were
many others like it and gave this one
particular quotation, which I thought
particularly unfortunate.

Mr. MILLER. Surely the Senator from
Missouri had heard that same phrase
before. That is not a new phrase. That
is a phrase that was kicking around dur-
ing World War II. The Senator from
Iowa saw that phrase written in various
places, both in the United States and
outside of the United States, during
World War II.

But the question I am really trying to
get at is, how many——

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is an interesting
phrase. No doubt, that is why the young
man remembered it. I do not remember
the phrase before.

Mr. MILLER. The point I am trying
to make is that in a military establish-
ment—and I am sure no one knows this
better than the former Secretary of the
Air Force—you are always going to find
a certain number of people with certain
viewpoints, and I think it would be doing
a disservice to the several thousands of
our own ground forces who went into the
Cambodian sanctuary operation to sug-
gest that, because a few men had these
inscriptions on their helmets, they were
representative, at all, of the attitude of
the great majority of the thousands who
went into the Cambodian operation. I
would hope that the Senator would not
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suggest that this was a representative
viewpoint, any more than the typical GI
gripe that we all heard about in World
War II was representative of the true
feelings of most of the men who partic-
ipated in those wars.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, Mr. Presi-
dent, I fully respect the position taken
by the distinguished Senator from Iowa.
I too have had some experience in sev-
eral wars that involved this country; and
was in Great Britain during the blitz and
the Battle of Britain.

Based on trips to Vietnam—and I have
been all over Vietnam, Mr. President,
including an armed chopper to the Cam-
bodian border, at such Green Beret spe-
cial force camps as Duc Co and Plei Me,
and I think I know the feeling of soldiers
in these campaigns. I have had major
generals in Saigon tell me that they
would not continue in a war conducted
in this way; and then prove it by resign-
ing from the services and giving up their
careers.

I have had people on carriers protest
bitterly about the fact the rules of this
war were being handled by the State
Department and not by the military
services.

Let me point out to my friend from
Towa that when I talked about a great
general—and there never was a greater—
that was not my quotation. What was
said about morale in the military services
is what he said, and there is no man with
a finer battle record in the history of the
United States.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator recounted a number of places that
he visited in South Vietnam, and he
knows that I visited the same places, and
possibly talked to many of the same
people.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad that the
Senator did.

Mr. MILLER. Well, I did, and that
goes back to January 1966. I think the
Senator was over there earlier than that.

Nevertheless, I, too, have talked with
those people. When the Senator talks
about the morale of our fighting troops,
I have picked up the same morale re-
action in talking with some people that
he probably talked with, including those
on aireraft carriers.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Let me assure my
able colleague that I think the morale
and the fighting capacity and the quality
of American troops in Vietnam is as
fine as it has ever been in our history.

I was talking about what a general
was saying in Washington. I have heard
protests about the way the war is being
conducted. I have heard a great many
people say, “If we're going to fight this
war, why don't we fight it to win?”

I do not want to get into a discussion
with the Senator from Iowa about
whether or not the Americans have high
morale, because the American fighting
man is the finest in the world today; and
I think it is unfortunate he is being
called upon by his superiors to do things
which in his heart and mind he thinks
wrong. That is what they have said to
me. I can give illustration after illustra-
tion.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
appreciates that, and he certainly was
not intimating that the Senator from
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Missouri would have any other idea than
that.

The one point I must emphasize is
that I do think that while it is sensa-
tional from a press standpoint for some-
body to get out there and see an inscrip-
tion on the helmets of a few men who
say something to the effect that they
think that going into Cambeodia to clean
out the sanctuaries is not good and that
they do not support it, and that the peo-
ple leading them are misled, we ought to
take into account that most of the thou-
sands who do this do not go around with
that attitude. That attitude can be found
anywhere in the Armed Forces today. I
am mainly interested in the viewpoint
of the thousands doing their job, who
are not going around slurring the lead-
ership. That is the point I wanted to
bring out.

The Senator spoke about younger offi-
cers and how some of them are leaving.
The Senator from Iowa has talked with
a great many younger officers who have
that attitude, but I think it is impor-
tant to tell the Senate why they feel this
way. The Senator has already alluded to
one reason—he knows, because he has
talked with—which is the way the war
was conducted for over 4 years, tying one
hand behind the backs of our men.

I have said on the floor of the Senate
many times that if we were going to send
men over there and because of certain
factors we were going to tie one hand be-
hind their backs, they should not have
been sent over there in the first place. I
think that this underlies one of the great
reasons for the drop in morale among
the junior officers. They see the military
demeaned. They read about certain
things relating to the military, some of
which are said on the floor of the Senate,
and they begin to think they are second-
rate citizens. It is not a case of their not
having a high regard for our country.
It is not a case of their wanting to back
out of Vietnam. But it is a case of their
bearing a great amount of unfair attack
because they are carrying out their or-
ders to the best of their ability.

I should like fo make one final point
to my colleague the Senator from Mis-
souri. Perhaps I ought to precede that
by a question. The Senator referred fo
the escalation in Laos. I should like to
ask him whether he could tell us why he
referred to it as an escalation in Laos.
What does he mean by that? The rea-
son I ask this is that, like most of us
here, I have followed the Laotian situa-
tion for a long time. I know that certain
statements were made on the floor of the
Senate about Laos. But I do not under-
stand this use of the term “escalation of
the war in Laos,” because, to my knowl-
edge, what we have been doing in Laos
has been going on for a long, long time.
I am wondering what basis the Senator
has for referring to it as an escalation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
the Senator knows, our subcommittee
held extensive hearings on Laos for many
weeks. We completed those hearings in
October. Then we had a running discus-
sion with the State Department as to
what should or should not be made a
part of the public record. Finally, in
April, we reached an agreement as to
what should be published. There was
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considerable discussion—it is fair to say
“resistance”—as to what should be pub-
lished, on the part of the State Depart-
ment. But we finally arrived at agree-
ment.

One example of escalation: In 1969, as
against 1968, in some months in 1969 we
increased the air strikes against north-
ern Laos 100 percent. That had nothing
to do with the Ho Chi Minh trails. This
was northern Laos, closer to Red China
than to said trials. In other months in
1969, as against 1968, we increased those
strikes 200 percent.

That is why I felt justified in present-
ing there was an escalation of the
secret war going on in Laos.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s response, Of course, I do not know
what the 100 percent or 200 percent is,
and I am not asking the Senator to re-
veal the numbers,

Mr, SYMINGTON. I wanted to reveal
them, but the State Department would
not agree to more than percentages, It
was plenty.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator knows that
when some people hear talk about esca-
lation in Laos they are thinking of some-
thing else,

Mr. SYMINGTON, I was not think-
ing of anything else.

Mr. MILLER. I am happy that this has
been brought out. We are talking about
bombing attacks over Laos, which have
been going on for a long time. The shift
of some of these attacks into the north-
ern part of Laos is the basis for his
term “escalation in Laos.”

Mr. SYMINGTON. I was in Laos in
1966 and in 1967. We were attacking,
secretly, in northern Laos during those
years. To the best of my knowledge, none
of us here knew that. Nobody was told
on the Armed Services Committee or on
any other committee of which I am a
member. I cannot pursue this further
because of classification.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator means air
attacks.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Not entirely.

Mr. MILLER. Well, may I say, to wind
up this part of the discussion, that so
far as I know, it has been pretty gen-
erally known that air attacks over Laos
have been going on for years and years
and years. They vary in intensity; they
vary in area in Laos. I must say that
some of the air attacks in northern Laos
are not unrelated to the flow of supplies
and men to the south.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, let
us get it straight. I went to Laos, stayed
in Laos with friends operating an Ameri-
can operation out of Vientiane, went
again later and stayed with the Ambas-
sador. At no time was I ever told that
American pilots, with their identifica-
tions, were attacking northern Laos. I
only found that out as a result of the
hearings we later held in this country.

I would rather not pursue this on the
floor of the Senate, but would be glad
to go over, in detail, testimony given us
under oath in the subcommittee. I be-
lieve we may be getting on dangerous
ground if we continue discussion as to
just where it was, and under what con-
ditions, the United States was operat-
ing in Laos.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, I agree.
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I might say that I could repeat the
story that the Senator just stated. I was
not referring to that type of air attack.
I was referring to the particular air at-
tacks by our Viethamese and aircraft
carrier planes which, I think it is com-
mon knowledge, were being used to fiy
bombing sorties over all of Laos, north-
ern and southern.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I felt the able Sen-
ator from Iowa was referring to the air
attacks to which I was referring.

Mr. MILLER, I should like to make one
final point. The Senator talked about
the invasion of Cambodia. I must say,
with all due respect to the Senator from
Missouri, that I think the use of the
term “invasion of Cambodia” is most
unfortunate.

To me, the privileged sanctuaries
which have been occupied by the North
Vietnamese troops for 5 years were
really no more part of a neutral country
than the North Pole. They were taken
over, controlled, dominated, and occu-
pied lock stock and barrel by North Viet-
namese troops.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HoLrmves). The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, even
though 2 hours have expired, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business still be laid aside temporarily,
and that at the conclusion of the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SymingTON), there be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with statements lim-
ited to 3 minutes therein; and that at an
appropriate time after that, the unfin-
ished business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horrings). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Montana?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, before
the Senator from Missouri responds to
the Senator from Iowa, will he yield to
me briefly?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will be glad, as
always, to yield to the able assistant
minority leader.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Perhaps the Senator
from Iowa has not finished.

Mr. MILLER. I had not quite finished
my question, if my colleague would mind
my continuing.

Mr. GRIFFIN. If possible, I would like
to have the Senator from Missouri yield
to me before he responds, because I have
something I wish to add to the point
being made by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. My point was that to
equate that type of operation to what I
would hope everyone would agree would
be an invasion activity of North Viet-
namese troops in going in and trying to
take over all of Cambodia, would be un-
fortunate. I do not want to get into
semantics about it, but it seems to me
there is a great deal of difference be-
tween the two situations.

Mr. SYMINGTON. With great respect
to the Senator from Iowa, let me say
this: It was in 1961 when I first went to
South Vietnam. The next time was in
1965. When I saw the buildup develop-
ing in Cambodia, I recommended we at-
tack Cambodia at that time, because, at
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that time, based on limited information
I felt we could get the war over at a cost
that would be acceptable. But I was mis-
led, frankly, as to—just what was the
situation and what we were really doing.
As you well know, the sanctuaries in
Cambodia remained.

Later on, when I began to realize that
the whole operation was diplomatically,
militarily, and economically a disaster
fo the American people, I changed my
thinking; and it was for that reason I
fully supported President Nixon when he
announced he was going to establish an
orderly withdrawal. I felt, when he went
into another country as part of that
orderly withdrawal, along with escalat-
ing the war in Laos as part of that
orderly withdrawal, it was an invasion.
But, I do not want to get into semantics
about it.

If the able Senator from Iowa believes
that crossing the border of another
country is not an invasion, perhaps, an
intrusion, or a tactical military opera-
tion, that is his privilege. I certainly do
not object.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Before the Senator
leaves that subject, let me say that a
phrase which the Senator from Missouri
has used in his speech bothers me.
Although he differs with the senior Sen-
ator from Missouri on this amendment,
the junior Senator from Michigan has
respect for the experience and views of
the senior Senator from Missouri. What
the Senator from Missouri says is often-
times reported, so the words he uses are
important.

Mr., SYMINGTON. May I say, Mr.
President, that I have equal respect for
my colleague from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator
from Missouri. I do not know whether
he intended to use the phrase or not, but
at one point in his speech the senior
Senator from Missouri talked about the
“attack on Cambodia.” I wonder whether
he really meant to say “attack on Cam-
bodia,” referring to the recent operation
there. Surely, that is not the intention
of the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is difficult for me
to see how, if one crosses the border of
another country, with a gun in his
hands and shoots people on the other
side of the border of that country, he is
not attacking that country. However, I
do not object to any semantic interpre-
tations my able friend from Michigan
may put on what we did. I did not come
to the floor of the Senate today to talk
about whether it was an invasion, or an
intrusion, or what; rather to present con-
sidered opinion about the whole opera-
tion. The results of actually now fighting
in all of Indochina; and what this is do-
ing to the overall security and prosperity
of this country.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am willing to concede
that there are legitimate and sincere dif-
ferences of opinion and they should be
expressed. But the country should not be
misled or sidetracked by the use of words
which carry the wrong meaning. I know
the Senator from Missouri realizes and
agrees that the United States is in no
sense challenging the Government of
Cambodia; we are not “attacking™ the
forces of Cambodia, and the operaticn
underway is not an “attack” on Cambo-
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dia. Accordingly, I do not understand his
use of those words.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EacrLeToN) . The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator may
have an additional 30 minutes, because
I know there are some of us who have
been waiting patiently here and would
like to participate in this debate as well.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Before I yield to
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RanpoLFH), let me make this point to my
good friend from Michigan, again for
whom I have the greatest respect—as he
knows. To the best of my knowledge this
is the first time I have taken the fioor of
the U.S. Senate to criticize in this way
whatever is currently going on in South-
east Asia. I said I did not believe the
policy of Vietnamization would work, and
the reason for that thinking is simple.
Actually, at the peak of the past adminis-
tration’s efforts, there were not 545,000
Americans working over there on Viet-
nam, but close to 800,000; if we count
those in the fleet, those in Thailand,
those in Japan, in the Philippines, in
Okinawa, and on Guam who were de-
voted exclusively to achieving whatever
it was we were trying to achieve in that
part of the world.

The only reason I am talking today is
because we have an amendment now be-
fore the Senate which I honestly believe
is an effort to limit what would appear
to be a change in what I felt the adminis-
tration planned to do.

Now I am glad to yield fo the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, the
knowledgeable senior Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SymingToN) has placed the
incursion into Cambodia in its proper
perspective, and I join in asking the
penetrating question which he has asked:
Where is the profit in the killing?

My colleague has strengthened the
view I expressed in this forum on May 6,
when I said that the sending of U.S.
troops into Cambodia presents a real
danger—one that could lead, in my opin-
ion, to our active involvement in a con-
flict expanded beyond Vietnam and pos-
sibly into an Indochina war, with severe
human and economic consequences.

I said, too, on May 6, that it is my
fear the main result of the Cambodian
action actually will cost more lost lives
and will cause more casualties.

But, Mr. President, even as some meas-
ure of tactical and strategic advantages
accrue from the sending of our forces
into Cambodia along with troops of the
South Vietnamese Government—and I
do not doubt that there will be some such
advantages—I share the views so capa-
bly and vigorously expressed by Senator
SymincToN that the overall risks and the
negative aspects will outweigh the short-
range gains. This has been my view since
the Cambodian action was announced
initially. And the reactions at home and
abroad have been such as to increase my
doubts that the military values will prove
in the long run to have been worth the
divisiveness created between our own
people and the disrespect of our coun-
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try’s foreign policy being manifested by
more and more nations of the world.

I think we are, I say to my colleague,
endangering the prospects of negotiating
a peaceful settlement and increasing the
likelihood that human death and prop-
erty destruction will be extended over a
broader front and over a longer period
of time, even if we do withdraw more of
our manpower on the schedule an-
nounced from the White House.

I have, of course, no right to quote di-
rectly the former negotiator at the Paris
peace talks—Cyrus Vance. But he was in
West Virginia on Sunday. And I was
with him on the occasion of his com-
mencement address at my alma mater,
Salem College.

I was grateful not only to hear his ad-
dress—which I shall have printed in the
Recorp at a later time—but was also
pleased to have had the opportunity to
talk with this eminent negotiator who,
with Averill Harriman, represented our
Nation at the Paris peace talks.

I think it is of importance to point out
that Mr. Vance believes this thrust into
Cambodia will have the result, which
the President certainly does not intend,
of widening the war, He feels that it will
do just that.

Mr. President, I think it is important
that we recognize that the Senator from
Missouri is the only Member of the Sen-
ate who is a member of both the Armed
Services Committee and the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. And as he has talked
here today with the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MirLer) and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GriFFIn), it has been
noted by him that he has experienced a
change of views relating to events in In-
dochina. He points out that it is a result
not only of his visits to South Vietnam
but also the results of his analysis of the
problem, indeed, his perceptive and pene-
trating analysis as we have heard him
express it here today.

Mr. President, I had the privilege of
reading the remarks of the Senator from
Missouri before I came to the Senate
floor. I have gone over them again and
again. And I am strengthened in my
thinking by his arguments and the inclu-
sion, very frankly, of the testimony of
Louis B. Lundborg, the chairman of the
board of the Bank of America.

I found this to be very helpful.

I congratulate my colleague. It is im-
portant sometimes that the record show
that we not only sit together but that we
also stand together in the Senate, He has
spoken intelligently, and he has made
an important contribution to the discus-
sion of the vital subject which is the
pending business.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank my able colleague, the Senator
from West Virginia. He and I have been
friends for a number of years. I first
knew him as an expert on air power, one
of the great experts in this country.

As we all know, he is one of the more
able Members of the Senate.

I am sure doubts have grown in the
minds of all Americans, hearing week
after week over the years such figures as
25 Americans had been killed, 75 South
Vietnamese had been killed, and 2,481
North Vietnamese and Vietcong had been
killed. For years, this was the way the
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score was reported you might say, in-
ning by inning of this war. Without get-
ting into the spiritual aspect at this
time, I worry about all these people who
have been Kkilled, whether Americans or
not, I want to be certain in my own mind
that it was and is good for the United
States, necessary to the security and
well-being of our Nation.

I was glad when the policy of Vietnam-
ization was announced, because I felt
that under that policy there would be
less killing, However, I find now to my
regret that, although it is spoken of as an
additional effort to get out of this coun-
try on the best basis possible, the killing
of Americans has increased heavily and
the number of wounded has also
increased heavily.

Mr. President, there is a young man
who was badly wounded at Khesanh and
has been sent back to this country.

His record, which I first said today I
would not read, concerns the way he has
been treated over here. It is a pretty ter-
rible business. He is still an American
and a human being, even though he is
paralyzed from the neck down.

Inasmuch as it is now a matter of pub-
lic record, I would like to read briefly
from this article as to how this young
Marine, wounded at Khesanh and sent
back to this country, is now living.

The article states:

“Nobody should have to live In these condi-
tions,” Dumpert insists. “We're all hooked up
to urine bags, and without enough attend-
ants to empty them, they spill over the floor.
It smells and cakes something awful, The
aides don't commit themselves whole-
heartedly, but with what they earn a year
why should they? I've laid in bed on one side
from 6 a.m, to 4 p.m., without getting moved
or washed. When and if you do get a shower,
you come back and you're put into bed on
the same sweaty sheets you started with. It's
like you've been put in jail, or you've been
punished for something.”

The rats were worst. “I had been sleeping
on my stomach,” Dumpert recalls. “It wasn't
11 o'clock, but I had closed my eyes. I sud-
denly awoke to find a rat on my hand. I
can't move my hand, so I tried to jerk my
shoulders. I screamed and the rat jumped
slowly off my bed. When the alde arrived, I
told him. He said, ‘Aw, you must be drunk.’
Nobody has done anything to this day, so
some of the amputees who are not totally
disabled have taken to setting traps, to pro-
tect us. If you're a nervous-system injury
you can't feel anything, and you could get
bitten in the night and not know it.”

Escape from his predicament seems al-
together impossible. Dumpert hopes to finish
high school and has a dream of becoming a
lawyer, despite his disability. But his will to
struggle has been seriously impaired by
neglect and frustration.

“I feel that the way we Vietnam veterans
are being treated,” he says, “is abnormal. I
regret having to say this, but now I have
nothing but disgust for my country. I used
to hate the guys who ran off to Canada to
avoid the draft. Now I don't hate them. I
don't like them, but I respect them for what
they did. If I had known what I know now, I
would never have enlisted. I don’t mean just
my injury, but the insensitivity and lack of
care. They would have had to drag me into
the service kicking, It makes me wonder
about Vietnam—about whether the people
I saw die, and people like me who are half
dead, fought for nothing."

There are, therefore other sadnesses
incident to Vietnam that just do not
have to do with the killing of people. I
hope that this article, published this
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week in Life magazine, will be investi-
gated promptly by the proper committee
of the Senate.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON., Mr, President, I com-
mend the Senator from Missouri for the
way in which in his prepared and ex-
temporaneous remarks he summarized
s0 succinctly the problems we face in
connection with this war in Vietnam and
in so many other aspects.

The neglect of our veterans who have
been wounded in Vietnam is a matter
that I have been investigating through
the Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare for the last 6 months.

It is indeed a shocking situation. We
will shortly be seeking large amounts of
additional funds to deal with the prob-
lem. I know that the Senator from Mis-
souri and others will do all they can to
support that effort.

Our failure to do what we should for
those veterans who have been wounded
in Vietnam matches, I think, our failure
to support properly and guide those who
are fighting the war in Vietnam and in
Southeast Asia itself.

This is the failure not of the military
but the failure of the civilian rulers of
our democratic structure.

The Senator from Missouri spoke elo-
quently in a way that shocked many who
are aware of his remarks in regard to the
disenchantment of some of the better
officers with whom the Senator spoke.

The war in Southeast Asia is the sad-
dest and most tragic we have ever found
ourselves engaged in.

There have been colossal blunders and
errors committed by our fighting men,
from those in the military who command
them down to those who, although they
do not wish to be there, go into battle and
do whatever must be done. They have
done their part.

Mr. SYMINGTON. They certainly
have.

Mr. CRANSTON. The failure, I believe,
has been a failure, not by the military.
Their advice has not always been the
soundest—no one can always give the
soundest advice. But the failure has been
the failure of military chiefs, ranging
from Presidents to Secretaries of De-
fense, to Members of the Senate and
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, to handle the approach to this
war in the sound way it should be
handled.

I think there has been a failure to
handle it in this body with Presidents,
and that is the sum and substance of
what we are now seeking to deal with, to
reestablish responsibility and action in
this body in accordance with our con-
stitutional responsibilities. Is that not the
view of the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is. I say to the
able Senator from California that I am
delighted he is looking into the problems
incident to the way our veterans are be-
ing handled. I have deep feelings about
this matter. These are wonderful young
Americans, brave and courageous in their
sacrifice, It worries me and is some-
thing that grows within me. I cannot
help it., We live here in comfort. They go
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out in those jungles. I accept it only if
it is sure to be right for my country.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been listening with great interest to
practically all the debate, and I have
read the speech of the Senator several
times over.

I have been struck by his constant ref-
erence to the questions. What does it
profit us to become involved in Cam-
bodia? What does it profit us if the na-
tion loses its being, its reason for exist-
ence, its right to live, and the chance to
hold its head high?

I have been reading the newspapers,
and I read in this morning’s press that
American advisers had advanced into
Laos with South Vietnamese troops. I
understand this is not the first time; I
understand it may well happen again. To
me, that seems to be a violation of the
Cooper-Church amendment of last year
which forbade the use of U.S. ground
combat troops in Laos and Thailand. I
suppose one can get around it by the use
of the word “advisers.” Semanticism is
becoming quite an art in this Govern-
ment, and while the advisers probably
carry rifies, sidearms, ammunition, bayo-
nets, daggers, stilettoes, semanties can
still prove that they are not really U.S.
combat troops. I think that is something
we should pay close attention to.

Then, I read in the newspapers this
morning where, outside the CIA and, I
believe, the State Department, this Gov-
ernment is spending $2.9 billion in intel-
ligence activities and that there are em-
ployed in these intelligence-gathering
activities something on the order of
136,000 people. I wonder what the de-
partments are coming up with to justify
such enormous expenditures and such a
tremendous number of personnel.

As the Senator indicated, he is on the
CIA Subcommittee, and so am I, We are
on the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and we have access to certain CTA infor-
mation. Incidentally, Mr. Helms is an
able administrator. In addition, the Sen-
ator is on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, which likewise has an interest in
intelligence operations.

I cannot see what information we are
getting which calls for the employment
of 136,000 people and the expenditure of
$2.9 billion a year, exclusive of the CIA
which spends in the hundreds of millions
of dollars, and exclusive of similar activ-
ities in the State Department.

I cannot reconcile myself to the fact
that an invasion of Cambodia is not an
invasion of Cambodia. As the Senator
pointed out, when you cross lines and
send in arms and troops, and back them
up with logistical air and all other kinds
of support, and go into a country, into
which we had not been asked, that is an
invasion no matter how you spell it.

We have not reached an era of double
think or double talk of 1984 and I think
we can still understand the English lan-
guage in simple form.

I was interested in what the Senator
had to say. I was thinking along the
same lines. Although not as eloquently
as the Senator, I want to say for the
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record I am delighted that up to this
time, and I hope it will continue, the
debate on the Cooper-Church amend-
ment has been nonpolitical. That is the
way it should be because it is not a poli-
tical question.

We Democrats have plenty to answer
for, and we cannot avoid part of the
blame. So let us look at it on an impartial
basis. Let us look at it from the viewpoint
of the Senate, regardless of party, of the
Senate as an institution with certain
rights under the Constitution, rights
which all of us, regardless of party, ought
to be the first to defend, because this is a
Government of checks and balances.
Once that is lost, once you give too much
power downtown to the Executive, then
it is time to begin thinking about the dis-
solution of the Senate as an established
part of this Government.

May I say that all of us over the past
five decades have been, in large part, in-
volved in the transfer of power to the
Executive. We have willingly allowed the
Executive—under Democratic and Re-
publican administrations—to assume
those powers. We cannot blame the Presi-
dent. What Mr, Nixon is doing is in the
footsteps of his predecessors. What he is
doing is based on the fact that we have
allowed it to be done.

In Cooper-Church we have a really
nonpartisan amendment to a very im-
portant bill. This is something which
should bring about an accommodation
between both sides of the aisle. Together
we can recognize the President’s power
on the one hand, but on the other see
that our constitutional obligations are
met. If we have transferred that power
we must try to pull it back a little because
while the executive branch is important,
just as important is the legislative
branch. In many respects, the legislative
branch is fundamental because we are
closest to the people. That is something
which we should never forget.

I express the hope that this will not
become a partisan issue. There is no basis
for it to become a partisan issue; there
is no justification. I wish that with the
administration we can arrive at some sort
of accommodation which will uphold our
responsibilities and our authority, and
at the same time recognize that the
President’s rights under the Constitu-
tion, rights which should not be impinged
on, but rights to which he is entitled.

I beg this body to consider this mat-
ter as being not political but as one of
high constitutional principle. Hopefully,
we can work together and bring about
some sort of understanding which will
uphold the right of the President and
uphold equally the right of the Senate
and the Congress. Hopefully we can do
s0 without becoming personal or political.
If we operate in that manner, in my
opinion the Republic will be the bene-
ficiary.

I thank the Senator for letting me take
so much cof his time.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, first
I thank the majority leader, one of the
great experts on the Far East, for his
kind and gracious remarks; also for the
wisdom of what he has said about this
matter being nonpartisan.

In this connection, I would suggest to
the Senate that I understand an amend-
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ment may be offered, which I would vote
for so as to take partisanship out as
much as possible, a date in the amend-
ment which is the date by which the
President said the troops would be out.
There has been some discussion that this
amendment might in some way dispute
the credibility of the President. That
would be the last thing I would want to
do. I would hope, as we measure the
words of the distinguished majority
leader, that we would consider the pos-
sibility of accepting that amendment.

One of the thoughtful books written
by former Secretary of State Dean Ache-~
son stated that the greatest single de-
velopment in the Government of the
United States during the present century
has been the further delegation of power
by the legislative branch to the execu-
tive branch; and it seems to me regard-
less of party, that is what we are talk-
ing about this morning.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio.

Mr. SAXBE. I have listened with a
great deal of interest to the remarks of
the Senator from Missouri and also to
those of the majority leader. As a new-
comer, listening to those who have been
here for some years, I am struck by the
fact that the whole concept of our posi-
tion in the world has changed—the con-
cept of brinkmanship of Dulles, later of
Rusk; the feeling that we have the bur-
den of the world peacemaking on our
back; really the rehabilitation after
World War II, the billions of dollars we
spent throughout the world, not only for
the now prosperous nations of Europe,
but also for the more remote nations, to
the degree that that was achieved. Cer-
tainly there was great success in the
Western countries, and a great deal
lesser success for our friends to the South
and to the East.

I wonder how much of what we have
today is the residual effect of our not
being able to respond to the change that
has come about—the change in Europe,
the change in the outlook of the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas, the
change in the outlook of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana.

These things I approve of, because
there were many who were willing to fol-
low, as I was, but had great admiration
for the Senator's views, and the feeling
that we had to take our position in this
world and that we could turn around
these trends that we felt led to brutality
and led to loss of respect of thz indi-
vidual in Southeast Asia. But now we
have, it seems to me, a bureaucracy in
our defense system, in our State Depart-
ment, that is a self-generating thing and
continues long after the original move-
ment.

What we are talking about today is
reasserting our presence as a legislative
body, and I am thoroughly in accord with
that—reasserting this presence not so
much with the President and the execu-
tive and the few people he brings into
Government, but this vast body of people
whom the Senator from Missouri has
seen and the Senator from Montana has
seen all over the world, and the great
machinery that clanks along in the
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Pentagon, and all of this that we see
operating almost under its own power,
and we talk about this thing almost
futilely here. In fact, there are people
who say what we are doing today is an
exercise in futility, because it goes to the
House and disappears like last winter’s
SNow.

This seems to me to be most important
with respect to what the Senator from
Missouri is saying here, because if we do
not do this now, it is going to keep itself
self-generating, going on in further de-
ployment, further expansion, further
jobs, further numbers of people in our
far-flung diplomatic ventures and em-
bassies—all of this without a real connec-
tion with what is being done or said by
the representatives of the people.

We have had a great influx of people
in our offices recently, most of them not
of the shaggy, unwashed kind that we
have deplored

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The addi-
tional 30 minutes of the Senator have
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator may continue for 10
minutes, under the same circumstances.

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

Mr. SAXBE. Not the young people we
have deplored, but people who have taken
the trouble to make themselves present-
able, not to themselves, but to us. I think
we can recognize and appreciate that.
They have been effective. They have
been effective to me. I think they have
been effective to everybody. But this
group of young people cannot under-
stand the sluggishness in response, and
we are hard put to explain it to them.
I know that I am, and I know that the
Senator is, in trying to explain how we
as Senators in a great deliberative body
have so little power and effect on what
we think and what we can do. I know
that the House Members have very much
the same reaction.

If we meet as we are today and say the
things that have been said today, not
just about Vietnam, but about our dab-
bling in affairs all over the world, and
about our domestic problems, I think we
can demonstrate at least to them our
great concern and show them that there
is reaction, that there is response, that
there is interest, and each can and will
respond and work to do something about
it.

So I take this opportunity to commend
the Senator from Missouri for his state-
ment and his support of those who are
willing to review and examine the com-
mitments that we have all over the world,

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator from Ohio for his wise remarks,
also for his kind words. I believe he has
put his finger on the nub of this prob-
lem: Do we, the Congress, have an equal
position with respect to the division of
powers in our Government? And if we
do, can we express it effectively, on a
strictly bipartisan basis?

It has been my experience before to
have listened to the Senator from Ohio,
and I have been impressed by the posi-
tion he has taken on important issues
before us.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
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the Senator from Missouri yield to me
briefly, before he yields to the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee, only
because of what the Senator from Ohio
has said?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the able
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Senator
from Ohio has put his finger on the most
important factor in this Government. It
is not the appointees of an administra-
tion, but it is the continuing bureauec-
racy in all these departments—not just
Defense, not just State. Presidents come
and go, as do Senators and Members of
Congress. But the permanent bureauc-
racy is continuous. All too often it deter-
mines policy. They prevail upon a Presi-
dent, on a Secretary, or head of depart-
ment. They influence us down here. They
are there all the time. They get their
oars in and get their ideas embedded and
then a President or the Congress is faced
with a fiat accompli.

I am glad the Senator emphasized the
continuing, permanent bureaucracy, be-
cause that is where much damage can be
done, especially in the two Departments
mentioned.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The majority leader
is so right, as is the Senator from Ohio.
I am on Foreign Relations, Armed Serv-
ices, and the subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations that has to
do with the military. The majority leader
just told the Senate what he also told me
earlier that we are spending $2.9 billion
for intelligence. That is a lot of money.
But as I understand it, no member of this
body can stand up and say he knew any-
thing about this recent development, de-
spite the fact we apparently passed on
appropriations of almost $3 billion to
obtain intellicence in order to make
proper judgment.

I yield now to the able chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, first
I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Missouri for his statement
which reflects, I think, in a very succinet
and lucid manner much of the testimony
we received in the Foreign Relations
Committee, and also, I am sure, what he
has learned from his experience on the
Armed Services Committee and the other
committees on which he serves.

There is no other man in this body,
I think, who has had quite the oppor-
tunity to get all points of view from
various branches of the Government, and
from witnesses, that he has had. So I
think it is a very fine statement, and I
agree with his conclusions.

I also wish to express my agreement
with what the Senator from Ohio and the
majority leader have just said, because
this is ongoing Government, with
these great bureaucracies, and it is quite
interesting how many of the important
members of the great bureaucracies con-
tinue on. Some of the most important
ones in the State Department, as well as
in Department of Defense, have become
identified with policies that had their
origin many years ago, under quite dif-
ferent circumstances; and I think are
quite unable to adjust to the change in
circumstances. Not being elected, and
not having to associate with the people,
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I do not think they are well acquainted
with the mood of the country, either.
That, of course was not their particular
responsibility.

The Senator from Missouri has done
a great service in condensing his views
for this body and for the public.

On this matter of partisanship: Cer-
tainly the immediate problem is one for
the Senate as an institution. It should
not be, and I hope will not be, a partisan
issue, In that connection, I think it is
appropriate that the Senator allow me
to read two paragraphs of a statement
President Nixon made to this body. Many
people have forgotten President Nixon's
statement of last November 3 in the Sen-
ate. It bears directly on this question, and
ought to disabuse anyone of the idea that
a move of the greatest importance to
establish the role of the Senate in policy-
making is a partisan matter.

I repeat, this is a quotation from Pres-
ident Nixon. He says:

I find, looking back over this period of
time, that this administration has been sub-
jected to some sharp criticilsm by some Mem-
bers of this body, both from the Democratic
side and from the Republlcan side. I want
the Members of this body to know that I
understand it. I recognize this as being one
of the strengths of our system, rather than
one of its weaknesses, and I know that, In
the end, out of this kind of criticism and
debate will come better policies and stronger
policies than would have been the case had
we simply had an abject Senate—or House
of Representatives, for that matter—simply
approving whatever ideas came from the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government,

This does not mean that we do not feel
very strongly about our proposals when we
send them here. It does mean that I, as a
former Member of this body, one who served
in it and who presided over it for B years,
recognize this great tradition of Independ-
ence, and recognize it as one of the great
strengths of our Republic.

- - L] - -

This administration wants to develop a
relationship in which we will have that con-
sultation, and in which we will have the
advice, not just the consent.

I do not know how, in the face of that
statement, anyone could say we are par-
tisan in discussing the subject. Of course,
Senators may have differing points of
view as to the wisdom or merits of the
proposal. If Senators really think it is in
the interest of the country to pursue the
war in Vietnam and to widen it into
Cambodia, that is another matter, but it
is not a partisan matter. Senators on
either side can have legitimate differ-
ences as to that view.

We do not question motives. I recognize
that those who believe the war is in the
interest of the country are just as pa-
triotic as those who do not so believe.
This is a clear difference of view as to the
role we should play and what we
should do.

But as to the role of the Senate in
our kind of government, I do not know
how any Member of this body could
quarrel with the idea that the Senate
has a legitimate right, duty, and respon-
sibility to express itself when we get into
these extremely difficult matters.

May I conclude with one other thing
that bears directly on what the Senator
said in his main speech? We had two
witnesses before the committee this
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morning, one representing the housing
industry, the other the National Educa-
tional Association. I wish to say only that
they confirm all the way what the Sena-
tor said about the impact of the war and
the expenditures in war, the diversion of
our resources into military activities, the
impact of that upon the housing indus-
try, which is in a very critical situation,
and, of course, on the education of our
young people, and the deplorable con-
dition which the schools face now. School
districts cannot sell bonds, they cannot
build new schools, they cannot get equip-
ment, because no one will buy the bonds,
and the votes for the bond issues have
fallen down to where they cannot pass
bonding bills any more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask unanimous
consent to continue for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall conclude in
a moment. I do not want to delay the
Senator, but I think he has done a great
service, especially in view of his own ex-
perience, and I hope everyone will take
it in good faith, and will agree that this
should not in any respect be considered
a partisan matter.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the able and distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the Senator from Arkansas. In my
opinion, he is one of the great Members
of this body. I do not always agree with
him, but agree with him a lot more these
days than I once did in the past. It is an
inspiration to have the opportunity to
work with him on the Committee on For-
eign Relations; because, if it is proper
and right for the Senate of the United
States to have some authority in the big
decisions that are made in this country,
there is no one on this floor who will deny
that the person who has done more
toward achieving that end than any other
Member of this body is the Senator from
Arkansas.

I note that my colleague, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON) is in the chair. He gave
me a figure hard to believe, I used it the
other day, and repeat it now to confirm
the thoughts—re construction—that were
in the mind of the Senator from Arkan-
sas, based on the testimony of the wit-
ness he heard this morning: namely, in
the city of St. Louis, with 665,000 people,
where, because of what is going on, the
housing industry is dead, last year, in
our city, there were built 14 single unit
homes—14, for 665,000 people.

I mention that because at the same
time I noticed on the ticker that there
was a plan to build 10,000 homes for the
families of the military in South Viet-
nam,

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to my friend from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I have listened with
interest to the comments of the Senator
and those of the majority leader.

As a newcomer to the Senate, I, too,
hope this does not become a partisan
debate, but I have a few questions for
my friend from Missouri.
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I do not know that ever before in our
history, in order to express the will of
the U.S. Senate, there has been an
amendment passed which would deny
payment of compensation to those in
the military who follow the orders of the
Commander in Chief, in order to bring
about a change in the policy of the
United States.

As I interpret this section—and I am
just a country lawyer, looking at some
words that have been written by a com-
mittee here in the Senate on which I do
not serve—it would deny the right of the
executive branch to pay compensation
to the dependents of those people who
happen to be prisoners of war in Cam-
bodia as a result of this action. It would
also lead to the situation where, while
the President of the United States has
said that the forces will be out of Cam-
bodia by June 30, in order to create a
question of credibility we are going to
be asked to vote upon this matter before
June 30.

I wonder, if it is not really a political
matter, if it is not a partisan matter, why
do we not put off this decision until the
President has had a chance to live up
to his commitment to the country, and
to live up to the commitment he has
made to the Senate, that the forces
would be out of Cambodia by June 30?

The Senator has mentioned the will-
ingness to put in the date of July 1. Why
do we not agree we will vote on it on
July 1? Why is it that there is such a
propensity for voting on this measure
in May this year? As I recall, we voted
on a similar appropriations measure in
December or January for the present
fiscal year.

I keep hearing that it is not partisan.
I keep hearing that this is not a partisan
debate and that there is no intention here
to embarrass President Nixon and that
we believe President Nixon, yet we have
to act before the time comes for his com-
mitment to act. I wonder whether a mat-
ter such as this should not be used to
reunite the Senate. We talk all the time
about the country being divided; but
since I have been in the Senate, I have
found greater division in the Senate than
I have found in the country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Missouri may
be allowed 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Whether we say it is
partisan or nonpartisan, it is a debate
that really is going to divide us on a par-
tisan basis, whether we like it or not. I
happen to have helped elect President
Nixon, and I would like to see the Amer-
ican people know that when he says the
forces will be out by June 30, they will
come out, because he says they are going
to come out, and not because the U.S.
Senate says he must live up to what he
said he would do and bring them out by
June 30.

I think there is a great deal of par-
tisanship under the surface. Whether
it is on the surface or not, it is there.
‘While I would join the Senator to re-
strict the powers of a President—I think
this is something that many of us have
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been talking about for years—I do not
want to restrict the powers of the Pres-
ident at a time when it looks as though
I am slapping Dick Nixon in the face be-
cause he has not had the time to do what
he said he would do.

In view of the Senator’s comment
about July 1, I wonder whether he would
join us in having a vote on this matter
on July 1 and give the President the time
to do what he said he would do.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
answer to the distinguished Senator from
Alaska, in the amendment, the matter of
the payment of people only refers to the
military advisers in Cambodia. It does
not refer to the troops.

I do not believe the Senator was in the
Chamber when I suggested that we put
a date of July 1 in the amendment so
there would be no question of attacking
the credibility of the President, some-
thing the Senator from Alaska referred
to a few minutes ago.

I am sorry the Senator feels the dis-
cussion is partisan, especially after state-
ments made on both sides of the aisle this
morning. Does the Senator believe that
two cosponsors of this proposed amend-
ment, the distinguished senior Senator
from EKentucky and the distinguished
senior Senator from Vermont, are in-
terested in a partisan debate on this mat-
ter, or does he think they are doing it
sincerely, in the best interests of the
country?

Mr. STEVENS. I have been in this
Chamber listening to this debate and I
am certain that all Members who sponsor
this amendment are doing it in their own
conscience in the best interests of the
country. But I think some of us fear that
the impact of what they are doing is a
discredit to the President of the United
States at a time when he has given his
word to the country that something will
occur.

My basic question is this: Why should
we create a credibility gap so far as the
President of the United States is con-
cerned? He has said what the forces will
do. He has given his commitment to the
country. Why do we not give him a
chance to carry it out? Then I am sure
that many of us would join with the Sen-
ator from Missouri in faking action to
restriet the power of any President so far
as any future actions are concerned.

I do not question personally the mo-
tives of people who sponsor this amend-
ment. What I am saying is that many
of us are backing the President because
we want him to have a chance to prove
his credibility. I think many Senators
have witnessed many times in the past—
and I am not being partisan about this;
I am sure it goes back to President Eisen-
hower’s administration as well as any-
one else—when Presidents have said they
are going to do something, and it was
not done. I think part of that is reflected
in this amendment.

I believe that we should not act in a
manner which would appear to say to the
President of the United States, “You
have sald you are going to get them out
by June 30, but we do not believe you,
and therefore we are going to tell you
that you are going to have them out, be-
cause none of your troops can get paid if
they are still there.”
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Incidentally, I am still inclined to dis-
agree with the interpretation as to the
payment of those who are still there who
have dependents and who are there by
action of the enemy and not by action
of the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad-
ditional 5 minutes of the Senator have
expired.

The Senator from Missouri has yielded
the floor.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, does
the Senator from Alaska have any fur-
ther questions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pre-
vious 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON, I ask unanimous
consent to continue for 2 minutes.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON., Is there a further
question the Senator from Alaska would
like to ask? If there is, I would yield for
a question.

Mr. STEVENS. I asked the Senator
from Missouri if he would join us in
having a vote on this matter after the
President has had an opportunity to
carry out his commitment to the
country.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr, President, with
respect to this point, I think that what
was advanced is that the adoption of
this amendment might cripple the Pres-
ident’s credibility. It is difficult to un-
derstand how an amendment which does
only what the President says he
intends to do will impair the President's
credibility.

Congress has credibility problems, too.
I have heard no complaints to the effect
that the President, by waging an unde-
clared war, if he has—some say he has,
and some say he has not—has destroyed
the credibility of Congress. Congress has
watched its powers erode and accrete to
the President for such a long time, as I
mentioned =arlier in the debate, that a
move to perform the functions intended
by the Founding Fathers apparently
brings an automatic charge that it is
stepping into the President’s territory.

The President’s credibility can be no
greater than he creates by performance,
and that is exactly true of Congress. If
he fulfills his promise to the American
people about limiting our involvement in
Cambodia, I will vote—as I said earlier—
for an amendment to eliminate the prob-
lem of credibility, an amendment which
provides that it will only apply after the
first of July and after Congress has
adopted the amendment, and the credi-
bility of both the President and Congress
will be enhanced.

That would be my answer to that
question.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has yielded the floor.

Mr. DOLE obtained the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I regret that
the senior Senator from Missouri does
not wish to respond to additional ques-
tions. But I note that on page 2 of his
prepared statement he says that for the
first time in history, an American Presi-
dent has ordered forces to invade a coun-
try on his own, without seeking congres-
sional approval.

Mr, SYMINGTON. I did not say that.
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Mr. DOLE, The Senator did not say
that?

Mr. SYMINGTON. No.

Mr. DOLE. I would ask the Senator
from Missouri whether he recalls the
situation in 1948 that confronted Presi-
dent Truman with reference to South
Korea. Did not President Truman order
troops to South Korea without obtaining
congressional approval or support?

Mr. SYMINGTON. President Truman
obtained congressional approval and sup-
port immediately. At the time, I was a
member of his administration. He also
obtained the support of the United Na-
tions.

But I eliminated that phrase from the
speech as delivered, because I felt it
might be objected to.

Mr. DOLE. I do not want to object
but would hope the Senator from Mis-
souri would be consistent.

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I say that the
reason I have yielded the floor is I have
kept the distinguished senior Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Gore) waiting for
an hour. He has a speech to deliver.

I do not want the Senator to think I
was being discourteous.

Mr, DOLE, Let me read from a Harvard
Law Review article, volume 81, No. 8,
June 1968:

The most striking illustration of the shift
in the power to commit forces to combat is
the Korean episode. Faced with the invasion
of South KEorea, Fresident Truman after
brief consultation with advisors, committed
the nation’s troops to repel the invaders. At
no time was congressional authorization
sought for the full-scale conflict which re-
sulted. Although there is considerable evi-
dence that without immediate action Eorea
would have been overrun, there is also evi-
dence that the sequence of events left time
to seek congressional approval and that fail-
ure to do so reflected as deliberate assertion
of presidential prerogative.

So, Mr. President, I would reply to the
Senator from Missouri, as to what may
have happened in Cambodia. He was a
part of the Truman administration, he
was a member of the Truman adminis-
tration at that time, so as the Senator
from Alaska has pointed out, we cannot
dismiss what may appear to be partisan
politics with respect to this——

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me say, on a
personal basis, that I am very, very
proud to have been a member of the Tru-
man administration. President Truman
was a great President

Mr. DOLE. Did the Senator object at
that time to going into Korea?

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
think that, to compare what he did,
when we went into Korea, when he sent
in troops of the United States to help
that country defend itself against an at-
tack, to compare that with this invasion
of Cambodia is not an accurate compari-
son. I have stated my position today on
this floor. I will say, with great respect,
that it is past the time, it seems to me,
to be partisan about this situation. My
hope is we will look at the pending
amendment on a strictly nonpartisan
basis.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield to
the Senator from Ohio in one moment,
but I first want now to express to the
genior Senator from Missouri that it
apparently is all right to be partisan
on that side of the aisle but not on this
side. I just want to keep the record
straight——

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr, DOLE., I believe that when we talk
about what happened in Cambodia, the
Senator from Missouri talked about an
attack the other day, and today it is an
“invasion,” it is well to remind those who
may be looking for a precedent, who may
be looking into history, on who may be
looking at the record made by the Sen-
ate, that this has happened before.

Let me say that I supported President
Truman, as the Senator from Missouri
did.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Ohio was a Member
of Congress at the time of the Korean
conflict. I remember it distinctly. I as-
sociate myself with every statement that
the distinguished senior Senator from
Missouri has just made.

The facts are that on June 25, 1950,
when the North Korean armed forces
swept down into South Korea without
warning and were about to take over and
were crushing all efforts to stop them,
President Harry S. Truman immediately
consulted with Senate leaders and with
the heads of states of the free nations of
the world and forthwith sent into South
Korea our soldiers. They were followed
by soldiers of other nations and he and
other heads of states joined to repel
the North Korean invasion under the
auspices of the United Nations, carrying
the flag of the United Nations. We had
allies then. Those countries that were our
allies then, as members of the United
Nations, are our enemies now.

Mr. President (Mr. McCLELLAN) , Pres-
ident Truman took action in Korea fol-
lowing consultation with Members of
Congress. History will so record. But
here, today, in this administration, Pres-
ident Nixon, without consulting Congress
at all, invaded Cambodia, a neutral na-
tion whose neutrality we had guaran-
teed. That was based, no doubt, upon
the same horrible, inaccurate informa-
tion of the military intelligence and of
the CIA.

Late in 1950, General MacArthur fol-
lowed the Army and CIA intelligence
that the Chinese would not cross the
Yalu River; thus, he disregarded orders
from the President of the United States
and led American troops up the Yalu
River to the border of China. They
came over, 1 million strong, and we suf-
fered a defeat and slaughter at that time.

Mr. President, Harry S. Truman will
be remembered by future historians as
having been one of the very greatest
Presidents of the United States. It has
been given to few men in history to serve
his Nation and mankind as has Harry
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Truman throughout a lifetime. He was
a great U.S. Senator and a very great
President. Not only is he loved by his
countrymen but he is greatly honored
and respected by freedom-loving people
throughout the world.

I recall a great speech that he made in
1948. He said:

Peace is the goal of my life. I'd rather have
lasting peace in the world than be President.
I wish for peace. I work for peace and I pray
for peace continually.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Kansas has expired.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed for an addi-
tional 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appreciate
the comments of my good friend from
Ohio. Let me say that we intend to ex-
plore the Korean invasion rather fully.
We will have adequate time to debate
this resolution and it may take consid-
erable time to review all the precedents,
starting in George Washington's time
up to the latest announcements, wher-
ever that may take us, but let me remind
my good friends from Ohio, and Missouri,
that I share some of the reservations and
fears they have.

As a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives for 8 years and about 2 years
in the Senate, I recognize that Congress
has some responsibilities. I do not want
to deed those responsibilities to the Ex-
ecutive. But it does strike me as peculiar
that some changed position on the
Vietnam war on January 20, 1969, or
thereafter.

I would remind Senators again that
President Nixon has reduced the troop
level by 115,500 men, He has kept his
word as to troop withdrawals, He has
announced another reduction of 150,000
men. So when we discuss the Cambodian
operation, we should keep it in perspec-
tive. We should give the President some
credit for deescalating the war in South
Vietnam by reducing our troop levels.

I would say further to my friends on
the other side of the aisle, and on this
side, too, that I subscribe to most of the
provisions of the Church-Cooper resolu-
tion. I am hopeful some accommodation
can be had and some compromise can be
reached; but if it takes some discussion
to reach that compromise and to deter-
mine just what the sponsors of the reso-
lution have in mind, we have that time.
We have the right to know. The Presi-
dent also has the right to know.

I am not here blindly to follow any
Chief Executive but sometimes wonder
about those who suddenly find it so
wrong, who suddenly question this Presi-
dent because he may be a Republican. I
would say again that President Nixon is
extricating us from South Vietnam. He
is the first President to do so. History will
judge whether the Cambodian opera-
tion was a success. I hope, as every Sen-
ator does, that history will demonstrate
the Cambodian operation was a success,
that it did shorten the war, and that it
did permit us to speed up the Vietnam-
ization program.

Mr. President, I will not however stand
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idly by in the Senate when people attack
the credibility of President Nixon, or at-
tack his judgment, or his motives, even
if we must remain here at some length,
to discuss this amendment.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, there will now be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of
his secretaries.

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ADVI-
SORY COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO.
91-339)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MeTcaLF) laid before the Sen-
ate the following message from the Pres-
ident of the United States, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to Public Law 89-794 I have
the honor to transmit herewith the third
annual report of the National Advisory
Council on Economic Opportunity.
RicHARD NIXON,
THE WHITE Housg, May 19, 1970.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

HR.380. An act to repeal section 7 of the
act of August 9, 1946 (60 Stat. 968);

H.R.3328. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to approve an agreement
entered into by the Soboda Band of Mission
Indians releasing a claim against the Met-
ropolitan Water District of Southern Cali-
fornia and Eastern Municipal Water District,
California, and to provide for construction
of a water distribution system and a water
supply for the Soboda Indian Reservation:
and to authorize long-term leases of land
on the reservation;

H.R. 5981. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide that Madison County,
Fla., shall be included in the northern judi-
cial district of Florida;

H.R. 14306. An act to amend the tokacco
marketing provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1938, as amended; and

H.R. 15861. An act to amend section 351 of
the Public Health Service Act so as to clarify
the intent to include vaccines, blood, blood
components, and allergenic products among
the biological products which must meet the
licensing requirements of this section.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:
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H.R.380. An act to repeal section 7 of the
act of August 9, 1946 (60 Stat. 968); and

H.R. 3328. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to approve an agreement
entered into by the Soboba Band of Mission
Indians releasing a claim against the Metro-
politan Water District of Southern Califor-
nia and Eastern Municipal Water District,
California, and to provile for construction
of a water distribution system and a water
supply for the Soboba Indian Reservation;
and to authorize long-term leases of land
on the reservation; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 5981. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide that Madison County,
Fla., shall be included in the northern judi-
cial district of Florida; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 14306. An act to amend the tobacco
marketing provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

HR.15961. An act to amend section 351
of the Public Health Service Act so as to clar-
ify the intent to include vaccines, blood,
blood components, and allergenic products
among the biological products which must
meet the licensing requirements of this sec-
tion; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MeTcaLF) laid before the Sen-
ate the following letters, which were re-
ferred as indicated:

REPORT ON FiNAL CONCLUSION OF JUDICIAL
PROCEEDINGS RELATING TO CERTAIN AMERI-
CAN INDIAN TrIBAL CLAIMS
A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims

Commission, Washington, D.C., reporting,

pursuant to law, the final conclusion of judi-

clal proceedings regarding docket No. 158,

the Sac and Fox Tribe of Indians of Okla-

homa, et al., docket No. 209, the Iowa Tribe of
the Iowa Reservation in Kansas and Ne-
braska, et al., docket No. 231, the Sac and Fox

Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, et al., consol-

idated, plaintiffs, against the United States

of America, defendant (with accompanying
plapers); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

PrOPOSED TRANSFER OF CERTAIN NAVAL
EQUIPMENT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Installations and Logistics) informing
the Benate, pursuant to law, that the De-
partment of the Navy proposes to transfer
the submarine Cavalla to the U.S, Submarine
Veterans, World War II—Texas, Inc.; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Installations and Logistics) , informing
the Senate, pursuant to law, that the De-
partment of the Navy proposed to transfer
the submarine Cobia to the Manitowoe Sub-
marine Memorial Assoclation, Inc., Manito-
:mc. Wis.; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
Ces.

AMENDMENT oF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend title 10, United States Code, to in-
crease below-zone selection authorization of
commissioned officers of the Navy and Marine
Corps, and for other purposes (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Armed Services,

PROPOSED ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL TAX ON
LeAD CONTENT oF ApDITIVES UsED 1IN MoTOR
FueELs
A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,

requesting proposed legislation relating to an

environmental control tax on lead content
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of additives used in motor fuels; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United BStates, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on action being taken by
the Department of Defense to achieve closer
adherence to established policy for providing
household furniture in the United States,
dated May 14, 1970 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit of the Export-Import Bank of
the United States, fiscal year 1969 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

ProPoSED EXTENSION OF CoNCESSION CON-
TRACTS IN GraND CANYON, ZION, BRYCE
CANYON NATIONAL PARKS, AND CEDAR
BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,

a proposed extension of two concession con-

tracts under which Utah Parks Co. will be

authorized to continue to provide conces-
sion facilities and services for the public in

Grand Canyon (North Rim), Zion and Bryce

Canyon National Parks, and Cedar Breaks

National Monument (with accompanying

papers); to the Committee on Interior and

Insular Affairs.

PROPOSED INCLUSION OF OCERTAIN OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYEES OF THE GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION WITHIN THE PROVISIONS
OF THE UNITED STATES CoDE RELATING TO
AssavuLTs UPoN AND HOMICIDES OF, CERTAIN
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED
STATES AS CONSTITUTING A CRIME
A letter from the Assistant Administrator

of General Services Administration, Wash-

ington, D.C., transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to include certain officers
and employees of the General Services Ad-
ministration within the provisions of the

United States Code relating to assaults upon,

and homicides of, certain officers and em-

ployees of the United States as constituting

a crime (with an accompanying paper); to

the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON APPROVAL OF THIRD PREFERENCE
AND SIXTH PREFERENCE CLASSIFICATION TO
CERTAIN ALIENS
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-

tion and Naturalization Service, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, reports concerning
visa petitions that have been approved ac-
cording certain aliens third preference and
sixth preference classification (with accom-
panying reports); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND A MEMORIAL

Petitions and a memorial were laid be-
fore the Senate and referred as indi-
cated:

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

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Appropriations:

“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 15—RELA-
TIVE TO THE HippEN Dam oN THE FRESNO
RIVER AND THE BUCHANAN DaM oN THE
CHOWCHILLA RIVER
“Whereas, The Congress of the United

States has in previous years authorized the

construction of Hidden Dam on the Fresno

River and Buchanan Dam on the Chowchilla

River as flood control and water conservation

projects; and

“Whereas, These two projects have been
studied together, authorized together under

the same legislation, and designed together;
and
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“Whereas, The flood control problems on
the Chowchilla River and the Fresno River
are of equal seriousness and the water con-
servation needs of both watersheds are sim-
ilar; and

“Whereas, Both projects would provide a
high degree of flood protection to vital areas
which are regularly subject to uncontrollable
and highly damaging fioods; and

“Whereas, Recurring flood threats along
the Fresno and Chowchilla Rivers, as evi-
denced by the devastating fioods of December
1964, and the winter of 1968, make the earliest
possible completion of these projects a mat-
ter of great urgency; and

“Whereas, No construction funds have been
provided for Buchanan Dam and Hidden Dam
in the new federal budget because of econ-
omy considerations despite the urgent need
for both projects; and

“Whereas, Unnecessary delays in the con-
struction of these projects would be a tragic
mistake resulting in increased costs to tax-
payers due to inflation and in the continued
threat of devastating flood damage; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of California respectfully
memorialize the President and the Congress
of the United States to release for the con-
struction of Buchanan Dam on the Chow-
chilla River and Hidden Dam on the Fresno
River all funds appropriated for such pur-
pose for the 1870 fiscal year, and to appro-
priate $1,200,000 for construction of Bu-
chanan Dam and $1,800,000 for construction
of Hidden Dam during the 1871 fiscal year;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Secretary of the In-
terior, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to each Senator and Repre-
sentative from California in the Congress of
the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Public Works:

“ASSEMELY JOINT REsoLUTION No. 10—REL-
ATIVE TO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN FEAS-
IBILITY LEVEL STUDIES FOR THE SALTON
SEA.

“Whereas, The Salton Sea located in Riv-
erside and Imperial Counties of California
is a unique and valuable recreational and
fishery resource; and

“Whereas, The Legislature of the State of
California has recognized the interest of the
people of the State of California and the na-
tion in the Salton Sea by creating the Sal-
ton Sea Advisory Committee and by author-
izing state participation in feasibility stud-
ies of the Salton Sea problems; and

“Whereas, The valuable fishery resource of
the Salton Sea may be lost within this pres-
ent decade unless rising salinity levels are
controlled; and

“Whereas, A recently completed joint fed-
eral-state reconnaissance level investigation
found that salinity can be controlled by con-
struction of a 50-square-mile evaporation
basin, and that such a project has a very
favorable cost benefit ratio; and

“Whereas, Federal participation in such a
project is justified because of the nation-
wide significance of the resource, and the
proprietary interest of the federal govern-
ment in the project area; and

“Whereas, The next step In saving the
Salton Sea is the Initlation of a feasibility
level study, as recommended by the joint re-
connaissance study, upon which decisions
will be made with respect to a project; and

“Whereas, The State of California has al-
ready authorized the budgeted funds for such
a study, contingent upon federal participa-
tion; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senaie of
the State of California, jointly, That the
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Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President and Con-
gress of the United States to expedite the
introduction and passage of authorization
and funding for feasibility level studies for
the Salton Sea to prevent further delays
which would jeopardize the fishery resource
of the sea; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice FPresident of the
United States, to the Secretary of the In-
terior, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to the appropriate House and
Senate committees, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

A resolutlon of the House of Delegates of
the State of Maryland; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

“Houst ResoruTioN No. 101
“(By Delegates Arnick, D'Anna, Minnick,
Bonvegna, Bullock, Dypskl, Erysiak, Silk, and
Walters,)

“*House Resolution urging the Vice President
of the United States and the Maryland
Congressional Delegation to intercede to
stop the proposed closing of the Fort Hola-
bird installation

“Fort Holabird has been in use as a mili-
tary installation in the city of Baltimore
since 1917 and has become an essential part
of that community's composition. Today
there are over 2,700 persons employed at that
installation, with over 1,600 of them civilians,
The installation, thus, has deep ties with the
community around it, and in turn, the com-
munity has substantial interests, associa-
tions, and dependency on the installation.

“It has come to the attention of concerned
cltizens of the State of Maryland that a pro-
posal has been made by the Department of
Defense to discontinue the operations at Fort
Holabird in favor of a new location at Forf
Huachuca, Arizona. This proposal has many
drawbacks, not only to the immediate com-
munity, but to all the taxpayers of this
nation.

“Over the past few years, more than one
million dollars has been spent on modifica-
tions, renovations, and modernization at Fort
Holabird. In addition, the estimated cost of
closure and reduction of Fort Holabird is at
least 124 million dollars. Furthermore, the
Department of Defense has estimated that at
least 1.5 million dollars will have to be spent
at Fort Huachuca to make room for the Fort
Holabird personnel. This means that at least
15 million dollars of the taxpayer's money
will have to be spent to move an established
intelligence operation strategically located
near the nerve center of our nation's intelli-
gence system to an unprepared site 2,500
miles away; a locatlon where it seems every-
thing will have to be added on to, rebuilt, or
originally built—from recreation facilities,
to public utilities, to schools, to administra-
tion facilities, to houses, and so on ad nau-
seum—yet all of these things already exist in
Baltimore.

“But beyond the logistical side of the pic-
ture, there is the human element and the
economic impact on the area in which Fort
Holabird is now located. Countless numbers
of people who would be unable or unwilling
to move 2,500 miles would lose their jobs.
These include persons with countless num-
bers of years of loyal government service.
Moreover, with the loss of over 1,600 civilian
positions, the entire Baltimore community
would be hit with increased unemployment
insurance costs, the costs of caring for older
workers who no longer have the ability to
secure jobs in the open market, and retrain-
ing costs for the workers who are famillar
with government, but not private industrial
work. These are just a few examples of the
economic impact closing Fort Holabird would
have on the Baltimore area.

“The ultimate issue then Is why must this
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move be made? Why should an established
operation be transferred for no apparent rea-
son to a location where practically everything
will have to be built anew, all at a tremen-
dous cost to the taxpayer? The answer, we
believe, is that this should not be; mnow,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House ojf Delegates of
Maryland, That the Vice President of the
United States, Spiro T. Agnew, and all the
members of the Maryland Congressional
Delegation are most strongly urged to inter-
cede to stop the proposed closing of Fort
Holabird; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be sent to Vice President Spirc T. Agnew, and
to each of the members of the Maryland
Congressional Delegation

“By the House of Delegates,
1970"

Resolutions of the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts; to the Committee on Armed
Services:

“RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING THE PRESIDENT
oF THE UNITED STATES, THE SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE AND THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED
STATES TO SUSPEND CURRENT PLANS FOR THE
EXPANSION OF THE ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE
SYSTEM
“Whereas, President Richard M. Nixon re-

cently announced plans to proceed with con-

struction and expansion of the Safeguard
antiballistic missile system; and
“Whereas, In 1969, the members of the

Massachusetts General Court, in resolutions

to the President, the Secretary of Defense

and the Congress, expressed their opposition
to the construction of Sentinel antiballistic
missile sites in the commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts; and

“Whereas, Scientists, scholars, military
strateglists and national political leaders hold
the same grave doubts as to the effectiveness
and desirability of the Safeguard system as
they previously held with regard to the

Sentinel system; and
“Whereas, The Safeguard system may

prove to be obsolete even before it is com-

pleted because decoys and penetration aids—
which would enable incoming missiles to
elude Safeguard missiles—could be developed
by an enemy power before the Safeguard
system is operational; and

“Whereas, The radar and computer sys-
tems necessary to target and fire the Safe-
guard missiles are extremely complex and
so sensitive to explosion that they may not
be operative under the conditions of nuclear
attack; and

“Whereas, These radar and computer sys-
tems cannot be tested under peace-time con-
ditions; and

“Whereas, There is grave danger that the
expansion of the Safeguard antiballistic mis-
sile system will have an adverse effect upon
both current and future disarmament talks
between the United States and the Soviet

Union or other foreign powers; and
“Whereas, The money necessary for com-

pletion and expanslon of the Safeguard anti-

ballistic missile system is vitally needed to
solve domestic problems in the United States;
now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Massachusetts Senate

respectfully wurges President Richard M.

Nixon, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird and

the Congress of the United States to suspend

current construction of antiballistic missile
sites and more specifically to prevent future
construction in Massachusetts; and be it
further

“Resolved, That no further appropriation
of moneys be made for the purpose of ex-
panding the Safeguard antiballistic system
until such time as intensive study of the
desirability, feasibility and effectiveness of
the entire systern can be made; and be it
further

“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be transmitted forthwith by the Secretary
of the Commonwealth to the President of

March 24,
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the United States, the Secretary of Defense,
the presiding officers of each branch of Con-
gress and to the members thereof from this
Commonwealth,

“Senate, adopted, April 30, 1970."

A resolution of the Legislature of Saipan;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations:

“A RESOLUTION RELATIVE TO RESPECTFULLY
REQUESTING AND MEMORIALIZING THE UNITED
NaTioNs TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL DELEGATION
To GIVE THE RIGHT OF THE INHABITANTS OF
THE MariaNnas DistricT To REINTEGRATE
WirE THE UNITED STATES TERRITORY OF
Guam

“Be It Resolved by the Twenty-Second
Salpan Legislature, that:

“Whereas, reintegration with United States
Territory of Guam is the offspring of the
basic legal fundamental concept contained
in the Charter of the United Nations and
the Trusteeship Agreement; and

“Whereas, reference is made to Article 87 of
the Charter of the United Nations which pro-
vides as follows:

“ARTICLE 87

“‘The General Assembly and, under Iits
authority, the Trusteeship Council, in carry-
ing out their function, may:

*“‘a. consider reports submitted by the
administering authority;

*‘b. accept petitions and examine them
in consultation with the administering au-
thority;

“*e. provide for periodic visits to the re-
spective trust territories at times agreed upon
with the administering authority; and

*“'d. take these and other actions in con-
formity with the terms of the trusteeship
agreement;’' and

“Whereas, reference is made and should
be noted under Subsection (b) of the afore-
sald article upon which rests the inhabitants
of the Marlanas District their rights to peti-
tion, same having been exercised through a
referendum media held on November 9, 1969,
the result of which was overwhelmingly in
favor of reintegration with Guam; and

“Whereas, Article 73 of the Charter of the
United Nations provides as follows:

“ARTICLE 73

“‘Members of the United Nations which
have or assume responsibilities for the ad-
ministration of territories whose peoples have
not yet attained a full measure of self-
government recognize the principle that the
interests of the inhabitants of these ter-
ritories are paramount, and accept as a sacred
trust the obligation to promote to the ut-
most, within the system of international
peace and security established by the present
Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of
these territories, and to this end:

*‘a. to ensure, with due respect for the
culture of the peoples concerned, their polit-
ical, economie, social, and educational ad-
vancement, their just treatment, and their
protection against abuses;

“‘b. to develop self-government, to take
due account of the political aspirations of
the peoples, and to assist them in the pro-
gressive development of their free political
institutions, according to the particular cir-
cumstances of each territory and its peoples
and their varying stages of advancement;

“‘e. to further international peace and
security;

“‘d. to promote constructive measures of
development, to encourage research, and to
co-operate with one another and, when and
where appropriate, with speclalized inter-
national bodies with a view to the practical
achievement of the social, economiec, and
scentific purposes set forth in this Article;
and

* ‘e. to transmit regularly to the Secretary-
General for information purposes, subject to
such limitatlon as security and constitu-
tional considerations may require, statisti-
cal and other information of a technical na-
ture relating to economic, social, educational
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conditions in the territories for which they
are respectively responsible other than those
territories to which Chapters XII and XIII
apply.’ and

“Whereas, Subsection (b) is the principal
source of the additional rights of the inhabit-
ants of the Marianas District that they were
prompted to vigorously assert their rights
thereinunder and the mandate of the people
no doubt is clear and well established which
the United States of America, the admin-
istering authority and the United Nations
which give due merit, respect and considera-
tion of the people’s desire as manifested in
the past unofficial and officlal referendum on
the gquestion of reintegration; and

“Whereas, it is highly essential to refer
to Article 76 of the Charter of the United
Nations which provides as follows:

“'The basic objectives of the trusteeship
system, in accordance with the Purposes of
the United Nations set down in Article 1 of
the present Charter, shall be:

“‘a. to further international peace and
security;

“‘b. to promote the political, economic,
social, and educational advancement of the
inhabitants of the trust territories, and their
progressive development towards self-gov-
ernment or independence as may be appro-
priate to the particular circumstances of
each territory and its peoples and the freely
expressed wishes of the peoples concerned,
and as may be provided by the terms of each
trusteeship agreement;

“‘c. to encourage respect for human rights
and for fundamental freedoms for all with-
out distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion, and to encourage recognition of the
interdependence of the peoples of the world;
and

“‘d. to ensure equal freatment in social,
economic, and commercial matters for all
Members of the United Nations and their
nationals, and also equal treatment for the
latter in the administration of justice, with-
out prejudice to the attainment of the fore-
going objective and subject to the provi-
sions of Article 80.

“Whereas, Subsection (a) and (b), if noted
properly, must be given special recognition
by the administering authority, as well as
the United Nations. This should be treated
as the united philosophy well funded in the
collective belief of the United Nations and
the administering authority, meaning the
United States, and should be taken in the
light of international peace and security and
the choice of the inhabitants for more au-
tonomous rights, patterned after the desire
of the majority of the inhabitants of the
Marianas District; and

“Whereas, if we refer to the official report
of the other five political districts of the
Trust Territory, it is safe to assume that the
military is unwelcome in their respective
districts, claiming that the inhabitants
would eventually become landless and their
natural culture would disappear; and

“Whereas, with the metamorphosis of in-
ternational events now transpiring in our
midst where the news media often quoted
the following phrase: ‘Yankees go home’
and the gradual phasing out of the U.8. air
bases and military installation in Okinawa,
Japan, Laos, Cambodia, Subic Bay (Philip-
pines), and other areas In foreign soil, the
United States of America, is sovereign per se,
Bovereignty resting in the administering au-
thority possesses the right of eminent do-
main and can acquire any part of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands in the exer-
cise of this doctrine; and

“Whereas, Article 5 of the Trusteeship
Agreement provides as follows:

* ‘ARTICLE 5
*“‘In discharging its obligations under
Article 76(a) and Article 84, of the Charter,
the administering authority shall ensure that
the Trust Territory shall play its part, in
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accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations, in the maintenance of international
peace and security. To this end the admin-
istering authority shall be entitled:

“*1. To establisk naval, milltary and air
bases and to erect fortifications in the trust
territory;

"2, to station and emplo} armed forces
in the territory; and

“'3, to make use of volunteer forces, fa-
cilities and assistance from the trust terri-
tory in carrying out tk. obligations toward
the Security Councll undertaken in this
regard by the administering authority, as
well as for the local defense and the main-
tenance of law and other within the trust
territory,’ and

“Whereas, whether the inhabitants of the
Trust Territory outside of the Marianas
grouy do not seem that the acquisition of
their lands can be legally effectea not with-
standing their opposition, they are without
any legal recourse at law except to demand
for a just and fair compensation of their
land; and

“Whereas, for the informati.:1 of those
that is not acquainted with the Trusteeship
Agreement, reference is made to Article 15
which reads as follows:

“ 'ARTICLE 15

“ ‘The terms of the present agreement shall
not be altered, amended or terminated with-
out the consent of the administering au-
thority.' and

“Whereas, the next question is: What ef-
fect, if any will the negative result of the
Guam referendum have with integration?
After perusing carefully the authorities here-
inabove cited, the final responsibility on the
matter of reintegration rests with the United
States and the United Nations. Therefore, re-
integration will continue to be a burning
issue for the United States in the light of
international peace and security; and

“Whereas, permit us to take the opportu-
nity of discussing the desire of the inhabit-
ants of the five other districts of the Trust
Territory in which they indicated that four
of them want independence with free asso-
ciation with the United States and Ponape
desires assoclation with Japan; and

“Whereas, today, they are parts of the
United States although enjoying less rights
than a full-fledged American citizen. Hypo-
thetically, if independence is granted, know-
ing fully that they enjoy free association with
the United States, this recommendation is
tantamount to obtalning a divorce and de-
siring to live together after it was granted.
Politically speaking, the argument advanced
in support of this recommendation is incon-
gruous and preposterous to human govern-
mental philosophy, The real significance is in
itself eternal paternalism with the United
States. America defies this type of govern-
mental pattern; now, therefore,

“Be it resolved by the Twenty-Second Sal-
pan Legislature that the United States Trus-
teeship Council Delegation is hereby respect-
fully memorialized and requested to give the
right of the inhabitants of the Marianas Dis-
trict to reintegrate with the United States
Territory of Guam; and be it further

“Resolved that the Speaker certify to and
the Legislative Clerk attest the adoption
hereof and that copies of the same be there-
after transmitted to the TUnited Nations
Trusteeship Council Delegation, Chairman,
United Nations Security Council, the Presi-
dent, United States of America, President,
United States Senate, Speaker, United States
House of Representatives, Chairman, Interior
and Insular Affairs, United States Senate,
Chairman Interior and Insular Affairs, House
of Representatives, Secretary of the Interior,
Secretary of State, and to the High Commis-
sioner, Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands."”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Hawall; to the Committee on
the Judieciary:
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“CoNCURRENT REsoLUTION No. 20 PROPOSING
AN AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CON-
STITUTION To PRESERVE THE RECIPROCAL IM-
MUNITIES OF Tax EXEMPTION
“Whereas, taxes by the United States Gov-

ernment on the interest on evidences of in-

debtedness of States, their political subdi-
visions, and the agencies and instrumen-
talities thereof, impose a burden on the
sovereign power of the States, and their po-
litical subdivisions, agencies and instru-
mentalities to borrow money for essential

State and local purposes; and
“Whereas, the constantly recurring at-

tempts of Congress and the Treasury De-
partment of the United States to tax the
interest on such evidences of indebtedness
has severely damaged the ability of the States
and their political subdivisions, agencles and
instrumentalities to borrow money, and has
substantially increased the cost of such bor-
rowings to the detriment of the taxpayers of
the States and their political subdivisions,
agencies and instrumentalities; and

“Whereas, such recurring attempts to tax
the interest on such evidences of indebted-
ness flaunt the Constitutional principle of
reciprocal inter-governmental tax Immunity
first enunciated by the Supreme Court of
the United States in MecCulloch v. Maryland
{4 Wheat 316) in the year 1819 and more
spec'fically applied by that Court in Pollack
v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. (157 U.S. 429)
and later cases; and

“Whereas, it is advisable and in the best
interest of the States to prevent future at-
tempts to tax the interest on such evidences
of indebtedness by amending the Constitu-
tion of the United States to unequivocally
state the principle of reciprocal inter-gov-
ernmental tax immunity in respect of taxes
on the interest on such evidences of indebt-
edness and thereby restore investor confi-
dence to the market for such evidences of
indebtedness and consequently, reduce the
cost of borrowing by the States and their po-
litical subdivisions, agencies and instrumen-
talitles; now, therefore

“Be It Resolved by the Senate of the Fifth
Legislature of the State of Hawail, Regular
Sesslon of 1970, the House of Representa-
tives concurring, that application is hereby
made to the Congress of the United States
to submit to the legislatures of the States
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States in the following form, which
amendment is hereby ratified as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States on behalf of the State of Hawaii by
this Concurrent Resolution, to wit:

" '‘Without the consent of a State, Con-
gress shall have no power to lay and collect
any tax, direct or indirect, upon the income
derived from interest paid on evidences of
indebtedness of such State, or of any poli-
tical subdivision, agency or instrumentality
thereof, nor shall any State have power,
without the consent of Congress, to lay and
collect any tax, direct or indirect, upon the
income derived from interest paid on obliga-
tlons of the United States or of any agency
or instrumentality thereof’; and

“Be It Further Resolved that duly certified
copies of this Concurrent Resolution be im-
mediately transmitted to both the President
and Secretary of the Senate of the United
States and to the Speaker and Clerk of the
House of Representatives of the United
States; the Honorable Daniel K. Inouye,
United States Senator; the Honorable Hiram
L. Fong, United States Senator; the Honor-
able Spark M. Matsunaga, United States Rep-
resentative; and the Honorable Patsy T.
Mink, United States Representative; and

“Be It FPurther Resolved that this Concur-
rent Resolution shall continue in full force
and effect until December 31, 1975.

“The Senate of the State of Hawali May
4, 1970, Honolulu, Hawaii.

““We hereby certify that the foregoing Con-
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current Resolution was adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Fifth Legislature of the State of
Hawali, Regular Session of 1970 on April 20,
1970.

“Davip C. McCLUNG,

“President of the Senate.

“SercHT HIRAI,

“Clerk of the Senate.

““The House of Representatives of the State
of Hawail, May 4, 1970, Honolulu, Hawail.

“We hereby certily that the foregoing Con-
current Resolutivn was adopted by the House
of Representatives of the Fifth Legislature of
the State of Hawali, Regular Session of 1970
on April 28, 1970.

“Tapa0o BEPPU,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“GeorGE M. JARKANTZ,
“Assistant Clerk, House of Representatives.

Resolution adopted by the Connecticut
Society of the Sons of the American Revolu-
tion, of Greenwich, Connecticut, remonstrat-
ing against criticism of the recent actions of
the President in Asia; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Resolutions adopted by the Choctaw Tribe
of Oklahoma, praying for the enactment of
certain legislation relating to ald to Indians;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commiftees
were submitted:

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, with amendments:

S. 3215. A bill to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1965 to provide for a permanent au-
thorization for programs under such act
(Rept. No. 91-879).

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

H.R. 3020. An act for the relief of Beverly
Medlock and Ruth Lee Medlock (Rept. No.
91-880);

HR. 5419. An act to provide relief for
Comdr. Edwin J. Sabec, U.S. Navy (Rept.
No. 91-881);

H.R. 6402. An act for the relief of the San-
born Lumber Co., Inc. (Rept. No. 91-882);

HR.B8604. An act for the relief of Capt.
John T. Lawler (retired) (Rept. No. 91-883);
and

H.R. 9910. An act for the relief of Hannibal
B. Taylor (Rept. No. 91-884).

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

H.R. 11060. An act for the rellef of Victor
L. Ashley (Rept. No. 91-885).

By Mr. EAGLETON, from the Committee
on the District of Columbia, with an amend-
ment:

HRE. 17138, An act to amend the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act
of 1958 and the District of Columbia Teach-
ers’ Salary Act of 1855 to increase salaries,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 91-886).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

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

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

Hugh F. Owens, of Oklahoma, to be a
member of the Securities and Exchange
Commission.

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Finance:

Howard A, Dawson, Jr,, of Arkansas, Bruce
M. Forrester, of Missouri, Leo H. Irwin, of
North Carolina, and Samuel B. Sterrett, of
Maryland, to be judges of the U.S. Tax
Court,
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BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLER:

S. 38560. & bill to amend Public Law 90-484
to extend the indemnity therein provided to
manufacturers of dairy products, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

S. 3851, A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction, in
computing the minimum tax on tax prefer-
ences, for unused tax preferences in years in
which a taxpayer is not liable for the mini-
mum tax; to the Committee on Finance.

S. 3852. A bill to amend the Labor Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, to provide for the
settlement of emergency labor disputes af-
fecting commerce which imperil the health
and safety of a major region of the Nations;
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Wellare.

(The remarks of Mr. MiLLER when he intro-
duced 8. 3852 appear earlier in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. EASTLAND:

S. 3853. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Pang

Tal Tai; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. THURMOND (for himself and
Mr. HOLLINGS) :

S. 3854. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Martha W. Brice; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. MONDALE:

S. 3855. A bill for the relief of Dr. Oscar A,
Garcia; and

5. 3856. A bill for the relief of Rica Machles
Freler; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 3857. A bill to provide for the reauthor-
ization of the project on the Red River of
the North at East Grand Forks, Minn., in the
interest of flood control and allied purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

8. 3858. A bill for the rellef of Bruce M.
Smith; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself, Mr.
ProxMIRE, and Mr. TOWER) :

S.J. Res. 201. Joint Resolution to extend
the reporting date of the National Commis-
sion on Consumer Finance; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. SPAREMAN when he
introduced the joint resolution appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

S. 3852—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND THE LABOR-MANAGE-
MENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for printing and appropriate refer-
ence, a bill to amend the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, to provide for
the settlement of emergency labor dis-
putes affecting commerce which imperil
the health and safety of a major region
of the Nation,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CrerraN),. The bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3852) to amend the Labor-
Management Relations Act, 1947, to pro-
vide for the settlement of emergency
labor disputes affecting commerce which
imperil the health and safety of a major
region of the Nation, introduced by Mr.
MiLLER, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, under the
Taft-Hartley Act, the President is given
the authority to seek, and the courts to
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issue, a strike injunction where a strike
or lockout affects all or a substantial part
of an industry engaged in interstate or
foreign commerce if the strike or lockout
will imperil the national health and
safety. Thus, if the President and the
courts find that there is a national emer-
gency, the 80-day strike injunction may
be issued. The effectiveness of this pro-
vision has been demonstrated several
times.

The bill I am introducing today would
broaden this authority to make it ap-
plicable where there is a strike or lockout
creating not a national emergency, but
one affecting a major region of the
United States. The tieup in the motor
transportation industry in Chicago today
and a few years ago demonstrates the
necessity for this change in the law. The
President has been unable to act under
the Taft-Hartley emergency provisions
simply because no national emergency
can be declared, although there certainly
is an emergency situation in the Midwest.

A great many businesses in Iowa znd
throughout the Midwes, have had to
either close down or lay off workers be-
cause they were not able to obtain sup-
plies, materials, or equipment necessary
to operate at full strength or to ship
their finished products.

Mr. MILLER. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks an article published in the Wall
Street Journal on May 18, 1970, entitled
“Truckdriver Strikes Sharply Hurt Re-
sults for an Increasing Number of Com-
panies.”

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the bill I
am introducing would change the Taft-
Hartley Act to authorize the same proce-
dures in the case of regional emergencies
caused by strikes or lockouts as in the
case of national emergencies. I hope the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee will give this measure their earli-
est and favorable consideration.

ExHisiT 1
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 18, 1970]
TRUCKDRIVER STRIKES SHARPLY HUrRT RESULTS

For AN INCREASING NUMBER OF COMPANIES

A growing number of companies, large and
small allke, expect to report sharply lower
earnings for the second quarter because their
operations over the past month have been se-
verely disrupted by truck driver strikes.

Warner & Swasey Co., for example, expects
its second quarter earnings to be below the
$2.5 million, or 66 cents a share, it earned in
the first quarter of this year. This would put
profit for the period dramatically below the

$1.06 a share, that the machine tool maker
earned in the second quarter of 1969,

J. T. Balley, president, who made the as-
sessmnent, said the driver strikes closed its
Cleveland Turning-Machine division plant
for several days and forced it to operate at
less than 509 efficiency for a much longer pe-
riod, The plant accounts for about a third of
the company's sales.

All told, he said, the strikes halted ship-
ments of machines from its Cleveland plant
to the point that full gquarter shipments will
be off by about 209 from the year-ago period.

The driver strikes stem primarily from dis-
gruntlement over the wage Increases won for
them by the Teamsters Unlon. The terms
provide increases of $1.10 an hour over a 30~
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month span of a new contract. Drivers, nota-
bly those in the midwest, say the increase
isn't large enough and have struck to em-
phasize their contention. The union is cur-
rently polling members on whether to accept
the terms.

SKIL CORP. LAYOFFS

Skil Corp., & maker of consumer and in-
dustrial tools, disclosed that it had laid off
some production workers because of heavy
Inventories and effects of the truck strike.
After posting sales and earnings gains in
1969, the company's earnings dropped to
$78,071, or four cents a share, in the first
of 1970 from $590,681, or 34 cents a share, a
year earlier. Although the company expects
a sales and earnings improvement later in
the year, it doesn't foresee it taking shape in
this quarter, John W. Sullivan, president,
says.

Reliance Electric Co., a maker of automa-
tion systems and industrial equipment, says
the strikes have depressed the entire fiscal
first half as well as the fiscal quarter, al-
though it thinks it can recover some of the
losses in the remaining two periods.

For the six months ended April 30, Reli-
ance earned $5.4 million, or 43 cents a share,
down from $7.9 million, or 81 cents a share,
a year earlier. Sales were $157.8 million,
above the $147.56 million of a year ago. Fig-
ures for 19690 were restated to reflect an
acquisition.

Reliance didn't report separate results for
the fiscal second quarter but indicated net
for the period was $2.2 million, or 13 cents,
down from $4.5 million, or 49 cents, a year
earlier.

The trucker walkouts affected shipments
to customers and delivery of raw materials
s0 severely that Reliance was forced to close
eight plants for a four-day period in April.
The company’s order backlog increased $7.4
million, to $137.1 million during the second
quarter.

RELIANCE ELECTRIC OPTIMISTIC

Reliance, however, i15 optimistic about the
full year. According to Hugh D. Luke, presi-
dent, incoming orders so far this year are at
record levels. He estimated sales for the year
in the area of $330 million to $340 million. In
fiscal 1969, ended Oct. 31, Reliance had sales
of $301.9 million and earnings of $17.4 mil-
lion, or $1.97 a share.

Some other companies may find it more
difficult to overcome setbacks of the second
quarter. In Chicago, where the driver strikes
have been compounded by a management
lockout, a spokesman for Zenith Radio Corp.
notes that the company closed down all pro-
duction and warehouse facilities In the area
a month ago. Three weeks ago it also was
forced to close its Rauland division tube
plant in Chicago. It also closed down its color
television plant in Springfield, Mo. Accord-
ing to the spokesman the company plans to
resume production at all plants over the
next five workdays in anticipation of a pos-
sible settlement.

“We have to have the product ready to
ship,” the spokesman says. But if there isn't
a settlement by June 1, the company will
again close down the same facilities, he adds.

Freight shipments are still the target of
Teamster pickets in the San Francisco area,
but services deemed essential have been re-
stored. The walkout on Thursday had closed
down Yellow Cabs in San Francisco, the AC
Transit Service, which serves the East Bay,
and Greyhound Bus services, and forced San
Francisco's two daily papers, the Chronicle
and Examiner, to suspend publication be-
cause they couldn't deliver papers.

These services were restored Saturday after
San Francisco’s Mayor Alioto and Los An-
geles’ Mayor Yorty pledged to work in a me-
diation effort. The Teamster action in San
Francisco is5 to prevent freight shipments
into Los Angeles and also to force the re-
hiring of Teamster members fired in Los An-
geles in a prolonged strike. Both the Chron-
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icle and Examiner published abbreviated edi-
tions Saturday. Yesterday's combined Sun-
day paper was normal.

Teamster officials have indicated that all
perishables, transportation and anything else
involved in the public interest except freight
will be permitted.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 201—
INTRODUCTION OF JOINT RESO-
LUTION RELATING TO EXTENSION
OF THE REPORTING DATE FOR
THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
CONSUMER FINANCE

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a joint resolution to extend the
reporting date of the National Commis-
sion on Consumer Finance from Jan-
uary 1, 1971, to July 1, 1972. The Com-
mission was established by title 4 of the
Consumer Credit Protection Act. Its
mission is to review the entire structure
of the consumer credit industry and to
make appropriate recommendations to
the Congress and to the executive
branch.

The Commission consists of nine mem-
bers—three House Members appointed
by the Speaker of the House, three Sen-
ators appointed by the President of the
Senate, and three public members ap-
pointed by the President. The Consumer
Credit Protection Act, otherwise known
as the Truth in Lending Act, was signed
into law on May 29, 1968. At that time
it was anticipated that the Commission
would have approximately 2% years to
complete its work. Unfortunately, the
three public members of the Commis-
sion were not appointed until Novem-
ber 17, 1969, and funds for the opera-
tion of the Commission were not ob-
tained until December 26, 1969, more
than 18 months after the effective date
of the legislation. Accordingly, the reso-
lution would extend the date by which
the Commission must file its final re-
port by 18 months. This extension is
necessary due to the lateness in getting
the Commission established.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Berrmon). The joint resolution will be
received and appropriately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 201) to
extend the reporting date of the Na-
tional Commission on Consumer Fi-
nance, introduced by Mr. SparRkMaN (for
himself, Mr. PROXMIRE, and Mr. TOWER),
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

5. 3410

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BAYH) be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3410, the National Environ-
mental Laboratory Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLMoN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

5. 3546

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the following
Senators be added as cosponsors of S.
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3546, the National Air Quality Standards
Act of 1970, which would accelerate the
designation of air quality control re-
gions required by the Air Quality Act of
1967 and would provide for citizen suits
to enforce air quality standards: Sena-
tors Cannon. PAsTORE, YOoUuNG of Ohio,
McGeg, McINTYRE, HART, PELL, BROOKE,
CAsSE, METCALF, MoONDALE, NELSON, PROX-
MIRE, WILLIAMS of New Jersey, TYDINGS,
GRAVEL, CRANSTON, Packwoop, and
HARTKE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLrmon). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

S. 3552

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLericHT), the Senator
from Washington (Mr. MacNuson), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MoN-
pALE), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Packwoobp), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. Ty¥DpINGS), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr, INoUYE), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacLEToN), and the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. Percy) be added as
cosponsors of S. 3552, to provide certain
privileges against disclosure of confiden-
tial information obtained by newsmen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McCLELLAN) . Without objection, it is so

ordered.
8. 3877

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the following Sen-
ators be added as cosponsors of S. 3677
which would set up an independent

agency to develop and enforce Federal
environmental quality standards, sup-
port research, and provide technical aid
to various Government agencies: Sena-
tors CawnnoN, Pastore, Younc of Ohio,
McGeg, McINTYRE, HART, BROOKE, MET-
CALF, MONDALE, NELSON, WILLIAMS of New
Jersey, Ty¥piNGs, GRAVEL, INOUYE, PACK-
woob, and HARTKE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLmon). Without objection, it is so
ordered,

8. 3687

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the following Sen-
ators be added as cosponsors of S. 3687,
the National Water Quality Standards
Act of 1970, which would increase the
Federal grant authorization for waste
treatment facilities to $2.5 billion a year
for 5 fiscal years and extend the stand-
ards program to all navigable waters:
Senators CAnNNON, Pastore, Youwnc of
Ohio, McGEeg, McINTYRE, HArT, PELL,
Brooke, Case, METCALF, MONDALE, NEL-
soN, WiLrLiaMs of New Jersey, TYDINGS,
CraNsTON, PAcKwoOOD, and HARTKE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLMon). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

5. 3734

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Alaska (Mr,
STeEVENS), I ask unanimous consent that,
at the next printing, the name of the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) be
added as a cosponsor of S. 3734, relating
to the appointment of U.S. marshals.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
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BeLLmoN)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.
8. 3735

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
StEVENS), I ask unanimous consent that,
at the next printing, the name of the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GravEL) be
added as a cosponsor of S. 3735, providing
for the minimum classification of U.S.
deputy marshals under chapter 51 of
title 5, United States Code.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLmon). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
RESOLUTION
5. RES. 405

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. Inouvye) and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. Graver) be added as
cosponsors of S. Res. 405, declaring a
policy for peace in Indochina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLMon). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MANPOWER TRAINING ACT OF
1969—AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT NO. 634
Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BROOKE,

Mr, SCHWEIKER, Mr, ScorT, Mr. STEVENS,
Mr. Casg, and Mr. PeErcy) submitted

amendments, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to the bill (S. 2838) to

establish a comprehensive manpower
development program fo assist persons
in overcoming obstacles to suitable em-
ployment, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the Committiee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, and ordered to
be printed.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 635 THROUGH 637

Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BaYH,
Mr,. Bocas, and Mr. SCHWEIKER) submit-
ted three amendments, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to Senate bill
2838, supra, which were referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 638 AND 639

Mr. JAVITS submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him, to
Senate bill 2838, supra, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Javirs when he
submitted the amendments appear
earlier in the Recorp under the appropri-
ate heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 643

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I rise to
submit, for myself and the Senator from
New York (Mr. JaviTs) an amendment to
8. 2838, the Manpower Training Act of
1970. This amendment will authorize the
expenditure of funds for programs and
activities to provide language training
to individuals for whom language con-
stitutes a significant barrier to employ-
ment. As my colleagues are aware, Ilong
have been concerned with the barrier
language has caused to achievement by
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our schoolchildren to whose families
English is a second language. I cospon-
sored the Bilingual Education Act that
was added to the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1967, and have
worked for full funding of the program
since that time. For fiscal year 1970,
$21,300,000 was made available to this
program and for fiscal year 1971, the
Senate Appropriations Committee has
recommended $25,000,000. The Bilingual
Education Act has become one of the
most exciting developments in the edu-
cational field and one that should meas-
urably aid the children of this and
future generations to find meaningful
jobs and, indeed, a meaningful role in our
society.

The hearings on S. 2838 before the
Subcommittee on Employment, Man-
power and Poverty, of which I am the
ranking minority member, make it clear
that first, language is an impediment to
many in getting and holding a worth-
while job; and second, Federal assistance
must be provided in this area if man-
power training programs are to be
effective.

There are over 5 million Mexican
Americans in the United States, located
primarily in the Southwestern States.
My State is proud of the fact that more
Mexican Americans, 1.5 million as a
matter of fact, live in California, than
any other State, The Mexican Ameri-
cans, the Nation's second largest minority
group, face the same problems of poverty
and discrimination as other minority
groups; but in addition, they have a
language handiecap.

The same problems are faced by our
Chinese-American population. I am
proud to say that San Francisco has the
largest Chinese-American population of
any city in the United States, currently
in the neighborhood of 75,000 people.

Since most of the Chinese immigration.

into the United States of about 10,000
people per year occurs through San
Francisco, the numbers of this group are
increasing rapidly. The subcommittee
heard testimony that as many as 25,000
to 30,000 Chinese-Americans in San
Francisco do not speak English. Natu-
rally, some of our other minority groups
such as the American Indians, Japanese-
Americans and Puerto Ricans face sim-
ilar problems.

I believe we have the obligation to as-
sist these people so that they may hold
meaningful jobs. If it means that parts
of the manpower programs should be
taught in Spanish or Chinese, then this
should be done. If it means that one of
the job skills required to hold the job is
a knowledge of English, then English
must be taught just as are the mechanics
of operating a key punch machine or a
welding torch or a computer.

Mr. President, my amendment is that
simple, but it covers a serious deficiency
in many of our present manpower pro-
grams.

In urging the full funding of the Bilin-
gual Education Act, before the Senate
Appropriations Committee last year, I
stated: “no communication—no learn-
ing. It is as simple as that."” That state-
ment could well be rephrased, “no com-
munication—no earning.” It is truly as
simple as that.
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I also ask that the amendment be
printed in full in the Recorp at the end
of this statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Spong) . The amendment will be received
and printed, and will be appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
amendment will be printed in the Recorb.

The amendment (No. 643) was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

AmENDMENT No. 643

On page 4, line 15, delete Sec. 101(1) and
insert the following new subsection (1):

“(1) basic education, literacy and com-
munication skills, including instruction
courses in English language skills and, where
appropriate, training programs conducted in
languages other than English, which will
assist individuals to become more employable
ur more suitable for participation in occupa-
tional training."

On page 17, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following: *“(7) provide as an essential
part of manpower training and related activi-
ties, courses in English language skills, and,
where appropriate, training programs con-
ducted in languages other than English, to
fully assist individuals for whom language
constitutes a significant barrier to employ-
ment.”

On page 17, line 17, strike out “(7)" and
insert in liet1 thereof “(8)".

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleague from California (Mr. MUrPHY),
who is ranking minority member of
the Subcommitftee on Employment,
Manpower, and Poverty, in this crucial
amendment to the Manpower Training
Act of 1969, of which I am the prinecipal
sponsor in the Senate,

This amendment would direct the
States and the cities, as they assume
greater responsibility for manpower pro-
grams, to pay particular attention to the
needs of those whose ability to engage in
employment is impaired by a so-called
language barrier. In my own city of New
York, a 1967 study indicated that more
than 10 percent of students in grades
1 to 12 were classified by the school
system as “non-English-speaking.”

I think that these statistics—which are
repeated throughout the Nation—indi-
cate the great need for a special sensi-
tivity to such needs as manpower pro-
grams are developed on the local level.

I commend the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MurerY) for taking the in-
itiative on this matter, as he has in the
field of education so often in the past.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE COM-
MISSIONER OF EDUCATION TO
AWARD CERTAIN FELLOWSHIPS—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 640

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON)
has introduced the Environmental Ca-
reer Fellowships Act, S. 3809, to author-
ize the Commissioner of Education to
award fellowships to persons preparing
for careers which will focus upon the
preservation and enhancement of the
Nation’s environment and the control of
environmental pollution.

I believe that that bill is directed to-
ward a quite real need for funds that
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exists upon our Nation's campuses, and
I will cosponsor it.

While the thrust of the bill is com-
mendable, the scope is too circum-
scribed. In section 2, the awarding of
fellowships under S. 3809 is limited to
those who plan to pursue environmental
careers only in such fields as ecology,
hydrology, chemistry, biology, and engi-
neering. A great many other fields cru-
cial to environmental education, notably
the social sciences, are excluded from
this rubric.

There is a definite need for the study
of economic incentives not to pollute, for
instance, and of the efficacy of various
types of efluent charges. There is a clear
need for study of the political and psy-
chological requisites of national envi-
ronmental programs, and for identifica-
tion of the medical and the public health
effects of various pollutants. There is a
crying need for the training of public ad-
ministrators, business executives, and
lawyers in the goals and the tactical op-
tions related to the preservation of our
environment.

It is not enough, moreover, to provide
fellowships for the training of graduate
and professional students. Perhaps the
most crucial need of all, reflective of the
widest gap in the field of environmental
education, is for trained teachers who
can go info the classroom and spread the
gospel of environmental education on all
levels of schooling, from kindergarten to
graduate school. Nowhere in Federal leg-
islation is there a provision for aid spe-
cifically directed toward the training of
teachers in environmental education.

A survey conducted last year by the
Environmental Policy Division of the
Legislative Reference Service for the
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and
Development of the House Committee on
Science and Astronauties has identified
the disciplines upon which environmen-
tal education must focus. It is those dis-
ciplines especially in which we must
build up a corps of dedicated environ-
mentalists, in which we must train
teachers and technical and professional
personnel.

My amendment will, in lieu of the ecir-
cumscribed set of disciplines covered by
section 2 of the Nelson bill, substitute a
complete listing of those disciplines iden-
tified as crucial to environmental educa-
tion in that study made for the House
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and
Development. Under my amendment, all
graduate and professional students in
each of those disciplines will be eligible
for fellowships under S. 3809. Moreover,
my amendment will make eligible for fel-
lowships under the bill those undergrad-
uates who are pursuing a course of study
which will lead to a career of teaching
focused upon the preservation and en-
hancement of the Nation’s environment
taind the control of environmental pollu-

on.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my amendment be
printed in the REecorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN). The amendment will be re-
ceived and printed, and will be appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the amendment will be printed in the
REcoORD.
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The amendment (No. 640) was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

AmMENDMENT No. 640

On page 1, strike out lines 9 through 11
and insert in lieu thereof the following: “to
pursue careers focused upon the preservation
and enhancement of the nation's environ-
ment and the control of environmental pollu-
tion, in such fields as the aeronautical and
space sciences, the agricultural sciences,
agronomy, and forestry, the physical and
biological sclences, chemistry, the marine
sclences and oceanography, the computer sci-
ences and mathematics, ecology, economies,
the engineering sciences, the geosciences in-
cluding meteorology, medicine, epidemiology
and public health, architecture and urban
planning, and the social sciences, including
psychology, political science, public admin-
istration, business administration, and law,
and for undergraduate study for persons who
plan to pursue careers of teaching focused
upon the preservation and enhancement of
the nation's environment and the control
of environmetal pollution.”

OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROFPRI-
ATION BILL, 1971 —AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 641

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit, for myself and the Senator from
California (Mr. MurrHY), an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by us,
jointly, to the bill (H.R. 16916) making
appropriations for the Office of Educa-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and for other purposes. This
amendment will increase funds for the
dropout prevention program by $5 mil-
lion. I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLiMoN). The amendment will be re-
ceived and printed, and will lie on the
table; and, without . bjection, the amend-
ment will be printed in the REcorb.

The amendment (No. 641) is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT No. 641

On page 3, lines 2 and 3, strike out
“$1,873,168,000" and Insert in lieu thereof
“$1,878,168,000".

AMENDMENT NO. 642

Mr. EAGLETON (for himself, Mr.
CAsE, Mr, JaviTs, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. WIL-
riams of New Jersey, and Mr. YARBOR-
oucH) submitted amendments, intended
to be proposed by them, jointly, to House
bill 16916, supra, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted to
speak for 8 minutes,

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

INCOMES POLICY LONG OVERDUE—
WELCOME SUPPORT FROM CHAIR-
MAN BURNS AND SECRETARY
ROMNEY

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, both
this year and last year and on numerous
times before that, the Joint Economic
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Committee has proposed that a price and
incomes policy be instituted.

In the 1969 report, the majority of the
committee said:

This committee, as It has for a number of
years, strongly advocates the development of
an effective, realistic, and definite set of
wage-price guidelines.

And, in the 1970 report, the majority
of the committee recommended that:

The Council of Economic Advisers should
at once initiate consultations with labor and
business regarding appropriate price and in-
comes behavlor. Following such consultations
the Council should publish pr-mptly a set of
specific quantitative standards for price and
income changes. The standards should be
such that voluntary compliance by business
and labor will contribute to the restoration
of greater price stability.

But the administration has stubbornly
refused to initiate wage-price guidelines
or an incomes policy.

Yesterday, however, there were two
significant statements by administration
supporters urging such a policy.

Arthur F, Burns, now Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board but who until his
appointment to that position was Presi-
dent Nixon’s Chief Economic Adviser
without portfolio, yesterday reversed his
previous position and urged the adminis-
tration to institute an incomes policy.

Meantime, George Romney, the Seec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, proposed a Presidential commis-
sion to bring to the attention of the pub-
lic those instances where wage and price
increases are clearly inflationary.

Both of those statements are as wel-
come as they are long overdue. While
we should have acted earlier, as our com-
mittee has repeatedly urged, it is not
too late to act.

No one claims or should claim that
wage-price guidelines—or an incomes
policy—is the sole or even major weap-
on against inflation. At best it can play
only a moderating role. But the economic
conditions which now exist appear to be
precisely those in which such a policy
can function most effectively. Those con-
ditions are ones in which demand in-
flation has largely run its course—as
everyone now agrees—and where cost-
push inflation is the key villian.

The best work on this subject to my
knowledge is a book by John Sheahan
titled “The Wage Price Guideposts”
which the Brookings Institution pub-
lished in 1967. In reviewing the effective-
ness of wage-price guidelines in several
countries, Mr. Sheahan writes:

If one were to characterize the American
results with guideposts by the arbitrary
statement that they have accomplished
about 10 percent of the job intended, then
by comparison most other countries would
be strung out from about 2 to 10 percent.
No country has scored any great success, if
success is measured by maintenance of price
stability for long periods at very low levels
of unemployment.

That, Mr. President, is a fair state-
ment of the relative importance and
success of wage-price guidelines over
long periods of time. But Mr. Sheahan
goes on to describe where they have
been successful and in what circum-
stances. And the point is that these fit
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our present circumstances like a glove.
He says:

Restraints on prices and wages have served
at times to provide helpful breathing spells
for short periods, and to break upward
spirals that had continued from conditions
of excess demand into a situation in which
market forces should have stopped them
but did not.

Mr. President, that is precisely what
we need now. We need a breathing spell
from the continued increase in wages
and prices. We need to break the upward
spirals that have continued after a con-
dition of excessive demand has ended.
This is a period when market forces
should have stopped the upward spiral
but have not.

This is precisely the time when an
incomes policy can be most effective.

We should welcome Dr. Burns’ state-
ment and Secretary Romney's proposal.
Action is long overdue. The administra-
tion should move now.

Further support for a change in policy
comes from today's lead editorial in the
New York Times. As the Times points
out:

Although the Nixon Administration still
holds to the line that the economy will soon
turn up and unemployment decline before
the end of the year, it has become too risky
to persist with the economic’s “game plan”
that the White House has been following. It
is clear that the economy is not responding
well to the Administration’s medicine.

And further on in the editorial, the
Times points out that—

There have been many mistakes in eco-
nomic policy in the past year. The Adminis-
tration’s green light to business and labor to
raise prices or increase wage demands as they
saw fit was one such blunder.

Mr. President, the time to institute
wage-price guidelines is here. The Joint
Economic Committee has been urging
this action for a very long time. A number
of distinguished private economists, in-
cluding Walter Heller and Arthur Okun,
has consistently done so. But now one of
the President’s Cabinet members, Secre-
tary Romney, who in private life had
great experience in management, has
proposed action. And most important of
all, Dr. Arthur Burns, whose economic
credentials, public experience, and
soundness of judgment in economic mat-
ters are unsurpassed by any other public
official, has now urged an income policy.

It is time to act.

I ask unanimous consent that the New
York Times editorial, “Strengthening
the Economy—I"” be printed at this
point in the RecorD.

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

STRENGTHENING THE EcoNomy—I

The United States economy today presents
a “bleak picture,” as Dr. Arthur F. Burns,
chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, con-
ceded to the Joint Economic Committee last
week. The real Gross National Product has
dropped, and the odds have Increased that
the economy is in a genuine recession.

Although the Nixon Administration still
holds to the line that the economy will soon
turn up and unemployment decline before
the end of the year, it has become too risky
to persist with the economic “game plan”
that the White House has been following,
It is clear that the economy is simply not
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responding well to the Administration’s
medicine.

Capital markets are badly strained: it has
been necessary for the Federal Reserve to
rescue a Treasury bond issue. Henry Kauf-
man, investment economist, estimates that
the Treasury will have to raise upward of
$13 billion in the second half of this year,
adding to the economic strain.

Interest rates have gone sky high. A month
ago, Dr. Burns expressed his confidence that
interest rates “have already passed their
peak.” But the rates have since climbed
higher. If it were not for fear of political
resistance and criticism, the nation’s banks,
which cut their prime rate to 714 per cent
under Administration pressure, would be go-
ing back to the peak rate of 8 per cent.

Apgravating the nation’s financial prob-
lem is the slippage of the Federal budget into
deficit. Whether its alarm was warranted or
not, the stock market reacted strongly—and
adversely—to the effect it thought the Presi-
dent's precipitate decision to send American
troops into Cambodia might have upon the
budget deficit.

Escalating interest rates have produced a
depression in housing while social needs for
housing go unmet. The shortage of tax reve-
nues has choked off crucial expenditures for
human and environmental needs. Although
tax reduction has been looked upon by some
citizens as a means of stopping the Vietnam
war, what the lack of fiscal resources in fact
has done s to limit soclal programs and
worsen inflation, without checking the war.

There have been many mistakes in eco-
nomiec policy in the past year. The Adminis-
tration’s green light to business and labor
to raise prices or increase wage demands as
they saw fit was one such blunder. But the
most important mistake of economic policy
lies in the “mix" of fiscal and monetary
policy. Fiscal policy—the relation between
Government spending and tax revenues—has
been too loose; and monetary policy—the
rate at which money and credit have been
fed to the economy—has been too tight.

The present unbalanced state of the econ-
omy results from the basic failure to achieve
a proper balance of fiscal and monetary

policy.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

POET, LOOK TO THINE OWN
COUNTRY

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the Soviet
Union is wheeling out its biggest propa-
ganda guns in an effort to smear the
United States in the eyes of the world.
This is no surprise, really, since all of us
have been used to this kind of attack
from Russia ever since we rescued her
from the Nazi fury.

The latest Soviet propaganda gambit
is a poem by Yevgeny Yevitushenko, a
propagandist and pamphleteer for the
Soviet ruling apparatus. The poem de-
cries the sad affair at Kent State Uni-
versity.

We agree that the affair is sad. We
agree that it is a national disgrace. We
have been searching our innermost souls
ever since it happened to try to deter-
mine what it was that went wrong. In
the face of the fact that four students
lie dead at Kent and two more at Jack-
son, we must discover how we, as a Na-
tion, could have brought about this stain
upon our history. But we do not need
help from any foreign nation, particu-
larly one whose government has the
bloody history of the Soviet Union, to
tell us where our duty lies. We know our
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duty, to the living as well as the dead,
and we shall carry it out.

The irony in this newest propaganda
attack on the United States is that it
comes from the same government that
in times past has undertaken the purges
of the anti-Stalinists, the slaughter of
the peasants in the Ukraine, the Katyn
Forest massacre, the slaughter of the
students and citizens of Budapest, the
Berlin Wall, the rape of the Baltic
States, the crushing of Prague, and most
recently has been fishing in the troubled
waters of both the Middle East and In-
dochina with the intent of destroying
the peace of the world.

It is indeed ironic that the Soviets
should be wringing their gore-covered
hands over any incident, no matter how
tragic, that occurs anywhere else in the
world.

Fifty years of slaughter of his own
countrymen, it would seem, might sug-
gest to Yevtushenko the appropriateness
of an epic poem in their memory. Of
course, he would not dare,

DEATH OF JOHN GRAVES

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I was deeply
saddened to learn of the recent death of
John Graves, who was formerly the as-
sistant secretary to the majority. John
was a trusted and helpful friend to whom
one turned in complete confidence. John’s
assistance and advice on the Senate floor
was invaluable, and who among us can-
not but chuckle when we think of his
calls requesting that we occupy the chair
*just for a short time, Senator.”

His death at such an early age is a
terrible loss, and I extend my condolences
to his wife, Karen, and his children,
Cody and Caroline,

ANXIETY IN THE NATION

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, an editorial
published recently in the West Chester,
Pa., Daily Local News discusses the anx-
iety in our Nation today and the need
for cool and calm rhetoric. I ask unani-
mous consent that the editorial be
printed in the REcorb.

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

|[From the West Chester (Pa.) Daily Local
News, May 12, 1970]
RHETORIC THAT BREEDS DISTRUST

When governors cancel a long scheduled
conference because they are fearful of pro-
tests and violence in their respective states,
it is obvious that things are far more serious
than many people have imagined.

When the American Psychiatric Associa-
tion which opened its sessions in San Fran-
cisco yesterday, drops its “business as usual”
agenda because of national problems, tur-
moil and violence, it must be clear to most
people that aflairs have reached a critical
point in our country.

When the President of the United States
summons the Nation’s governors to Wash-
ington to discuss ways of improving com-
munication with college and university
campuses in an efflort to relate more effec-
tively with students and others, it is obvious
that grave concern is felt in high places over
recent disturbances and tragedies.

Everywhere there is anxiety as to what is
not only happening today, but what may
happen tomorrow in our country founded on
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the principle of freedom, the kind of free-
dom that permits an individual to speak
his mind and, in so doing, dissent from
others. It is the exercise of this constitution-
ally-given freedom that is giving concern
to many of our leaders. Among them is
Pennsylvania's senator, Hugh Scott.

Expressing his feelings in regard to what
is happening in America today, Senator Scott
gsald: “There has been an intolerable level
of intemperance and misunderstanding on
all sides, which has created a volatile atmos-
phere. It is wrong. It is leading us to disdain
and to distrust each other as Americans, It
has come from no less than the leaders of
this nation. It has come from a great many
Americans of varied and strong feelings. This
rhetoric has inflamed and created a heavy
turbulence of hate, suspiclon and mutual
disrespect.

“Rhetoric,” Mr. Scott continued, “whether
hurled from the pinnacles of power, or vola=
tile or obscene when launched from the
stance of the frustrated, the weak or the
radicals, will tear us further apart.

“Today,” he pleaded, “I beg those of all
feelings, of all parties, of all ages to allow
the polarization of our Nation to cool down.
It is time to mend and to coalesce as Ameri-
cans and not to divide as enemies.”

That is the kind of counseling our coun=-
try needs at this moment. We need as Presi-
dent Nixon stated in his inaugural address,
to “lower our voices" that we may be heard.
If we don't, there will be greater division—
the kind that breeds disdain and distrust
which, unless we are careful, could take us
down the road to ruin, The wedge of divi-
sion is already threatening our country,

SET A DATE IN VIETNAM, STICK TO
IT—GET OUT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the
current issue of Life magazine, former
Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford has
presented a cogent argument against the
recent U.S. escalation of military activity
in Southeast Asia. Mr. Clifford speaks as
one who has been closely involved with
the war in Vietnam, as one who believes
that the commitment which we once
owed South Vietnam to help protect its
sovereignty has been more than paid off.

In analyzing certain circumstances of
our involvement in this war, Mr. Clifford
has emphasized a point which I have
tried to make again and again—that our
goal in Vietnam cannot be a military vic-
tory, but rather must be the establish-
ment of a climate conducive to self-de-
termination by the peoples of Southeast
Asia. President Nixon, by his insistence
on a military solution, has shown an
alarming lack of awareness of the polit-
ical issues involved in this conflict and its
impaect on both our allies and adversaries
around the world.

As an alternative to present policy, Mr.
Clifford has outlined a three-point plan
which would remove all U.S. military
personnel from Indochina by the end of
1971 and provide an impetus to negotia-
tions by diminishing hostilities to a
cease-fire level. I have offered similar
points in my resolution, Senate Resolu-
tion 405, a proposal designed fo set out a
broad policy for U.S. disengagement from
the conflict in Indochina. I feel very
strongly that, as Mr. Clifford has stated:

The time has come for us to grasp the in-
itiative in making the necessary and vital de-
cisions, = * * American national interests
require American disengagement from South
Vietnam.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Clifford’s statement be
printed in the REcorb.

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

SeET A DATE 1IN VIETNAM, STIicK TO IT, GET OUDTY
(By Clark Clifford)

On the evening of April 30, I heard Presi-
dent Nixon inform the American people that
in order to “avold a wider war” and “keep the
casualties of our brave men in Vietnam at an
absolute minimum,” he had ordered Ameri-
can troops to invade Cambodia.

My mind went back to a day in April 1961
when I received a telephone call from Presi-
dent Kennedy. He asked me to come to the
White House to discuss the Bay of Pigs dis-
aster which had just occurred. He was agi-
tated and deadly serious, I shall never forget
his words: “I have made a tragic mistake.
Not only were our facts in error, but our
policy was wrong because the premises on
which it was bullt were wrong.” These words
of President Eennedy apply with startling
accuracy to President Nixon's decision to in-
vade Cambodia, Unfortunately, it is clear
that President Nixon's action is an infinitely
greater mistake than President Kennedy's,
because more than 400,000 American boys re-
main involved in Vietnam, and far graver
damage had already been done to our nation,
both at home and abroad.

Like most Americans, I welcomed President
Nixon's promises to end the Vietman war and
bring our boys home. Like most Americans, I
applauded the President’s action in with-
drawing 115,000 of our troops so far, and have
noted his intention, with some qualifications,
to withdraw 150,000 more in the next 12
months. Like most Americans, my sincere
inclination is to support our President in
times of crisls, However, I cannot remain si-
lent in the face of his reckless decision to
send troops to Cambodia, continuing a course
of action which I believe to be dangerous to
the welfare of our nation. It is my opinion
that President Nixon is taking our nation
down a road that is leading us more deeply
into Vietnam rather than taking us out.

George Santayana once said: “Those who
cannot remember the past are condemned
to repeat it.” In my personal experience with
the war in Vietnam, I have learned certain
basic and important lessons. It has been my
liope that the present administration would
study the past and determine not to repeat
certain actlons previously taken. However, I
must express the deepest concern that it is
now apparent that President Nixon has not
grasped these vital lessons which seem so
blazingly clear as we look back at the last
five years of our substantial participation
in the Vietnam confiict.

I have learned three fundamental lessons
from my personal experlence with Vietnam
and I shall present them in this article. I
shall then discuss how these lessons apply
to the Cambodian situation. Finally, I will
suggest a specific plan for our extrication
from Vietnam.

The national security of the United States
iz not involved in Vietnam, nor does our na-
tional interest in the area warrant our con-
tinued military presence there.

The basis of our original participation in
the conflict in Vietnam was the general ac-
ceptance of the so-called “domino theory.” If
South Vietnam were permitted to fall, then
other nations of Southeast Asia, and possibly
even in the Asian subcontinent, might top-
ple, one after the other. If this occurred, 1t
was alleged, the national security of the
United States would be adversely affected. At
one time, I accepted the reasonableness of
this theory, but my own personal experience
has led me to the conclusion that it Is now
unsound.

One of the major reasons for the change in
my own thinking has been the attitude, evi-
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denced over the last five years, of the nations
in Asia that would be most seriously affected
if the domino theory were applicable. These
nations are infinitely better acquainted with
the political, military and diplomatic facts
of life in that part of the world, for they have
lived with them for hundreds of years. As one
looks at the map of the area, it is interesting
to fan out from South Vietnam and ascertain
the number of troops that these countries
have sent to help South Vietnam because,
in the final analysis, that is the most accurate
test of the degree of their concern.

Burma, Laos and Cambodia, to the west,
have sent no troops to South Vietnam.
Bingapore and Malaysia have sent no troops,
while Thalland has sent only token forces,

The PFPhilippines have sent np combat
troops. The personnel of the engineering
units and hospital corps it did send have
been largely withdrawn. Indonesia, India and
Pakistan have sent no troops.

These are the closest dominoes, and should
be the first to fall.

As far as Laos and Cambodia are con-
cerned, their behavior hardly justifies any
sacrifice of American lives or treasure on their
behalf, The situation existing In these coun-
tries is incredibly sleazy, and should be
known and understood by all Americans.

Most of the men and materiel of war used
to fight against American forces in South
Vietnam come down the Ho Chi Minh Trail
through Laos. Is Laos prepared to make any
sacrifice to prevent the use of the trail? Cer-
tainly not! In fact, the exact opposite is the
case, On March 6, 1970, Souvanna Phouma,
prime minister of Laos, had a press confer-
ence and said:

“I told the ambassador from North Viet-
nam last year that we will accept the use of
the trail by North Vietnamese troops with
the condition that those troops withdraw
from the important regions of Laos."”

While American pilots, on a sharply es-
calated basis, are fighting and dying in sup-
port of Laotian forces engaged with Com-
munist troops, the ruler of Laos suggests a
deal that would permit the North Vietnamese
free use of the trail through Lacs to trans-
port troops, guns and ammunition to kill
Americans in South Vietnam.

In Cambodia, for years, enemy supplies
have come into the port of Sihanoukville
and have been transported across Cambodia
into South Vietnam, to be wused against
American forces.

Laos and Cambodia have not been pre-
pared to jeopardize their own interests to
prevent North Vietnam from conquering the
South. In fact, at least until Sihanouk’s
recent fall, both countries have been help-
ing the North Vietnamese, and maneuvering
to make their own deals. The United States
has become involved in the age-old Intrigue
and chicanery that are tfraditional in the
area.

I feel strongly that we have met, many
times over, any obligation or commitment
that we had in that part of the world, and
I believe that the developments of the last
five years should persuade us that the time
has come to disengage in Southeast Asia and
bring our men home.

I believe most Americans agree, but from
what he says and does, President Nixon con-
tinues grossly to exaggerate Vietnam's im-
portance to our national security.

In glving thought and study to this
enigma, I have reached the conclusion tha:
President Nixon has a curlous obsession
about Vietnam and Southeast Asia. Back in
1954, In a speech to the American Soclety of
Newspaper Editors in the East Room of the
White House, then Vice President Nixon
said: “If in order to avoid further Commu-
nist expansion in Asia and particularly in
Indochina, if in order to avoid it we must
take the risk now of putting American boys
in . . . I personally would support such &
decision.” This is particularly startling be-
cause Mr, Nixon was recommending that we
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send American troops into Indochina to help
the French who were engaged in war there
to retain their colonial territories.

In 1965, President Nixon, then a private
citizen, wrote a letter to the New York
Times. In that letter, he declared that “vic-
tory for the Vietcong . . . would mean ulti-
mately the destruction of freedom of speech
for all men for all time, not only in Asia but
in the United States as well.” In his speech
of Nov. 3, 1960 he referred to the “great
stakes involved in Vietnam,” and asserted
that they were no less than the maintenance
of the peace “in the Middle East, in Berlin,
eventually even in the Western Hemisphere.”

I want very much for the President of the
United States to be wise, mature and to
exercise good judgment, but a statement of
this kind shakes my confidence to its very
core. I cannot remain silent when President
Nixon acts as though be believes that a cer-
tain political result in a small underdevel-
oped country of 18 million persons in South-
east Asia is somehow cruclal to “the future
of peace and freedom in America and in the
world.”

I have learned these past years that the
war in Vietnam is a local war arising out of
the particular political conditions existing in
Southeast Asia. I consider it a delusion to
suggest that the war in Vietnam is part of
a worldwide program of Communist aggres-
slon.

President Nixon continually argues that
we must fight In Vietnam now to avoid "a
bigger war or surrender later.” But it is
clear to me that the only real danger of a
“bigger war” would come from the con-
tinued escalation of the rapidly widening
conflict in Indochina.

We cannot win a military victory in South
Vietnam, and we must, therefore, cease try-
ing to do so.

The goal of winning a military victory in
Bouth Vietnam has proved to be a will-o'-
the-wisp that has led us from one military
adventure to another. I have reached the
clear conclusion that we are not winning
such a victory, nor can we win it in the
future.

Certain restraints have been placed upon
our military activity by the political reali-
ties that exist. We have been unwilling to
invade North Vietnam, or to engage in in-
discriminate bombing or mining of 1ts har-
bors. As a result, we have been occupied in
the most difficult type of guerrilla war and
probably what is the most difficult terrain
in which to fight. Our enormous firepower
and our airpower are seriously limited and re-
stricted by the fact that most of the fight-
ing takes place in the deepest jungles in
Boutheast Asia.

In warfare, a nation has three major goals.
The first is to keep as many of the enemy
as possible on the field of battle, The sec-
ond is to destroy the enemy’s war-making
potential, and the third is to seize and hold
enemy territory. In the present conflict, a
substantial number of the enemy have been
killed but the troops from the North con-
tinue to come down in an uninterrupted
flow. The enemy is well armed, well equipped
and well trained, and is expert in guerrilla
warfare, And Hanol has made clear beyond
any reasonable doubt its willingness and
ability to accept substantial casualties for as
long as necessary.

As for the second goal, we have been un-
successful because we are wholly unable to
destroy the enemy’s war-making potential.
The factories turning out guns, rockets, mor-
tars and the materlel of war are not located
in North Vietnam, but in Red China and the
Soviet Union. We cannot destroy the fac-
tories in those countries. We attempted in-
stead to impede the flow of weapons into
South Vietnam by a bombing campaign in
the North, In my opinion, the results did not
warrant the enormous cost to us.
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We have been no more successful in pur-
suing the third goal of seizing and holding
territory. The enemy does not operate along
a battle line; his objective is not to hold ter-
ritory. When we attack, the enemy yilelds,
but he returns when we move out.

In the pursuit of these goals, we have lost
the lives of close to 45,000 Americans, had
more than 275,000 wounded, spent over $125
billion, lost close to 7,000 planes, and we
have dropped more tonnage of bombs in this
conflict than we did in World War II and
the Korean War combined.

Our problem in Vietnam is due not only
to our inability to attain the military goals,
despite our great effort, but to the fact that
the struggle is basically a political one. The
enemy continues to symbolize the forces of
nationalism. The regime which we support is
a narrowly based military dictatorship.

President Nixon has repeatedly asserted
that the only alternative to his Vietnamiza-
tion program is the “defeat and humiliation™
of the United States. He has announced his
determination not to accept this “first de-
feat'" In our nation's history. The President’s
view constitutes, in my opinion, a complete
misreading of the nature of the conflict in
South Vietnam, of our role and purpose there
and of the American national interest. The
alternatives in Vietnam are not military vic-
tory on the one hand, or defeat and humilia-
tion on the other, We did not Intervene to
conquer North Vietnam, but solely to ex-
tend & shield for South Vietnam. We did not
intervene to impose any particular govern-
ment on South Vietnam, The Interests of
the South Vietnamese people will be served
and our objectives will be achieved by a real-
istle political settlement. A program for or-
derly disengagement will create the condi-
tions in which productive negotiations be-
come possible, Such a program is the only
way to peace, and peace in Southeast Asla is
the only victory that we should seek.

One of the deepest concerns I have about
our present policy In Vietnam is that Presi-
dent Nixon, while he proclaims his dedica-
tion to a political settlement, by his actions
still seeks to gain the military victory that
cannot be won.

We cannot continue to fight the war in
Vietnam without doing serious and irrepara-
ble injury to our own country.

The effect of the war on the young people
in the United States is a virulent one. They
feel especially affected by the war because
they are the ones who have to fight it. Many
of them do not believe in it and they are
at a loss to understand why they must fight
and die in a remote corner of Southeast Asia
when they know their country is in no peril
whatsoever., One of the polsonous effects of
the conflict is the disunity and bitterness,
and in some instances violence, it has brought
about in our country.

The war has confused many Americans and
has caused a continuing loss of confidence
because the institutions of our government
have not dealt with the pressing problem of
national priorities. Every domestic problem
we have, including poverty, inadequate hous-
ing, crime, educational deficiencles, hunger
and pollution is affected adversely by our
participation in the Vietnam war, and I do
not believe these problems will be brought
under control until we have disengaged from
that conflict.

The war is a major contributor to the in-
fiation that is hurting every citizen in our
nation. We are also in the midst of a serious
setback as far as business is concerned. The
effect of the war on our economy ls dramatie.
Almost immediately after our foolhardy en-
try into Cambodia, the Dow-Jones industrial
average decline over 19 points.

What troubles me is that President Nixon
continues to give priority to policy in Indo-
china and to ignore its consequences at home.
His actions are dividing the nation when we
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need desperately to be united and to devote
our energies to our critical domestic problems.

The Cambodian invasion ignores these
three lessons. The President ordered up to
20,000 American troops into Cambodia, and
has now promised to have them out by
July 1. I know already, in my own mind, that
the operation will achieve little. The enemy
will fade into the jungles of Cambodia, which
are just as impassable and Impenetrable as
those in Vietnam. Any military gains will be
temporary and inconsequential,

This is not an idle prognostication upon
my part but is an opinion derived from past
experience. Time and again in South Viet-
nam, the recommendation was made that a
sweep be conducted through the Ashau Valley
on the grounds that a vital blow could be
struck against enemy forces. Time and again,
thousands of American troops would sweep
through the valley and find practically no
enemy soldiers, The same will happen in
Cambodia.

Also, there is a curious psychology I cannot
understand that attaches importance to cap-
turing territory even though it is held for
a temporary period. A perfect illustration is
Hamburger Hill. We drove the enemy off
Hamburger Hill at great loss of life to our
troops, and then later on withdrew. As soon
as we pulled out, the enemy reoccupied
Hamburger Hill and we went back and re-
peated the process. I do not know who holds
the hill today. I am sure it doesn't matter,

After the adventure is concluded and our
troops have been pulled back to South Viet-
nam, I predict the enemy will quickly re-
occupy the areas that we have cleared. Even
if the decision were made to remain in Cam-
bodia, then I predict the enemy will develop
new bases and staging areas just outside the
perimeter of the area we occupy in Cambodia.
In either event, the military effect is negligi-
ble and not worth the effort.

President Nixon, in his address to the
nation of April 30, informed the American
people that the invasion of Cambodia is in-
dispensable to the withdrawal of our troops
from South Vietnam, that it will serve the
purpose of ending the war in Vietnam, that
it will keep our casualties at a minimum,
and that it will win a just peace.

These contentions violate every lesson that
we have learned in the last five years in
Vietnam, The bitter experience of those years
demonstrates clearly to me that our incursion
into Cambodia will delay the withdrawal of
our troops from South Vietnam because it
spreads the war and intensifies it. This de-
cision will not end the war, but will lengthen
it because of the reactions of the enemy to
this new development. It will not keep our
casualties down but will increase them, not
only because of the men killed in Cambodia
but because of the increased level of combat
which I predict will be the other side’s re-
sponse in Vietnam. It will not achieve peace
but will postpone it or destroy entirely the
chances of obtalning it. Even though we
pull out, the damage has been done, and the
bankruptcy of our present Vietnamization
program has been exposed.

The thrust of President Nixon's position
in his speech of April 30 was that if we
escalated our efforts into Cambodia, it would
aid our program of Vietnamization.

How unfortunate it is that President Nixon
did not heed the congressional testimony of
Secretary of State Willlam P. Rogers when
he testified on April 23, just one week before
the President spoke. Secretary Rogers said:

“We have no incentive to escalate. Our
whole incentive is to de-escalate. We recog-
nize that if we escalate and get involved in
Cambodia with our ground troops, that our
whole program [Vietnamization] is de-
feated.”

I anticipate that in the period of the next
few weeks glowing reports will flow back
from Vietnam regarding the outstanding
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success of the drive into Cambodia. Figures
will be proudly presented showing the num-
ber of tons of rice captured, bunkers and
staging areas destroyed, substantial num-
bers of weapons and quantities of ammuni-
tion found. A determined effort will be made
to portray the entire adventure as a suc-
cess, even though no major engagements will
have taken place and the number of enemy
casualties will be woefully small. This has
happened time and time again, and our
hopes have been raised only to be dashed
by new enemy offensives. The capture of
supplies and equipment, in the past, has
been met by an increase in the supply of
such equipment by the Soviet Union and
China, with resulting increased flow down
the pipeline from North Vietnam.

A further worry I have is that this ill-
advised move into Cambodia could create
a whole new set of problems. The open vio-
lation of Cambodian neutrality on the part
of our troops could well constitute an open
invitation to the North Vietnamese to ex-
pand their efforts further over Indochina on
the pretext of defending independence. Our
march into Cambodia now jeopardizes the
anclent capitals of Phnom Penh and Vien-
tiane. I do not have the prescience to visu-
alize what may take place in this regard, but
I know that we have greatly expanded the
danger of the conflict spreading throughout
Cambodia and Laos, and even further.

Although I consider the attack on Cam-
bodia to be fraught with the most serious
military consequences, I attach even greater
danger to the diplomatic results that wiil
flow from it.

Many of our friends around the world are
shocked at this imprudent expansion of the
conflict. They had hoped that they would
see a contraction of the area of conflict and
instead they learn, with deep apprehension,
that it is being widened. The Cambodian ad-
venture ignored the request of Foreign Min-
ister Malik of Indonesia that no action be
taken to extend arms support to Cambodia
pending a regional conference to find ways
of preserving that country’s neutrality.

The decision appears to have been made
so0 precipitately that the proper considera-
tion was not given to the effect of the ac-
tion on Communist China. The action was
taken right after the recent conference of
Communist representatives from China,
Cambodia, Laos and North Vietnam. This
conference ended with an agreement of mu-
tual support and cooperation in combat-
ing American and other enemy forces in
Indochina.

The predictable Soviet reaction was also
apparently discounted. Premier Kosygin, on
May 4, called a special news conference to
warn of the worsening in Soviet-American
relations. Mr. Kosygin stated that the Cam-
bodian move raised serfous doubts about
President Nixon's sincerity in seeking an
“era of negotiation.” Mr. Kosygin went so far
as to suggest that President Nixon’'s state-
ments could not be trusted. This does not
mean that either China or Russia will inter-
vene directly, but it does mean that they
will give North Vietnam all the aid it needs
to neutralize our action.

Another unfortunate result of our action
is to imperil the success of the strategic arms
talks now being held in Vienna. Mr. Kosygin
stated that our actions put the Soviet Union
on guard and decrease their confidence,
without which it is difficult to conduct nego-
tiations.

Domestically, the re-escalation of the war
has gravely increased the disaffection of
young Americans, and the disruption of our
society.

The active invasion dramatizes another
facet of President Nixon's statements on the
war which has caused me the deepest con-
cern. In his speech of April 30, President
Nixon again warned the North Vietnamese
that, if they accelerated the fighting, he
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would take stern action in response. He has
done this on at least four or five occasions
and, in each instance, the enemy has re-
sponded by some type of military action. I
suggest that this is the road to utter chaos.
While announcing the withdrawal of a lim-
ited number of troops on the one hand, the
President keeps threatening the enemy by
assuring him that we are perfectly willing
to raise the level of combat. This is not the
path to peace. It is the path that will lead
to more and more fighting and more and
more dying.

It is time now to end our participation in
the war. We must begin the rapid, orderly,
complete and scheduled withdrawal of
United States forces from Indochina.

President Nixon has described his pro-
gram of Vietnamization as a plan for peace.
I believe, however, that it can never bring
peace in Southeast Asia, and that it is, in
fact, a formula for perpetual war.

This war can only be ended by a political
settlement. Nothing that the Administration
is now doing holds any promise of bringing
one about. And our present program for in-
definite military presence in Vietnam makes
such political settlement impossible. So long
as our withdrawals are conditloned on the
ability of the South Vietnamese to assume
the combat burden, Hanol cannot be expect-
ed to believe that we are genuinely interested
in, or would even accept, the kind of political
compromise that a peaceful settlement would
require. The present Saigon government on
the other hand, will never make the necessary
accommodations so long as it Is secure in
the bellef that American forces will remain
in sufficient numbers to keep it in power.

It seems clear that the Administration be-
lieves it has proposed in Paris a genuine basis
for compromise. In my opinion, however,
these proposals are not realistic, nor will they
lead to any progress.

Accordingly, what we need is a program
that will Vietnamize the peace rather than
prolong the war. In July 1969, in an article
in the magazine Foreign Affairs, I recom-
mended the definite, scheduled withdrawal
of our ground combat forces from Vietnam
by the end of 1970. I now propose to go fur-
ther, and set a final date for our complete
disengagement. SBuch final date might even be
advanced if certain agreements are reached.
The following is my specific three-point plan:

1. Announce publicly that all U.S. forces
are to be removed from any combat role any-
where in Southeast Asia no later than De-
cember 31, 1970, and that all U.S, military
personnel will be out of Indochina by the
end of 1971, at the latest, provided only that
arrangements have been made for the re-
lease of all U.S. prisoners of war.

2. Move promptly to end B-52 attacks, all
search-and-destroy missions, and all other
offensive operations, except as necessary to
protect the security of U.S. forces, as dis-
engagement proceeds,

3. Inform Hanoi and Saigon that we are
prepared to negotiate an even more rapid
withdrawal If the safety of our forces is as-
sured by a cease-fire or other arrangements
in South Vietnam, and if there is an under-
standing regarding the cessation of military
pressures in Laos and Cambodia.

President Nixon has maintained that, were
he to announce a withdrawal schedule, Ha-
noi would lose all incentive to negotiate a
settlement. It is abundantly clear, however,
that Hanoi feels no incentive to negotiate
at the present time. The President has also
asserted that North Vietnam would then
simply wait until our troops have been re-
duced in number and launch attacks. But
this potential exists whether a withdrawal
program is announced in advance, or simply
in Instalments. A third objection has been
that the South Vietnamese forces may not
be ready to to assume the full combat bur-
den and that a military conguest and blood-
bath may ensue. But our objective should
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be to establish the conditions that will lead,
not to the continued necessity for combat
capability, but rather to a political compro-
mise that will bring peace and stability to
that troubled land.

On a number of occasions, President Nixon,
in arguing that it would be improper for us
to leave Vietnam now, has used the so-called
“bloodbath” arguments. He has suggested
that the massacre of many South Vietnam-
ese, including a million and a half Catholics
who fled from the North, would occur when
our forces withdrew.

I find this position difficult to understand.
In the first place, the figure of one million
and a half Catholics who fled to the South,
referred to by President Nixon in his speech
of Nov. 3, 1969, is incorrect. A study of this
subject, published in 19566, by the South
Vietnam Department of Education and the
National Commission for UNESCO, discloses
that the number is not 1.5 million but 754~
710. This is significant because the President
overlooked the fact that there are still living
in North Vietnam today approximately
800,000 Catholics. There are also Catholics
among the leadership of the National Libera-
tion Front in South Vietnam.

The President bases his claim of “blood-
bath' on his charge that when the Commu-
nists took over North Vietnam in 1954, they
slaughtered thousands upon thousands of
North Vietnamese. In fact, the records of the
International Control Commission disclose
that, in the two years following the armis-
tice of 1954, only 19 complaints were filed
covering political reprisals in all of North
Vietnam, Later, in 1955 and 1956, a peasant
revolt was harshly repressed, and the best
estimate are that 10,000 to 15,000 may have
died.

It is my firm belief that, when it becomes
apparent that the Americans are in fact leav-
ing, all parties seeking power in South Viet-
nam will have a strong incentive to negotiate
a compromise settlement. All will recognize
that compromise is their one assurance of a
share in political power, The contending fac-
tions must now be aware that, in the absence
of compromise, they can look forward only
to continued conflict and disruption, The
need for peace must now be apparent to all
but the very few whose power and profit de-
pend on war, We should not forget that, in
South Vietnam's election of 1967, and under
circumstances that could hardly be described
as favorable, a candidate advocating accom-
modation for the purpose of peace secured
17% of the votes counted, while the winning
military ticket fell far short of a majority.

The North Vietnamese negotiators have
indicated their willingness to talk seriously
if the United States declares the total and
unconditional withdrawal of its troops from
South Vietnam. Their suggestion of a six-
month period for such withdrawal need not
be accepted, but their acceptance of the prin-
ciple not be ignored.

The obvious advantage of the three-point
plan proposed herein is that it will specifi-
cally and unequivocally have all U.S. forces
out of Indochina by the end of 1971 at the
latest, It also frees the President from mill-
tary pressure to slow or stop the withdrawal
process. The plan takes account of the plight
of the Americans now held captive and gives
them and their families the hope of early
release. No such hope can exist while the war
continues and even intensifies. It offers also
an immediate reduction in the level of vio-
lence throughout Vietnam. The ending of
B-52 raids and search-and-destroy missions,
80 long as the other side does not act to
Jeopardize the security of our troops, will
lower casualties and create a climate far
more hospitable to the process of political
settlement. This approach could serve to get
negotiations started again, and as they
progress, this diminution in hostilities can
develop into a complete cease-fire,

The time has come for us to grasp the ini-
tiative in making the necessary and vital de-
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cisions. President Nixon's policy of making
our withdrawal dependent on his three cri-
teria is a grievous error. These criteria are:
1) the level of enemy activity; 2) progress
at the peace talks in Paris, and 3) the speed
with which the South Vietnamese take over
the fighting. Even a cursory study discloses
that items one and two are controlled by
Hanoi, while item three is controlled by
Saigon.

We should no longer allow our own per-
ception of our own interests to be distorted
or deflected by our apprehensions as to what
may occur politically in Saigon. American
national interests require American disen-
gagement from South Vietnam. I am con-
vinced that, as presently enunciated, the
Nixon program will not bring this about.

We should, Instead, decide now to get out
of Vietnam on a scheduled and orderly basis
no later than the end of 1971. We should,
at the same time, make known our readiness
to negotiate a much earlier withdrawal and
we should move now to scale down the level
of violence. Only in this way can we achieve
the peace that all Americans want, and that
American military might can never win.

The present policy must be changed. The
only effective method to accomplish this is
sustained pressure from the public. The enor-
mous upswing in antiwar sentiment, follow-
ing the Cambodian transgression, must be
maintained and strengthened and continu-
ously brought to the attention of our coun-
try’s leaders.

The solution is within our hands—if we
will but use it.

PROPOSED CURBE POSES DANGERS

Mr., GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in a
most perceptive column in today’s Wash-
ington Star, Crosby 8. Noyes discusses in
some detail the issue now before the

Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the column be printed in the
RECORD.

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

ConGrESS CURBS ON WAR PosE DANGER TO ALL
(By Crosby S. Noyes)

The present congressional assault on the
war-making powers of the President—em-
bodied in a variety of “end-the-war” pro-
posals in both houses—is being presented
under a number of different guises.

For some, it 1s simply a matter of being
against the war in Vietnam, For others, it is
a complex constitutional argument over the
prerogatives of the Congress as opposed to
the Executive. For still others, it is a matter
of returning to the principles and the inten-
tions of the Founding Fathers.

But it really is far more than any of these
things. What the argument is all about is,
in fact, the role that the United States should
play in the world today. What we are wit-
nessing could turn out to be the greatest
resurgence of classic isolationism that has
been seen in this country for nearly half a
century.

The arguments are being closely tied to
events in Vietnam and Cambodia. The time
has come, it is being said, for the Congress
to assert its constitutional powers in order
to prevent a widening of the war in Asla.

But the issues go far beyond the war and
far beyond Asia. The underlying thesis, sub-
scribed to by virtually all the leaders of the
congressional revolt, s that the Executive is
inherently given to the over-commitment of
American power overseas, The clear implica-
tion is that if the Congress succeeds in Inter-
posing its collective wisdom between the
President and the conduct of American for-
eign policy, & new spirit of caution and re-
straint will result.
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This assumption deserves a couple of ob-
servations.

As we have noted, the present trend in
the Congress and perhaps in the country is
strongly in the direction of isolationism.
Very decidedly, if the leaders of the revolt
get their way, American commitments will
be severely curtailed, not only in Asia but
everywhere else as well.

But this would not always necessarily be
the case. Times change. It must be remem-
bered that some of the same men who
argue for global retrenchment today were
most instrumental in turning the United
States away from an isolationist course in
the 1930s and 1940s,

It is significant that Chairman J. Willlam
Fulbright of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee has sald Congress probably
would have declared war on North Vietnam
if it had been asked to at the time of the
Tonkin Gulf incident.

Curtailing the warmaking powers of the
President, furthermore, is an uncommonly
tricky business. In an age of split-second
nuclear warfare, almost everyone agrees that
the President must have the power to act
without congressional sanction to protect
the safey of the nation and its armed forces,

There is little agreement, however, on
what kind of an emergency justifies such
presidential action. One can only wonder
what might have happened if Congress had
been asked to make up its mind what to do
at the time of the Cuban missile crisis.

Altogether, it is hard to generate enor-
mous reverence for the collective wisdom of
the Congress, especially at & time when the
revolt against the Executive is being accom-
panied oy some of the silliest oratory ever
produced on Capitol Hill.

Today, it is held to be the epitome of
wisdom to forget everything that history
has ever taught us about the behavior of
peoples and nations. The new Youth Cult
has reached the point where United States
senators are solemnly assuring us that It is
only the young people, motivated by an
overwhelming desire to be left alone to do
their thing, who hold the key to a respon-
sible American forelgn policy.

Of course, at this point, the significance
of the various congressional proposals to
curb the powers of the Executive s being
interpreted in the narrowest context by
their proponents. They are designed, we are
assured, simply to hasten the end of the
war in Cambodia and Vietnam.

But make no mistake about it. These
proposals are no more than the nose of the
camel. The trend is toward the outright
abdication of the United States as a major
world power. If is prevails, the world is going
to be a very dangerous place to live in, not
only for Americans, but for everyone else
as well.

IS CANCER IN RETREAT?

Mr. YARBEOROUGH. Mr. President, on
February 16, 1970, I discussed in the
Chamber an article I had read which in-
dicated the possibility of a cancer vac-
cine by 1973. At this time I would like to
bring to the attention of Senators some
recent progress in our continuing war on
cancer.

In an article published in the Febru-
ary 6, 1970, issue of Medical World News,
Dr. Joseph Burchenal, professor of medi-
cine at Cornell Medical College and vice
president of Sloan-EKettering Institute
for Cancer Research, states that “‘a lot of
work being done in cancer research is
almost ready to pay off.” In fact, Dr.
Burchenal thinks that a number of de-
velopments suggest that leukemia and
lymphoma are curable.

Before 1947, acute leukemia was con-
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sidered hopeless. In 1953, however, re-
missions were produced for the first time.
And by 1967, the case records of at least
159 patients indicated long-term remis-
sions. On the basis of these records, Dr.
Burchenal predicts that at least half of
all patients with acute leukemia who sur-
vive b years after diagnosis will survive
indefinitely. With the addition of L-
asparaginase to other forms of therapy
the percentage of cures may well improve
even further.

Dr. Burchenal's continued optimism is
dependent on enough money being avail-
able to keep up the present pace of re-
search. He feels that recent cuts in Fed-
eral appropriations for research seriously
threaten to slow the rate of progress. To
bis way of thinking, “it is absolutely stu-
pid to cut back on this research at a time
when things are really popping in can-
cer.” I share his sentiments.

Mr. President, I know that we are all
vitally interested in the battle against
cancer. I ask unanimous consent that
the article entitled, “Is Cancer in Re-
treat?"” be printed in the ReEcorbp.

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

Is CaANCER IN RETREAT?

“A lot of the work being done in cancer
research is almost ready to pay off,” says Dr.
Joseph Burchenal. But he adds that cutbacks
in research funds threaten to delay that pay-
off needlessly. A number of developments, he
thinks, suggest that leukemia and lymphoma
are curable.

As support Tor this conclusion he cites:

The curability of such other types of dis-
seminated neoplastic disease as trophoblas-
tic tumors and Wilms' tumor;

Evidence in man of host resistance o such
tumors as Burkitt lymphoma and localized
melanoma;

Suggestive evidence of the possible value
of iImmunotherapy in acute leukemia;

The previous significant, though small,
five-year survival rate in acute leukemia and
Burkitt tumor; and

Evidence of a much higher rate of long-
termn remissions following new and more
intensive combination therapy in these two
conditions.

Dr. Burchenal, who is professor of medicine
at Cornell Medical College and vice president
of Sloan-Kettering Institute for Cancer Re-
search, noted that as many as 95% of chorio-
carcinomas of the uterus can be brought into
complete remission with disappearance of all
evidence of disease, including the return of
chorionic gonadotropin to normal. Three out
of four can be brought into long-term remis-
slon—more than a year—which in this con-
dition amounts to cure, since fewer than 1%
relapse after a year's remission.

He attributed the curability of choriocar-
cinoma largely to the tumeor's great sensi-
tivity to chemotherapy and to the availability
of an extremely precise technique for meas-
uring chorlonic gonadotropin in the urine,
to detect minute amounts of residual tumor.

Similar factors seem to account for the
curability of half the patients with metas-
tatic Wilms' tumor: the sensitivity of the
neoplasm to dactinomycin and the accessi-
bility of the metastases, which are usually
pulmonary, to visualization by radiography.
Dr. Burchenal pointed out that in both con-
ditions therapy can be continued until all
disease is eliminated, thanks to precise tech-
niques for detecting residual tumor cells. He
also thinks it probable that there are host
defenses against both these types of neo-
plasm.

Another method that promises to aid in
locating tumor foci in Hodgkin's disease
and other lymphomas is lymphography,
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which has been made much more precise by
recent advances in technique. “Lymphog-
raphy will still show only fairly large in-
volvement of the retroperitoneal nodes and
the like,” says Dr. Burchenal, “but I'm sure
it can be made better. It is very useful, and
it converts a lot of cases that were thought
to be Stage I and II disease into Stage IIL
Obviously that's extremely important, be-
cause if you think it's Stage I or II and treat
it with just radiation therapy to the local-
ized areas, and don’t touch the abdominal
nodes, you're not going to cure anybody.”

The low cure rate in testicular tumors
suggests that host defenses may be com-
paratively ineffective in spontaneous au-
tochthonous tumors because the antigenic
differences between the host's normal cells
and these tumors are less pronounced than
the differences between normal tissue and
tumors of fetal origin, such as choriocar-
cinoma., But even in testicular tumors some
long-term remissions are achieved. At New
York's Memorial Hospital of 154 patients
treated with triple chemotherapy (metho-
trexate, dactinomycin, and an alkylating
agent) or with dactinomycin alone, 156% had
complete remissions, of which about half
appear to be cures.

“In leukemias and lymphomas the two
brightest areas are Burkitt tumor and acute
leukemia,” Dr. Burchenal believes. “The
progress that has been made in the past
ten years is fantastic.” Some Burkitt tumor
patients treated with methotrexate in 1960
by Denis Burkitt were still alive nearly a
decade later, and a 1967 study showed that
16% of a group of 245 patients had achieved
complete regressions of more than a year. Re-
cent results are even more promising; Dr.
Paul P. Carbone treated 12 cases as the Na-
tional Cancer Institute with massive doses of
cyclophosphamide, and six were surviving
12 to 24 months after treatment.

Dr. Burchenal noted that in one series of
56 cases, 100% of Stage I and II patients
had initial complete responses, while 74%
of Stage III patients had similar responses,
as did 28% of Stage IV patents. He pointed
out that patients in the early stages usually
have a smaller actual volume of disease than
those in Stage III, and that since the malig-
nancy is limited to the jaw it can be ob-
served much better than can the intra-
abdominal disease of Stage III.

Also, patients with advanced disease are
more likely to be immunologically deficient.
Studies have shown that patients with Bur-
kitt tumor have an antibody against the
tumor cells, and that those who later
achieved complete remission had higher titers
of the antibody than those who did not.
Other studies indicate that immunologic
competence is a factor in the success of
treatment for Hodgkin's disease and mel-
anoma.

Acute leukemia was considered hopeless
before 1847; there was no specific therapy. In
1953, remissions were produced for the first
time with folic acld antagonists. By 1967
Dr. Burchenal was able to collect case records
of 150 patients in whom long-term remissions
had been achieved, and to predict from ex-
perience with them that at least half of all
patients with acute leukemia who survive
five years after diagnosis will survive indefi-
nitely. With the addition of L-asparaginase
to other forms of therapy the percentage of
cures may well improve even further.

Immunotherapy with BCG vaccine, pooled
irradiated allogenic leukemic cells, or both,
has been shown effective for patients with
acute leukemia in remission. Dr. Georges
Mathé of the Institut Gustave Roussy near
Paris reported that seven of a group of 20
patients were still in remission from one
to more than four years after undergoing im-
munotherapy (MwnN, Aug. 29, '69).

“The best we can hope for in immuno-
therapy is a relatively small effect,” Dr.
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Burchenal predicts. It may be an extremely
important effect, but we can't hope to get
rid of pounds of tissue with immunotherapy.
We can use chemotherapy and other treat-
ments to get rid of large amounts of tissue.
Unfortunately, in most cases they don't get
rid of every last tumor cell, but maybe that’s
when immunotherapy can do the final mop-
ping up. After all, that’s what happens with
infectious disease. Many of our antibiotics
don’t really kill off the last microorganism,
but they kill off a large number, and then
the patient's host defense mops the rest up
and he's cured.”

These optimistic predictions hold true only
if enough money is available to keep up the
present pace of research, and recent cuts in
federal appropriations for research seriously
threaten to slow the rate of progress. “We
don't have as much money as we need, and
we have to stop types of research that might
be very useful,” Dr. Burchenal says. “I think
it's absolutely stupid to cut back on this
research at a time when things are really
popping in cancer. The amount of money
that’s needed for cancer research, compared
with the national budget, is just peanuts,
and yet it would make all the difference in
the world.

“And you can't just cut funds off this year
and restore them next year,” he warns. “If
you cut the money for research or training,
people who have been in clinical research
get out and go into practice. They get used
to eating, and their children get used to
wearing shoes. It takes a lot of dedication to
go into this kind of work, and I've very,
very rarely seen anyone who has gone out
of research into practice who has ever come
back again."”

AN OPEN LETTER TO US.
SENATORS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,

during most of last week while initial
debate on the Cooper-Church amend-
ment took place, it was my pleasure to

have traveled rather extensively
throughout the western part of the
United States. It was refreshing; it was
like a breath of clean air to see campuses
not torn apart and to visit with young
people whose objections to what is tak-
ing place in our country and the world
were countered by intelligent and
thoughtful alternatives.

I cannot believe the majority of Amer-
ican youth are represented by the ugly,
shouting radicals of the left who seem
to have suddenly dominated a few of
the campuses of the eastern seaboard.
My belief in this was strengthened this
morning when I was visited by a group of
young people representing the National
Youth Committee for Peace with Free-
dom who presented me with an open
letter to U.S. Senators. I know that other
Senators, probably all, have received this
and I want the country at large to know
about these young people and their con-
cern and their objection to the Cooper-
Church amendment and the McGovern-
Hatfield amendment. I ask unanimous
consent that this letter be printed in
the RECORD.

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

AN OPEN LETTER TO U.S. SENATORS

GENTLEMEN: Over the coming days the
Senate of the United States will be passing

on two legislative amendments which may
be fateful for the future of our county, for
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the wider cause of freedom, and for the peace
of the world.

We take the liberty of addressing this let-
ter to you because, as students and young
citizens, we are profoundly concerned over
the crisis through which our country is pass-
ing. It is a crisis which has an internal com-
ponent and an external component, and the
two are clearly interrelated.

Like the students who have come to visit
your offices, by the hundreds and by the
thousands, over the past two weeks, we fear
that we may lose our country if we fail to
pay adequate attention to certain pressing
national priorities. But we do mnot share
their well-intentioned isolationism, their ap-
parent bellef that they can build a beautiful
America even if the rest of the world crum-
bles around them.

Unlike them, we fear that we can also lose
our country—and lose the peace of the world
in the process—if we fall in our obligations as
the free world's greatest power. Indeed, so
strained and delicate is the balance in the
field of world affairs that a single blunder
by our country may be enough to open the
way to catastrophe.

We believe that the Senate’s passage of
the Church-Cooper Amendment and/or of
the Hatfield-McGovern Amendment would
constitute precisely such a blunder.

The protesters who have come to Wash-
ington have argued that the Senate must
pass the Church-Cooper Amendment and
the Hatfleld-McGovern Amendment be-
cause the great majority of our students
and the majority of the American people
support them. We think that the premise
on which this contention is based is false.

A Gallup Poll taken immediately after the
President's speech showed that two-thirds
of those who took a stand supported the
President’s action in Cambodia, That the
President’s action is not without important
support is also evidenced from the fact that
AFL-CIO President George Meany and other
leading trade-unionists have also backed
the President.

As for the many campus demonstrations
and the large number of students who have
come to Washington, we note (1) that some
2000 out of 2400 colleges have not taken part
in the current protest movement, (2) that
strike votes were defeated in a number of
colleges and carried only by slender majorl-
ties in other colleges, and (3) that substan-
tially more than half of our young people
do not go to college and have not been af-
fected by the campus ferment,

But even if the protesters were ten times
as numerous and ten times as passionate
in the advocacy of their cause, this by itself
would not constitute a guarantee that they
were right. Public opinion can be wrong.
Indeed, there have been many occasions in
the history of our country and in the his-
tory of other countries when courageous
leaders have had to stand up against what
appeared to be an overwhelming tide of pub-
lic opinion.

The supreme example of such courage in
the history of our own country was pro-
vided by President Abraham Lincoln in the
latter part of the Civil War. By the middle
of 1863 there was growing agitation against
the war. ... The people were weary and
tired of the inconclusive bloodshed. . . .
There were violent anti-draft riots in New
York, in which scores were shot down. . . .
Increasingly vicious attacks on the Presi-
dent began to appear in the press. . . . S8alm-
on P. Chase resigned from the Lincoln
cabinet and struck up an anti-Lincoln al-
liance which included congressmen, busi-
nessmen, officers and the distinguished edi-
tor of the New York Tribune, Horace Greeley
In August 1864, the Democratic National
Convention adopted a resolution which read:
“After four years of failure to restore the
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Union by the experiment of war. ... jus-
tice, humanity, liberty and the public wel-
fare demand that immediate efforts be made
for a cessation of hostilities.” . . . Lincoln
himself was certain that his administration
would not be re-elected. But he persevered
in his course because he was convinced of its
correctness.

In modern times, Winston Churchill pro-
vided us with a sublime example of the kind
of courage that is willing to swim full against
the tide of public opinion. Despite the rise
of Hitler, public opinion was predominantly
pacifist and, at a later stage, pro-appease-
ment. The spirit of the British campus was
reflected in the so-called “Oxford peace
pledge,” under which the members of the
Oxford Union, by an overwhelming major-
ity, voted to never again bear arms for king
and country. As Churchill commented:

“In Germany, in Russla, in Italy and Japan,
the idea of a decadent Britain took deep root
and swayed many calculations. Liftle did
the foolish boys who passed the resolution
dream that they were destined gquite soon
to conguer or fall gloriously in the ensuing
war, and prove themselves the finest gener-
ation ever bred in Britain. Less excuse can
be found for their elders, who had no chance
of self-repudiation in action.”

When Chamberlain returned from Munich
with the shameful agreement he had signed
with Hitler, there was no question that he
had the support of the overwhelming ma-
jority of the British people. But the verdict
of history is now in, on the conflict between
the Churchillian handful and the tide of
British public opinion in the period pre-
ceding World War IIL.

In Profiles in Courage, our martyred Pres-
ident, John F. Eennedy told the storles of
a number of American Senators and Amer-
ican Presidents who displayed exemplary for-
titude in standing up against misled ma-
joritles in Congress or against a misled pub-
lic opinion. John F, Kennedy had this kind
of courage himself, and he had it in abun-
dance.

About the situation and the commitment
which the Senate wlill be discussing over the
coming days, President KEennedy had this to
say in July of 1963: “. . . To withdraw from
that effort (the defense of South Vietnam)
would mean a collapse not only In South
Vietnam, but Southeast Asia, so we are go-
ing to stay there.”

This was not an isolated statement, but
one in a series of many slmilar statements,
remarkable for their consistency and con-
tinuity, going back to 1956.

If President Kennedy were alive today,
there can be little question about where he
would stand on the Church-Cooper Resolu-
tion, or on the Hatfield-McGovern Resolu-
tion.

Gentlemen of the Senate! We are young
people, but we know enough about the his-
tory of appeasement and about the nature of
Nazi and Communist totalitarianism, to be
convinced that these two amendments, if they
were ever approved by the United States
Congress, would spell disaster both at home
and abroad—not in decades to come, but in
the next few years—perhaps In the immedi-
ate future.

For these two amendments are not a
formula for peace; they are—we will mince
no words about it—a formula for betrayal and
capitulation, and for a mneo-isolationism so
rigid and so blind that it makes the “Fortress
America” isolationism of the thirties look like
the most radical internationalism in com-
parison.

The Church-Cooper Amendment not only
demands that we get out of Cambodia B0
days after enactment. Its rigid prohibitions
on alr support and on the provision of ad-
visers or payment of mercenaries are enough
to make It Impossible for the Cambodian
government to defend itself against the
North Vietnamese Communist aggression. In
the eyes of the world it will be interpreted
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as saying that, so far as the United States
Senate is concerned, the Communists can
take over wherever they wish in Asia, and
we will not lift a finger to assist their vic-
tims.

The McGovern-Hatfield Amendment would
compound the mischief done by the Cooper-
Church Amendment. By calling for the
termination of all military activity in Viet-
nam by the end of 1970 and the withdrawal
of all American military personnel by the
end of June 30, 1971, it sets up a timetable
whose excessive tempo and absolute rigidity
constitute a virtual guarantee of a Com-
munist takeover—not merely in Vietnam but
throughout Southeast Asia.

In less than a year's time, the President
has withdrawn 115,000 combat forces; and he
has pledged the withdrawal of another 150,-
000 American soldiers over the next 12-month
period.

While ambitious, the President's timetable
gives the South Vietnamese government the
time it needs to take over the burden of de-
fense in an organized manner; and it gives
Southeast Asla a precious breathing space In
which to organize its defenses againt the fur-
ther encroachment of Communist imperial-
ism. It 1s a timetable which, if Congress does
not undercut it, can bring peace with free-
dam for Southeast Asia and peace with honor
for the United States.

The debate to date in the Senate has dis-
tressed us and made us apprehensive. We
know that Senators are weary of war, as the
American people are, and that they would
like to see it terminated as soon as possible.
But we cannot help wondering whether those
Benators who support these two amendments
out of a sincere desire for peace realize that
the manner in which we withdraw from Viet-
nam is all important—that, if we withdraw
with honor, we withdraw with credibility;
whereas If we withdraw in humiliation and
defeat there will be nothing left of our cred-
ibility. As the London “Economist” warned:

It is arguable that the cost of victory in
terms of bloodshed is proving to be too great;
but the cost of betrayal could be even greater
. « . It is an illusion to imagine that the
United States can agree to a compromise
peace that would amount to a sell-out and
retaln any credibility in Asia, Nor in Asia
alone; for in this shrunken world credibility
is Indivisable.

More than one authority has made the
point that it is American credibility that
preserves the peace of the world. For if a time
ever arrives when our allies and friends feel
that they can no longer trust us, and when
our enemies have come to regard us as &
paralyzed giant or a paper tiger, World War
IIT would become a serious possibility. Per-
haps the first point of testing would be the
Middle East, where the Soviets might react
to an American defeat In Southeast Asia by
intervening openly to crush Israel and to im-
pose its empire throughout the Arab lands,
all the way from the Indian Ocean to
Gibraltar.

We also wonder whether the Senators who
support the amendment truly belleve that a
withdrawal in defeat from Vietnam would
usher in a new era of domestic tranquility.
We wonder whether they are not at least
worried that the President might be right
when he warned that such a humiliation
would produce a far more dangerous polar-
ization in our society than the one we con-
front today.

Perhaps it would be better if the President
had acted in greater consultation with Con-
gress, Perhaps it would be better if there
were a clearer delineation of the powers of
the President and the role of Congress in the
field of foreign affairs. But are the Senators
who sponsor the pending amendment not at
least concerned that their proposal seriously
undercuts the President’s authority as Com-
mander-in-chief at a critical juncture; that
it creates a spectacle of division that can
only delight and embolden our enemies; that
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i they push their contest with the President
to its logical conclusion, they will stand re-
sponsible before history for the shattering
defeat which is bound to result and for all
the tragic consequences that will flow from
it?

We appeal to those Senators who have sup-
ported the President's program for with-
drawal from Vietnam to stand fast against
the pressures, yes, and against the outright
intimidation that will be brought to bear
agalnst them.

We appeal to those Senators who have sup-
ported the pending amendments to reassess
the relative risks of the President’s course as
a.iga.ln.st the course of surrender and humilia-
tion.

We cannot at this point begin to match
the massive and lavishly financed lobby
which has been visiting Senate offices on a
non-stop basis. But groups of the under-
signed and of other concerned young people
from many parts of the country will be visit-
ing your offices over the coming days to ex-
press their point of view and to solicit your
support. We hope you will give them the
same respectful hearing that has thus far
been accorded to those who have preceded us
with a different purpose.

STEERING COMMITTEE

Charles Stephens, Neil Salonen, Allen
‘Wood, Barbara Mikesell, Dennis Cormier,
Gary Jarmin, Daniel Fefferman, William
Wyche, Douglas Aller, Rebecca Boyd, Barry
Serrins, Hal McEenzie.

THE 10TH MOUNTAIN DIVISION
ASSOCIATION MEETING

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, during
World War II, I had the honor of serving
with an extraordinary group of men in a
unit which compiled a singular record for
determination and gallantry.

After the war, the men of the 10th
Mountain Division went their separate
ways in civilian life, but we have re-
mained in touch through the association
we established to keep posted on one
another's activities and whereabouts.

On May 23, the association will meet
to commemorate the 25th anniversary of
the end of the Second World War and to
hold a reunion for members from across
the country. Special wreath-laying cere-
monies at the Tomb of the Unknowns in
Arlington National Cemetery will pre-
cede a dinner at Fort Myer.

It seems difficult to imagine that a
quarter-century has passed since our
unit returned to the United States, but
the bonds of friendship and shared ex-
periences have remained strong over the
years, This is a great group of men, and
I commend their activities to the atten-
tion of Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that a press
release describing the 10th Mountain
Division Association’s meeting on May
23 be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

TeENTH MoOUNTAIN DIvisioN ASSOCIATION,
ALEXANDRIA, Va.,, May 8, 1970

Veterans of the U.8S. Army’s 10th Moun-
tain Infantry Division will meet in Wash-
ington on May 23rd to mark the 25th anni-
versary of the war's end and the Division's
routing of the German Army in the rugged
Appenine Mountains of Northern Italy in
World War II.

Highlights of the May 23rd meeting will
be a speclal wreath-laying ceremony at the
Tomb of the Unknowns in Arlington Na-
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tional Cemetery at 5:30 P.M. and a reunion
dinner at 6:456 P.M. in Patton Hall, Ft. Myer,
Virginia.

The Nucleus of the division was the 87th
Mountain Infantry Regiment, America’s first
ski troops. The B7th served in Kilska in the
Aleutians in 1942 and then returned to Camp
Hale, Colorado, where it became the key-
stone of the 10th Mountain Division. In the
Fall of 1944, the Divislon was shipped to
Italy where the American 5th Army had
bogged down In the bitterly cold and nearly
impassable northern Appenines. In early
Spring on 1045, the 10th kicked off the 5th
Army's spring offensive breaking wide open
the, until then, impregnable German Geng-
his Ehan Line and spearheading the drive
into the Po Valley which doomed the entire
German Army in Italy. General Mark W.
Clark, commander of the operation in Italy,
was to call the division “a great fighting
outfit.”

For further information: Frank O'Con-
nell, District 7-T407.

STRETCH JETS AT NATIONAL
ATRPORT

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, since April
27, I have been endeavoring to develop
information with regard to the introduc-
tion of 727-200 stretch jets into National
Airport. This morning the Committee on
the District of Columbia, continuing
oversight hearings concerning future op-
erations of National, Dulles, and Friend-
ship airports, which it initiated in March
1969, held a hearing on the use of larger
jets at National.

I ask unanimous consent that on open-
ing statement that I made at that hear-
ing be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the

REecorp, as follows:
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STRETCH JETS AT NATIONAL
AIRPORT

Mr. Chalrman, I had intended to make a
different opening statement this morning,
but I have put that aside in order to bring to
the attention of this committee a document
which bears on the subject before us.

The d ent in q lon is an analysis
of the cost and benefits of introducing
Boeing 727-200's into service at National Air-
port. The study was done by the Bureau of
the National Capital Airports of the Federal
Aviation Administration and is dated Janu-
ary 12, 1970.

I obtained a copy of this study from the

General Accounting Office which collected
this and other documents in the course of an
investigation into the continuing problem of
the underutillzation of Dulles International
Airport.
At this time, Mr. Chairman, I do not have
all the facts as to the precise history of this
study, however, I have been informed by the
GAO that a study, presumably this one, was
prepared by several senior officials of the
Bureau of National Capital Airports and for-
warded by the director of the Bureau to the
FAA Administrator for his consideration. I
hope to have more facts on this at a later
time but perhaps our witness this morning
can enlighten us.

Given the decision which was ultimately
made in this matter—the decision to bring
stretch jets into National Airport—it is one
of the most shocking documents I have seen
in my years of government service. For a
bold and frank statement of the implications
of this decision, it probably represents a high
in bureaucratic memoranda.

I do not Intend this morning to do more
than read certain excerpts from the report
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although I intend to make full public dis-
ciosure of it after all members have had
an opportunity to read and evaluate it.

Basically, the study 1s an attempt to set
out the implications of lifting the long-
standing ban agalnst larger aircraft at Na-
tional and, on the assumption that the de-
cislon was already made at the time the study
was done, to suggest ways of selling the de-
cision to Congress, the public, the press, and
certain airlines whose interest would be ad-
versely affected.

The study begins by estimating the poten-
tial profit this decision would bring to cer-
tain airlines and I quote from the report:
“The order of magnitude clearly spells Bo-
nanza to some of the airlines . . .”

“It is roughly estimated that this decision
offers a potential increase of around $120
million in gross revenues to the airlines in-
volved. Although it is difficult to pinpoint
without an exhaustive study it appears that
at least 50% of this potential would be pure
profit since the marginal revenues to be
realized from the use of the stretch 727 far
exceeds the marginal costs of using the air-
craft to replace existing equlpment.”

The study goes on to note that:

“Based on the best estimate it is possible
to produce under the circumstances, it there-
fore appears that admitting the stretch 727
to DCA (National) is worth at least $36
million to the air carrlers involved with a
potential worth of $120 million. The potential
for profit, which is much harder to estimate
on the basis of avallable information, would
seem to range from a minimum of $18 million
to a potential of $60 million.”

After estimating that the introduction of
these large jets would mean 900,000 addi-
tional passengers at National Airport an-
nually (assuming a 50% load factor), the
report goes on to observe:

“If the decision to admit the stretch 727 to
DCA (National) has already been made and
is irrevocable the price we extract from the
benefiting air carriers in return for this de-
cision must be based in our judgment, not
only on the substantial financial gain they
can realize from that decision, but also on
the substantial loss the government and its
stockholders (the taxpayers) stand to suffer
as a result of the decision. (Emphasls sup-
plied.)

“As we see it that loss is Immeasurable
because the decision will change the entire
pattern of growth of aeronautical activity
in the Washington Metropolitan area seri-
ously compromising the Bureau's and the
FAA’s ability to carry out responsibility for
fostering the growth of Dulles International
Airport and damaging the future of Friend-
ship Airport to an extent that will certainly
jeopardize if not foreclose the prospect for
a regional airport system.”

Mr. Chairman, the report goes on to say:

“The hard cold facts are that the stretch
727 cannot be employed profitably at DCA
(National) without substantially altering the
prospects of growth for Dulles and Friend-
ship. ]

“Under present circumstances the critical
point in the growth of Dulles will occur
when restrictions at DCA (National) force
transfer of significant service particularly
Chicago service from DCA (National) to IDA
(Dulles). In our judgment, that day is not
far off now. But the decision to admit the
stretch 727 to DCA (National) (setting the
precedent for the even larger air buses) will
postpone that day indefinitely. The Bureau
and FAA have a responsibility to foster the
operation of Dulles as a successful airport
servicing the public interest. The taxpayers
have a right to expect it will fulfill that
role. . .

In a blunt warning, the study notes that
to approve the use of stretch jets at Na-
tional would “put us generally on the side
of those who have ignored our exhortations
to use Dulles against those who have gen-
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uinely trled to promote growth of that air-
port."”

Finally, the authors of the report con-
clude:

“All of this adds up to a compelling argu-
ment for not making the decision if it has
not been made or revoking it if it is not
irrevocable. We earnestly urge such action.
However, in the “good soldier” spirit we have
attempted to develop various possibilities
for negotiation on the theory that the die
is cast. It is our unanimous opinion, how-
ever, that it will be impossible to negotiate
concessions from all of our air carrier clients
that are even remotely commensurate with
the bonanza that the stretch 727 decislon of-
fers to about half of them."

Now, in order to accommodate the added
congestion which the 727-200 would bring to
the already overburdened National Alrport,
the report recommends phasing in the stretch
jets “in numbers which would assure that
peak passenger loads would not exceed the
existing capacity of roadways and keep oper-
ations of the aircraft at that level until the
Kling modernization of the roadways is com-
pleted."”

Mr. Chairman, ~otwithstanding what you
and I have both been told, there would appear
to be a very definite relationship between
this decision and the Kling Report. I will
pursue that matter in some detall a little
later.

Igo on to quote from the report:

“There does not appear to be any practical
way in which the stretch 727 declsion can be
conditioned to avold compromising the
growth of Dulles and Friendship.”

Even more strongly, the report states:

“Indeed, there seems to be no practical
way of preventing this decision from mak-
ing significant inroads into the current vol-
ume of business at Dulles and Friendship, A
guarantee to maintain operations at current
levels is meaningless as witnessed by the car-
riers response to a limitation of this kind
imposed by General McEee when jets were
allowed into DCA (National). A more specific
stipulation that service to designated points
must be continued at present levels would
also have little meaning if the load factors
for such flights deteriorate as a result of the
greater attraction of service from DCA (Na-
tional) using the stretch 727."

Mr. Chairman, the report goes on to lay
out a detailed plan for selling this decision
to the publie, but at this time I want only
to read one passage which seems to say some-
thing reveallng about the relationship be-
tween the regulatory agency FAA and the
industry it is supposed to regulate:

“The air carriers should be prepared to
work closely with Bureau officials in defend-
ing the decision and answering complaints,
to bring all possible political influence to
bear on the Congress and other public bodies
and to accept any limitations that may be
necessary to get public acceptance of the
decision.”

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply shocked at a
decision which could be made in the face of
such an uncompromising recommendation
against it by senior officlals of the bureau
which is charged with operating the airport
in question. I believe this matter should be
brought to the immediate attention of all
the interested Committees of Congress and
the whole matter thoroughly aired,

A BAY IS DYING

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, a distin-
guished son of Michigan has written in
cogent and compelling fashion an article
on the pollution threatening Green Bay.

The article was written by Michael D.
O’Hara, former justice of the Michigan
Supreme Court, who is now associated
with a Detroit law firm.
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Justice O'Hara's boyhood years were
spent in the Menominee, Mich., region,
and, as he recalls, much of the joy of
those years came from enjoying the cool,
clear waters of the big bay. The bay to-
day is not as he remembers it as a boy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that his article, published on Earth
Day, April 22, 1970, in the Menominee
Herald-Leader, be printed in the RECORD.

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

Ovr BEAUTIFUL Bay Is DyYING
(By Michael D. O'Hara)

I am older than Victory Park.

Victory Park got its name from the Armi-
stice that was declared at eleven a.m, Novem-
ber 11, 1918. I was eight years old then. I
remember hearing the saw mill whistles
shrilling and the church bells clanging at
that unaccustomed hour. They sounded
funny, like someone playing a popular tune
on the choir organ in the middle of the
week.

But the Bay was there in the same place it
is now, lapping against the shore of Victory
Park. To the south, right beyond the light-
house, a gusset of brown river water split the
blue-green water of the Bay. It was a clear
brown, the brown of sandy river bottom that
ran all the way up to Koss.

I never knew why the river was brown and
the bay blue-green. I swam in both. If the
wind was off-shore and the bay water was
cold, we swam Iin the river down by the
Sugar Beet Island bridge. It was always warm
there, and light brown and clear. I wasn't
supposed to swim in the river. My mother
used to say, “The river takes someone every
year.” I did, anyway—of course.

If the wind was out of the east or south,
the bay was warm and we swam in it. The
water was clear blue-green.

I had a couple of chums, Pete and Dave
Seidl. I don’t remember their father's real
name, he was always called “Fin.” He owned
some fish tugs; two, maybe three. We used
to get to go out on the morning run to lift
the nets. They got white fish, trout, perch,
herring, a few wall-eyes and bass and even
now and then a sturgeon. The bay was alive
with fish. The tugs had no water tanks and
didn’t carry any “city” water. Off shore you
could drink water right out of the bay. We
often did.

I grew up to the symphony of the bay—
crashing cymbals, noisy and loud when the
wind was hard out of the east or northeast;
soft and sibilant when it was easy out of the
south; and just the whish of a little shore
swell when it was out of the west. Wherever
the wind, the bay was always clear blue-
green,

It is 1970 now, fifty-two years later. I'm
pushing sixty. I look at the bay where the
river runs in by the same lighthouse. The
river water is greasy cloudy stinking gray-
black. You can't even eat the few fish you
catch down-river from the dam. The blue-
green of the bay is mottled downtown around
the Marina. It's no longer clear and clean.
Try drinking it now—if you dare. The fish
are gone. The weeds push their slimy snaky
heads above the surface, In Fish Creek, and
Sturgeon Bay, the water is weed-clogged and
dirty. The bay is dying.

1 did my part to wound it. I threw refuse
from my boat. I pumped the head out at
moorings on both shores. Industry wounded
it. The lake freighters wounded it. Our Town
wounded it. It lies there now, stabbed by
those who loved and used it most.

How sick do we have to be not to see what
a few more years will do? Will our Bay be the
cesspool that once was Lake Erie? Will our
river be the open sewer that is the Detroit
River?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

It is for every one of us to nurse the beau-
tiful bay and river back to health. Not one
beer can, not one box of trash, not one open-
flush head. Not one gallon of untreated in-
dustrial waste.

There are none so blind as those who will
not see. I see now. Do you?

REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM ST.
ONGE

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, William
L. St. Onge, the U.S. Representative from
the Second Congressional District of
Connecticut, died on Friday, May 1.

Bill St. Onge was my friend, and I
feel his loss deeply.

He was stricken by a heart attack as he
drove to a submarine launching in the
New London-Groton area of his district.
He was 55 years old.

Bill St. Onge was a responsible and
effective Congressman.

He served with distinction on two key
House committees, Judiciary and Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

His unassuming and modest manner
won him many friends in the Congress.

Bill St. Onge’s colleagues knew and
respected him as a man of integrity,
warmth, and dedication.

Yet, Bill was a fighter for a principle
or a cause he believed in.

He represented his constituents with
uncommon determination, and he was
ever faithful to his commitment to a lib-
eral philosophy based on justice and fair
play for all.

I had the privilege and pleasure of
working on many projects with Bill St.
Onge over the years, and I never ceased
to be impressed by his dedication to the
welfare of the people he represented.

My legislation to create a Connecticut
River National Recreation Area—a Fed-
eral parkland in Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, Vermont, and Rhode Island—won
enthusiastic support from Bill, and he
was the principal sponsor of the bill in
the House.

In fact, Bill was to have joined tlie
tour of the proposed parkland which
Senator BierLe's Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee and other Federal and
State officials will make this Friday and
Saturday.

On another important conservation is-
sue in Connecticut, Long Island Sound,
Bill St. Onge was, typically, in the fore-
front.

The pollution that plagues Long Island
Sound was a great concern to Bill, and
he was instrumental in focusing atten-
tion on this serious problem long before
tl;n)e ecological crusade became fashion-
able,

Again, Bill St. Onge and I worked to-
gether. He was to have testified in New
London on June 22 at hearing of my
Executive Reorganization Subcommittee
as we examined legislation to create a
commission to study the problems of
the Sound and make recommendations
for solving them.

In short, Bill St. Onge could be
counted on for his valuable support on
important issues of all kinds, from con-
servation to education to welfare to na-
tional security.

One effort particularly meaningful to
him was the economic growth and or-
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derly development of his district. It was
a subject he and I worked together on
in the past, and all of us in the Connec-
ticut delegation will miss his guidance,
judgment, and leadership on this mat-
ter in the future.

It is not surprising, then, that Bill St.
Onge enjoyed the support of Democrats
and Republicans and Independents as
well. They knew he was working for
them all the time and that political con-
siderations were secondary.

Suffering from a recurrent heart ail-
ment in recent years, Bill could have
used the excuse of his health to slow
down a step or two.

But he was not the sort of man who
looked for excuses. Nor was he niuch for
slowing down.

All 411,000 people of the Second Con-
gressional District had sent him to
Washington to represent him, he told
friends, and they would be represented
with every ounce of energy and experi-
ence and knowledge he could command.

True to his word, Bill St. Onge went
right ahead with his congressional duties
with vigor and enthusiasm, concerned
more for the needs of the people of the
Second District than for his own health.

Bill St. Onge came to the House of
Representatives in 1963 with vast experi-
ence in public service that included a
courageous combat record in World War
II and distinguished achievements as
mayor of his hometown of Putnam and
as a State representative.

Mrs. Ribicoff and I have known Bill
St. Onge for many years and will miss
him very much. To his wife, Dorothy,
and their five children, William, Mary,
Suzanne, Constance, and Anne, we ex-
tend our deepest sympathies.

DEATH OF CLIFFORD R. HOPE, DIS-
TINGUISHED LEADER IN AGRI-
CULTURE

Mr, PEARSON. Mr. President, Clifford
R. Hope, a distinguished national and
international leader in the field of agri-
culture, has died at the age of 76 and will
be buried today near his home commu-
nity of Garden City, Kans.

Cliff Hope served in the House of Rep-
resentatives for 30 years, from 1927 fo
1957, During his career there he became
the leading Republican spokesman on
agricultural legislation and was, during
the 80th and 83d Congresses, chairman
of the House Committee on Agriculture.

He was a member of that committee
during his entire service in the House.
He was dedicated to a national policy
that would make American agriculture
the most productive in the world, and
this dedication brought him a role as
architect of several historic pieces of
farm legislation. Among these were the
Research and Marketing Act of 1946, the
original Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act of 1935, the Hope-Aiken
Act of 1953 setting up the watershed
program and the Farm Credit Act of
1953, His expert knowledge and ability
to lead allowed him to make, through
his legislative efforts, the most signifi-
cant contribution to national agricul-
tural policy ever made by a Representa-
tive from Kansas.
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Having come to Congress from a
wheat-producing State, where he served
three terms in the State house of repre-
sentatives, including two as its speaker,
Mr. Hope also played a variety of ma-
jor roles in the worldwide development
of wheat production and marketing.
Perhaps the best known of these was his
participation as a member of the U.S.
delegation to meetings of the Food and
Agriculture Organization in Quebec in
1945, Copenhegen in 1946, Washington
in 1949, and Rome in 1951 and 1955.

After retirement from Congress in
1956, he helped to organize Great Plains
Wheat, Inc., an organization to promote
the use of wheat throughout the world,
and served as its president until 1966.
From Garden City, where he and his son
Cliff Hope, Jr., carried on their law prac-
tice, he wrote a regular column on agri-
cultural policy for the Salina, Kans,
Journal.

This high-plains legislator received
numerous awards, among them the
American Farm Bureau Award for dis-
tinguished service to American agricul-
ture in 1946, and more recently, in 1970,
the U.S. Soil Conservation Service
Award. He was admired for his accom-
plishments by members of both major
political parties, and his advice and
counsel on agricultural matters were
sought by leaders from all over the world.
As a man who understood profoundly
the relationship between agricultural de-
velopment and Government policy, he
led the movement to place American
agriculture on a sure footing in a rapidly
expanding industrial economy.

This man from Kansas wheat country
has left a record of accomplishment of
which the Nation, our State, and his own
family can be extremely justly proud.

In his parting, I salute the accom-
plishments of my friend, Clifford R.
Hope.

NEWSPAPERS PAY TRIBUTE TO
NELSON EARTH DAY CONCEPT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Earth Day activities of last April 22
were an outpouring of national concern
that showed that millions of people in
this Nation are vitally concerned about
the environmental crisis facing all living
things.

My colleague from Wisconsin (Mr.
NeLson) traveled extensively around the
country talking about Earth Day, the
idea he conceived.

To show the widespread acceptance of
his idea, I ask unanimous consent that
excerpts from editorials published in
several parts of the country, and an edi-
torial about Senator Nerson's speaking
tour, published in the Milwaukee Jour-
nal, be printed in the Recorb.

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

EniTcriALs REVIEw EArTH DAY ACTIVITIES

In Des Moines, TJowa, the Register looked
at Earth Day and observed:

*. . . Granted that ideas and institutions
long established are not easily changed;
yet today 1s the first day of the rest of our
life on this planet, We will begin anew.”
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All across the nation—from the deep
South to the far North, to the West Coast
and up and down the Eastern seaboard to
the Midwest—the media covered Earth Day.
It was front page news and prime time on
radio and television. Most of the networks
took advantage of the Earth Week observa-
tions to run pollution specials, and news-
papers editorialized their support and called
for the environmental concern to continue.

The San Jose, Calif., Mercury warned that
earth’s resources are finite:

“When they are finally depleted, they can-
not be regenerated. . . . To be aware of
the earth, its resources and man's relation
to them is, or should be, the one that en-
gages the interest and the activity of every-
one, not just the professional environmen-
talists. They can’t do 1t alone; the job is
simply too big.”

The Stevens Point Daily Journal advised
that “what we need to do is to resoclve to
understand all we can about the problems
of pollution and to do whatever we reasonably
can to help to eliminate it.”

The Dallas Morning News advised that
*“ . . good motives won't accomplish much
unless they are accompanied by effective
methods.”

The Capital Times in Madison said Earth
Day was creating a sense of wurgency and
called for the need for dollars, “billions of
dollars—dollars that are now going down the
drain in the war in Vietnam and up to the
moon. We can't save our earth at bargain
rates.”

The reaction of the careful Christian Sci-
ence Monitor was that . . . pollution is the
biggest material challenge confronting man-
kind today, We are beginning to learn its
massive dimensions, its costs, its urgency.
On with the learning—and the remedying!™

[From the Milwaukee Journal, Apr. 28, 1970]
MissiLE GONE JERSERK?

Tuesday: Atlantic City at 9 a.m. Boston
at 2:15 p.m. Madison at 7:15. Milwaukee &%
10.

Wednesday: Bloomington at 9:30 a.um.
Denver at 2. Berkeley at 8:15. On to Los
Angeles. Back to Washington,

A missile gone berserk? No, it's our Sen.
Nelson, crisscrossing the country as he evan-
gelizes for the environment. “We feel we're
mission control,” says his secretary.

If anyone knows about widespread pollu-
tion, Nelson should. This week, he has seen
it.

SOIL STEWARDSHIP WEEK

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, Americans
everywhere are awakening to the prob-
lems of environmental deterioration.
Citizens are realizing that all resources
are part of a vast, complex ecological
pattern. It is particularly timely that the
week just passed was designated as Soil
Stewardship Week, with the theme “Re-
sources and Renewal.”

Following the national observance of
Soil Stewardship Week, all citizens
should be especially mindful of their
obligation as stewards of the soil, water,
and other natural resources.

Hawaii’s districts joined 3,000 com-
panion districts throughout the country
to provide local sponsorship of this ob-
servance for the 16th consecutive year.
The districts—along with their State and
national associations—deserve praise
and gratitude for their history of con-
cern for the quality of our environment.

In Hawaii, our Nation's only island
State, our people are keenly aware of the
limitations of their land and other nat-
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ural resources. For nearly three decades,
two groups have made significant contri-
butions to conservation of our land and
water resources. I am speaking of Ha-
waii's 15 soil and water conservation dis-
tricts, charged by State law to conserve
and protect land and water resources in
the State. I am speaking also of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’'s Soil Con-
servation Service, which provides techni-
cal help througl these districts to the
people of my State.

Hawaii is the only State in the Union
with a completed soil survey, a coopera-
tive survey accomplished under the lead-
ership of the Soil Conservation Service.
Soil surveys, of course, are the founda-
tion of good land-use planning. The State
is well known in planning circles for its
progressive land-use laws. Its statewide
zoning boundaries are strongly infiu-
enced by the SCS soil survey and inter-
pretations.

The Soil Conservation Service is pro-
viding valuable technical planning help
to sponsors of the Tri-Isle resource con-
servation and development project. The
sponsors of Hawaii's first such project
are the county of Maui and the five soil
and water conservation districts in the
county. Local people expect the project
will lead to improvement of all aspects
of the quality of life in the three-island
project area.

Two projects under provisions of Pub-
lic Law 566, the Small Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Prevention Act, have
been completed as of January 1, 1970.
They are: First, Naalehu watershed
project and, second, Puukapu watershed
project, both on the island of Hawaii.

These were among the 11 applications
for planning assistance which have been

submitted to SCS from Hawaii. The
other projects are in various stages of
planning and construction.

Selected plants tested at the SCS Plant
Materials Center on Maui Island beau-
tify the countryside, stop soil erosion, and
improve the quality of agriculture in
Hawaii as well as in other areas of the
Pacific Basin.

The success of this Federal assistance
is due immeasurably to the efforts and
leadership of the State’s soil and water
conservation districts. Landowners who
cooperate with districts for years have
been effectively acting on the ecological
concern today so widespread. Preserving
the good qualities of life—one of the
great challenges facing our Nation—is
a continuing consideration in active dis-
trict programs,

The districts include practically all
landowners in the State and 96 percent
of the land. In fact, about 80 percent of
the entire State is under cooperative
agreement with districts, reflecting land-
owners’ intentions to apply needed con-
servation measures. Since the Soil Con-
servation Service's first study of con-
servation problems in Hawaii in 1938,
landowners themselves have invested
more than $80 million in conservation
practices.

Hawalii’s citizens are proud of the work
accomplished through the district move-
ment with the assistance of the Soil Con-
servation Service and other agencies, and
are indebted to district leaders for their
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efforts to keep the public informed about
vital reserve conservation and develop-
ment needs.

In connection with sponsorship of Soil
Stewardship Week, districts fill requests
from churches of all faiths for published
materials created particularly for the
current observance. The materials are
prepared by the National Association of
Conservation Distriets in consultation
with an advisory committee composed of
leading churchmen. I commend to the at-
tention of Senators a portion of this ma-
terial—a strong plea for conservation of
our natural resources—which follows:

ConsipEr THESE RESOURCES

Soil andg water, air and forests, fish and
wildlife—

They are as vast as the world, but they are
not limitless.

They represent the purity of nature, but
they are being polluted.

They are the gifts of God, for your use,
but they are being misused.

They are foundations of your past, reali-
ties of your present, and essentials of your
future.

They are the excitement of the seashores,
the composure of the midlands, and the spec-
tacle of the Rockles.

They have been called renewable, but the
decision is yours,

How do you value a breath of clean, fresh
air—the sight and taste of pure, sparkling
water—or the inspiration of fertile fields and
soaring forests?

In dollars?

Where’s your soul?

These resources are indispensable.

They demand your attention and thrive
O your care.

They help mold your life; condition what
it is—and will be.

Everyday they serve you, surround you,
sustain you.

Consider these resources. Consider them
well.

WALTER REUTHER

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President
whether one agreed or disagreed with
Walter Reuther—and there were many
of both types—one had to marvel at his
energy, his inventiveness, his dedication,
and his zeal.

He made an enormous contribution
to our Nation; and in these times of
turmoil and peril he could have, had he
lived, contributed even more.

To say that Walter Reuther's death
is a great loss to our country is a gross
understatement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial published in the
St. Louis Post-Dispatch of May 12, 1970,
be printed in the REcORD.

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

WALTER REUTHER'S LEGACY

Seven years ago this week Walter Reuther,
president of the United Auto Workers and
at that time vice president of the AFL-CIO,
addressed the Advertising Club of St. Louis,
delivering a speech notable less for its con-
tent than its effect on the audience, at least
one of whom left the auditorium murmuring,
“Reuther for President!”

Mr. Reuther never had a chance to be
President, but he had the capacity; and if
he had chosen to enter politics rather than
the labor movement he might well have

reached the top. President Eisenhower's
assistant, Sherman Adams, once accused Mr,
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Reuther of hoping to be “the Socialist Presi-
dent of the United States.” The charge was
untrue, but it reflected the misgivings con-
servatives always had about Mr. Reuther.

Part of this stemmed from his activity in
behalf of liberal causes and candidates, and
in part perhaps from his formidable ingenu-
ity. He was constantly devising solutions for
political and economic problems that tended
to afilict the comfortable. Little worthwhile
escaped his interest or his urge to find the
right answer. What set him apart from many
theoreticlans, however, was his abllity to
translate ideas into practical action.

Mr. Reuther was born into the labor move-
ment and in his youth fought with his fists
as well as with logic. He spoke eloquently be-
cause he thought clearly. He knew as much as
anyone about union strategy and tactics, hav-
ing learned his lessons in the rough and tum-
ble 1930s. He was tough physically and
mentally, but he never lost a disarming
boyish charm, He survived two assassination
attempts, and his brother Victor, a life-long
colleague in the UAW, also survived an
attack.

Mr. Reuther took over the leadership of
the UAW, the world's largest industrial
union, with 1,600,000 members, 24 years ago.
He wanted to assume direction of the AFL-—
CIO, but George Meany blocked this ambi-
tion, His differences with Mr. Meany were
ideological—the young, imaginative, driving
idealist attuned to the social problems of the
day and the conservative craft-unionist wed-
ded to the cliches of the past. Two years ago
Mr. Reuther pulled out of the AFL-CIO,
which he was instrumental in forming in
19565.

Mr. Reuther was beyond much doubt the
liveliest, most far-sighted and most signifi-
cant labor leader of his generation, He never
forgot that his power base was the UAW and
he held the loyalty of the union members be-
cause he produced for them. But he was more
than a labor leader and more than a “labor
statesman,” as he was sometimes called. He
spoke out on national and international is-
sues, and he made sense in the same way that
Adlai Stevenson, whom he supported, made
sense.

The top officers of the UAW, after the air-
plane crash that took Mr. Reuther's life, is-
sued a statement describing him as the
UAW's “conscience, its heartbeat and its
soul,” which is the way it was. But the loss is
the nation's as well as the union's. Mr.
Reuther was a product of the machine age
who understood the machine and tried to
find a way for men to live with it. Industrial
workers—and management, too—have much
to thank him for.

WASHINGTON POST APOLOGIZES
TO WIVES OF AMERICAN PRISON-
ERS OF WAR

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a few
days ago the Washington Post published
an article by one of their columnists that
was extremely offensive to the wives of
American soldiers now being held pris-
oner by the North Vietnamese.

This morning, the Post carried a reply
by the wives and also published an edi-
torial in which its editors, while justi-
fying the columnist’s right to his point
of view, had the good sense and sensitiv-
ity to apologize for it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these two pieces be printed in
the RECORD:

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp,
as follows:

£ fp g

We have given over a good deal of space
on this page today to a letter on behalf of
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the relatives of the estimated 1,500 American
prisoners-of-war now being held by the North
Vietnamese. Not the least of our reasons for
doing so is that we agree with much of what
the letter-writer has to say about a column
by Mr. Nicholas von Hoffman which ap-
peared in The Washington Post last week.
Specifically, we share the view of the League
of Families of American Prisoners in South-
east Asia that the POW issue is not “politi-
cal.” We could hardly agree more with the
view of the league that this is “a humani-
tarian issue that transcends whatever an in-
dividual feels personally about the war.” We
support in their totality the wholly reason-
able, not to say modest, objectives of the
League which begin with nothing more than
a list of those being held.

That being the case, you may well ask
why The Washington Post printed the col-
umn in the first place. In fact, some of you
have asked in the past few days, and we
would like to offer an answer, For Your In-
jormation, because this is one of those ques-
tions that have to do directly with what our
business is all about. The answer begins with
a general principle that newspapers print a
lot of things with which they don't always
agree—columns, cartoons, commentary, cri-
tique, even comic strips. For that matter, we
also report things we don't like to read or
don't agree with; there are many unpleasant
things going on in the world that people need
to know about and many discordant voices
which nonetheless have to be heard. And so
we try to keep our own opinions in these
columns, report the news as it is, and label
analyses and commentary as just that.

Mr. von Hoffman’s “"commentary,” was sus-
pect, 15 an authentic reflection of something
which is of large consequence in our lives, a
force that matters in today's society and
today's politics, If this doesn't exactly suit
everybody's taste or ideology or philosophy,
that's understandable. But the fact remains
that we need to comprehend the new young,
far-out, with-it world; we may not like the
language it uses; or understand the way it
dresses or {ts predilection for drugs; or feel
its despair or admire its destructiveness. We
may not think the same way, which is fair
enough. It is not, however, a very good argu-
ment for shutting yourself off from what has
to be, like it or not, a critical fact of con-
temporary life—or for shutting off Mr. von
Hoffman, either, even though we know he is
going to be operating out on the edge of out-
rage, and even though we know that every so
often he is going to go over the edge. Or that
some people will think he did. In the case of
1ast week’s column about the POW’'s we con-
fess that we think he did. And that is why
we turned over a good deal of space today to
a representative of the relatives of the POW's.
LETTER TO THE Eprror: POW WiveEs REPLY

T0 VOoN HOFFMAN

Nicholas von Hoffman with his vitriolic
venom splattered the prisoner-of-war issue
all over the pages of this newspaper last
week., The League of Families of American
Prisoners in Southeast Asia was stunned.
They had long been seeking Washington Post
publicity, hoping to arouse public opinion
to the plight of their men. But not this way.

“How cruel!” one wife cried. “How could
he use this issue to get across his personal
point of view on the war? It's not fair.”

Mr, von Hoffman's treatment of this issue
was not fair, What's worse, it was not even
accurate,

The League does not consider the prisoner-
of-war issue political. It is a humanitarian
issue that transcends whatever an individual
feels personally about the war. The League
is a loose-knit organization of all kinds of
different people from different parts of the
country with but one agonizing common
bond—a relative missing in action or held
prisoner in Southeast Asia. The League mem-
bers themselves do not agree on the war. But
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there can be no disagreement on the POW
issue,

Contrary to Mr. von Hoffman’s insinuation
that our government says North Vietnam has
“kidnapped thousands of our servicemen”
and holds them as “hostages,” we have made
no such accusations. We do not even ask for
the release of these men, although we con-
tinue to pray it will be possible soon. All
the League asks is: 1) a complete list of
those held prisoner; 2) adequate food and
medical care for prisoners; 3) release of the
sick and wounded; 4) impartial inspection
of prison camps; and 5) free exchange of mail
between the prisoners and their families.

Nobody has ever said that “there are thou-
sands upon thousands of our men incar-
cerated in North Vietnamese camps.” The
facts are public knowledge. There are 1,500
men missing in action in Southeast Asia—
about 800 in the North, 500 in the South,
and about 200 in Laos. The 800 downed in
North Vietnam are all fliers, none of them
draftees as von Hoffman implied.

About 400 of the 1,600 are known to be
prisoners, but these names were not provided
by the Committee of Liaison With Families
of SBervicemen Detained in North Vietnam,
as von Hoffman states. This simply is not
true.

The Committee of Liaison was formed at
the request of the government of Hanoi, and
its members are among the most militant of
the peace groups. Although 75 per cent more
mail has been sent from prison camps in
the past year than in all the previous five
years, only 16 new names have come out
since last Thanksgiving. The Liaison Com-
mittee has said that every prisoner may
write. But fewer than 200 have been heard
from. The North Vietnamese say some men
do not wish to write their families. It is
impossible to believe that any American man
imprisoned for years would deny his family
the cpportunity of knowing he is alive.

Mr. von Hoffman's comments about mail

were misleading. POW next-of-kin have al-
ways been permitted to write letters. A six-
line letter restricted to remarks about health

and family members is permitted each
month, although wives and parents have no
way of knowing if they are received. Many
have written letters for years but have never
received a reply.

Packages for prisoners, however, were not
accepted until Christmas of 1968. The fol-
lowing July, families were permitted to send
a second package. It wasn't until February
1970 that families were told they could send
& package every other month.

There have been American men imprisoned
in Southeast Asia since March of 1964. Can
you imagine the despair of a young mother
who for six years has not been able to get a
simple answer to her heartbreaking ques-
tion: “Am I a wife or a widow?”

Perhaps Mr. von Hoffman should meet
some of these families. It would give him
much neceded insight into a problem that
cries out for editorial comment, demanding
humane treatment for all prisoners-of-war,
in accordance with the Geneva convention.

Let Mr. von Hoffman talk with these young
wives who are living in a hellish 1imbo where
they cannot buy or sell property; cannot
borrow money for a son's college education.
Let him talk to the children—the four-year-
old boy who has never seen his father; or the
seven-year-old girl who can’t remember hers.

He should talk to one of the prisoners—
one of nine released from North Vietnam in
six years, Let him hear about the solitary
confinement—of sitting on a bare board bunk
with nothing to read, nothing to do, for
hours, days, months on end. Let him hear
about losing 50 pounds on the twice-a-day
diet of pig fat and pumpkin soup; of never
being allowed to communicate with another
human being, much less his family or the
outside world.
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And he really should talk to H. Ross Perot,
the Texas billionaire he accused of publicity
seeking. Here is a man who did meet the
families, was appalled by their problem, and
tried to do something about it. Because he
has money, he has accomplished more than
the rest of us, but his motives are mistrusted.
Mr. Perot has given the prisoners’ families
reason to hope. Von Hoffman's acid-dipped
pen tried to tear that slim hope down.

The League of Fumilies is not asking for
any special privileges. All they ask is that the
minimum standards of human decency be
extended to those who are imprisoned, at the
mercy of their captors. All they ask for them-
selves is the barest solace of knowing
whether their husband, father, son, brothers,
is alive or dead.

Why do the North Vietnamese refuse even
this small concession to human decency?
Even the peace groups are embarrassed by
North Vietnam’s continuing refusal to re-
lease the names of the prisoners they hold.
No one knows why they persist in inflicting
this unnecessary anguish on innocent fami-
lies.

Why should wives have to travel around
the world seeking the answer to that ques-
tion that haunts them day and night: “Am
I a wife of a widow?” Wives have appeared
before the North Vietnamese delegation to
the Paris peace talks, who looked them right
in the eye and promised they would hear.
They have not heard.

Why should wives have to deal through
a Liaison Committee established by the
enemy? Most of them are so desperate they
would accept information from any source,
but why should they be reduced to this? In
no other armed conflict in history have the
wives and families of military men been ex-
ploited in this eruel manner.

For years these families suffered silently.
The world knew nothing of their plight. By
their silence, they hoped to protect their
men from harsh treatment, torture, perhaps
even death at the hands of their captors.
But after five years, they wearied of the lack
of progress on the prisoner-of-war question,
They worried about the state of their loved
ones—mentally and physically., They began
to speak out.

Families and friends of the 1,500 men
missing in action in Southeast Asia have
written thousands of letters—to newspapers,
congressmen and senators, to the presidents
of the United States and North Vietnam, to
the United Nations and the Red Cross, to
foreign governments, to everybody they could
think of who might add a voice to theirs in
their search for information and their de-
mands for humane treatment for prisoners.

They have spent a year of dedicated—and
courageous—eflort to make this issue known
to the public and to urge support for their
simple humanitarian aims. Articles like von
Hoffman's completely undermine their ef-
forts. It is articles like von Hoffman's that
the North Vietnamese take delight in reading
to their prisoners.

Only world opinion will persuade Hanoi to
change its policy on prisoners. It is known
that the North Vietnamese cannot believe
that the American public really cares about
“just 1500 men.” The words von Hoffman
used are the words Hanol uses—just 1500
men.” To the League of Families these are
not *just 1500 men.” The plight of these men
is a personal daily hell that each family
member endures as best he or she can,

The only thing the families would like to
ask Mr. von Hoffman is: “What would you
be writing if it were your son, your brother,
who was among the missing? What would
you do after years of not knowing if he were
allve or dead? Just what would you do?”

BarBArRA P. ONDRASIK,
Member League of Families of American
Prisoners in Southeast Asia.
ROCKVILLE.
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DR. RICHARD GARDNER POINTS UP
THE COST OF OUR FAILURE TO
ACT ON THE GENOCIDE CONVEN-
TION AND OTHER HUMAN RIGHTS
TREATIES

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
problem of moral leadership in the field
of human rights is one which this coun-
try faces now and will continue to face
in the future. The recent hearings held
on the Genocide Convention by a special
subcommittee of the Foreign Relations
Committee clearly brought out the seri-
ous effects of our paradoxical inaction
in this important area of international
cooperation. Witness after witness testi-
fied that the consistent U.S. failure to
ratify human rights has been a source
of much embarrassment to our country
and to its representatives.

Dr. Richard Gardner, a distinguished
professor of law and international or-
ganization at Columbia University, was
one of the many witnesses to present
testimony in support of U.S. ratification
of the Genocide Convention. Testifying
on behalf of the Ad Hoc Committee for
the Human Rights and Genocide Treat-
ies, Dr. Gardner spoke directly and elo-
quently to this point. He emphasized
that—

Our failure to join in the historic effort
to build an edifice of treaty law on behalf
of human rights has hurt us . .. Our twenty-
year old failure to ratify the Genocide Con-
vention is probably our most dramatic omis-
sion in the area of human rights treaty law—
and the one that is most incomprehensible
to our own people and to people in other
countries. It is a costly anachronism that
should be eliminated without delay.

Mr. President, I agree with Dr, Gard-
ner's analysis of this situation. This is
certainly a compelling reason for us to
cast off the shackles of inaction that
have bound us for the past 20 years and
to exert our moral leadership in this area.
Human rights is a matter of concern to
all nations—the United States not ex-
cepted—and it is incumbent upon us to
direct our efforts toward securing inter-
national protection of these basic free-
doms for all mankind.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a portion of Mr. Gardner's
testimony be printed in the REcorbp.

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

STATEMENT OF RIcHARD N. GARDNER

Mr, Chairman, I am Richard N, Gardner,
Henery L. Moses Professor of Law and Inter-
national Organization at Columbia Univer-
sity. From 1961 to 1965 I was Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State for International
Organization Affairs. In 1965 and 1966 1
served as a Senior Advisor to the U.S. Dele-
gation to the U.N. General Assembly, In
June 1969 I replaced Ambassador Charles W.
Yost as the U.S. member of the Board of
Trustees of the United Nations Institute
for Training and Research (UNITAR).

I appear today as a private citizen on be-
half of the Ad Hoc Committee on Human
Rights and Genocide Treaties. This coalition
of national organizations formed In 1964
represents 52 labor, religious, civic and na-
tionality groups. The total membership of
the groups comprising the Ad Hoc Com-
mitte runs to millions and reflects the wide-
spread public interest of encouraging the
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U.S. Government to commit itself more vig-
orously to the strengthening of international
law in the fleld of human rights through
ratification of various United Nations con=-
ventions including the Genocide Convention.
A list of organizations comprising the Ad
Hoc Committee is contained at the end of
this testimony.

The United States belongs to a dwindling
company of states which have failed to rati-
iy the Genoclde Convention. 75 countries
have ratified it. With the recent accession
of the United Kingdom, the U.S. is now
the only major U.N. member not a party.
The result of our inaction has been diplo-
matic embarrassment, Our friends cannot
understand it. Our adversaries exploit it.

Of course, our position in the UN. on hu-
man rights questions has not been wholly
negative. We have demonstrated our con-
cern with the promotion of human rights in
other ways than by adherence to human
rights conventions. We have spoken out
clearly against specific viclations of hu-
man rights In different parts of the world,
And, most important of all, we have earned
widespread respect from the members of the
United Nations for the dedicated manner in
which we have tried to eradicate discrimina-
tion and injustice in our own society. Never-
theless, our failure to join in the historic
effort to build an edifice of treaty law on
behalf of human rights has hurt us. So far,
we have ratified only two Conventions—the
Slavery Convention and the Protocol on Re-
fugees. Our twenty-year-old failure to ratify
the Genocide Convention is probably our
most dramatic omission Ia the area of hu-
man rights treaty law—and the one that is
most Incomprehensible to our own people
and to people in other countries. It is a
costly anachronism that should be elimi-
nated without delay.

It is, of course, generally recognized that
the treaty power only extends to matters of
“international concern.” While not ex-
pressed in our Constitution, this has been
deemed to be implied in the pattern of Fed-
eralism and the separation of powers estab-
lished by our Constitution. The Supreme
Court has said, for example, that “it is not
perceived that there is any limit to the ques-
tions that can be adjusted touching any
matter which is properly the subject of ne-
gotiation with a forelgn country.” Geofroy v.
Riggs, 133 U.S. 258, 267 (1890). Charles
Evans Hughes, in his famous address to the
American Society of International Law, said
that the treaty power “is mot a power in-
tended to be exercised, it may be assumed,
with respect to matters that have no rela-
tion to internmational concerns.”

Genocide, is obviously a matter of interna-
tional concern., In our shrinking planet the
massive destruction of human life in one
country affects people in other countries.
Genocide, as defined in the Convention, is
often associated with threats to or breaches
of international peace and security. Nazi
Germany should have taught everyone the
lesson that genocide and internal repression
may often be the handmalden of external
aggression. We see today major international
disputes rooted in ethnie, racial and religious
hatreds. An international convention out-
lawing genocide clearly deals with an inter-
national matter and is therefore a proper
subject for the exercise of the treaty-making
power.

It has already been made clear by a previ-
ous sub-committee of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that the Genoclde Con-
vention is not a matter which would affect
the Federal-state balance of powers. The Con-
stitutional provision covering the power of
Congress to define offenses against the law
of nations (Article I, section B, clause 10)—
as noted by the sub-committee years ago—
provides ample authority for the assertion of
Federal jurisdiction on the subject covered
by this treaty. If this was clear in 1950, it is
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even clearer today after the passage of the
Civil Rights Acts of 1957 and 1964 and the
Voting Rights Act of 1865.

The reasons for U.S. leadership in the in-
ternational promotion of human rights are
clear and compelling. They spring from our
most basic national traditions and our most
Tundamental national interests., Throughout
our history, and still today, the United States
has aspired to be not merely a storehouse of
commodities but a soclety committed to the
dignity of man.

Amerlcan leadership in extending the rule
of law through human rights treaties was
manifested in the deliberations of the UN
General Assembly concerning the first post-
war human rights treaty—the Convention on
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide. Assistant Secretary of State
Ernest Gross, told the General Assembly in
December, 1848:

“It seems to the United States delegation
that in a world beset by many problems and
great difficulties we should proceed with this
Convention before the memory of recent hor-
rifying genocidal acts has faded from the
minds and conscience of man. Positive action
must be taken now. My Government is eager
to see a Genocide Convention adopted at
this session of the Assembly and signed by
all Member States before we quit with our
labors here.”

When President Truman transmitted the
Genoclde Convention to the Senate on June
16, 1949, he lauded it as “one of the im-
portant achievements of the General Assem-
bly's first session.” The role of the United
States as a great moral force in bolstering
the rule of law by support of the Genocide
Convention was underscored in testimony to
a subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee early in 1850. Dean Rusk at
that time said that ratification of the Geno-
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to recognize the many owners and op-
erators of our almost 5 million small
businesses. They feed, clothe, and house
our Nation; they supply vital products
for our national defense, and they have
even used their imagination and exper-
tise to help make our space program the
spectacular success that it is.

Respect for the worth of the indi-
vidual and the opportunity for a person
to utilize his abilities to their fullest ex-
tent have been the underlying strength
of our small business. His ability to cre-
ate and to build have enabled the small
businessman fo withstand the vicissi-
tudes of the economic life of our Nation.

To repeat the President's phrase,
“small business has never been a small
matter in our Nation,” and I am confi-
dent that in the years to come small
business will grow more and more in
strength and purpose.

As chairman of the Small Business
Subcommittee of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, I salute the small busi-
ness;nen in this country in their special
week.

A TRIBUTE TO THE LATE C.
DUDLEY PRATT

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, it is with a
sad heart that I note the passing of C.
Dudley Pratt, of Honolulu, and eulogize
his memory.

Dudley Pratt lived a full and success-
ful life before he died on April 17. He had
reached the age of 70 when he was

cide Treaty was essential to “demonstrate ® stricken with a fatal heart attack.

to the world that the United States is deter-
mined to maintain its moral leadership in
international affairs and to participate in the
development of infernational law on the
basis of human justice.”

What American leadership contributed
through active participation in the drafting
and the promotion of the Genocide Conven-
tion at the first session of the General As-
sembly has now won widespread interna-
tional acceptance. Ratification by 75 coun-
tries eloquently testifies to the broad impact
this treaty has had in the field of interna-
tional law. We should hesitate no longer to
adhere to a convention which we so vigor-
ously espoused. This was precisely the point
made by former Chief Justice Warren in his
memorable address to the National Confer-
ence on Continuing Action for Human Rights
on December 4 1968.

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
President of the United States has pro-
claimed the week of May 17, 1970, as
National Small Business Week. In his
proclamation, the President said:

Small business is not and never has been
a small matter in our national life.

This is very true, not only with re-
spect to the size of our small business
population but also in relation to the
contribution which small business has
made to the quality and character of
American life.

Too often mention of American bus-
iness brings forth a picture of the well
advertised giants and not the unsung
small businessman who is a real center
of the strength in our economy. Small
Business Week gives us an opportunity

Born in Honolulu March 24, 1900, of
a ‘“kamaaina’—oldtime—family, Mr.
Pratt was a great grandson of Dr. Gerritt
P. Judd, who arrived in Hawaii as a mis-
sionary in 1828.

Mr. Pratt was a 1918 graduate of Pu-
nahou School, which his great grand-
father helped establish. He had served
as a Punahou trustee since 1934 and
chairman of its board of trustees since
1964,

He received his undergraduate educa-
tion at Yale University and his law de-
gree there in 1924. Thereafter, in his
lifetime practice of law, he rose to be-
come senior partner in the law firm of
Pratt, Moore, Bortz & Case. In 1967, he
was elected president of the Bar Associa-
tion of Hawalii.

The Boy Scout movement was a major
interest among numerous community
services in which Mr. Pratt deeply in-
volved himself. He assumed many Boy
Scout posts at the loeal, regional, and na-
tional levels. In 1959, he received the
Silver Buffalo Award, and last year a
newly authorized honor, the Distin-
guished Eagle Award.

A swimming star in his days at Yale,
Mr. Pratt became actively interested in
local swimming safety programs. He was
a founder of the Red Cross safety pro-
gram and was much honored by the na-
tional organization.

He was also active in the Honolulu
Academy of Arts and Palama Settlement.
In 1958, he was named Father of the
Year by the Honolulu Chamber of Com-
merce.

He also served as president of the Hon-
olulu Rotary Club and as a district gov-
ernor of Rotary International.
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He is survived by his widow, Mrs. Dora
B. Pratt; two sons, Charles D. Pratt, Jr.,
and David W. Pratt; two daughters, Joan
C. Pratt and Mrs, Barbara Pratt Vaughn;
three brothers J. Scott B. Pratt, Jr., J.
Dickson Pratt, and Kenneth Pratt; four
sisters, Mrs. George Hester Richardson;
Mrs. Harry Catharine Field, Mrs. Francis
Laura Bowers, and Mrs. Arthur Mar-
garet Wriston; and six grandchildren.

To Mrs. Pratt and the family, Mrs.
Fong and I extend our heartfelt con-
dolences and sorrowful aloha in their
bereavement.

The high esteem in which Mr. Pratt
was held in his community has been
voiced by his hometown newspapers. On
April 18, the Honolulu Star-Bulletin
published the following editorial:

The death yesterday of C. Dudley Pratt,
70, removed from the community a particu-
larly illustrious grandson of the early mis-
sionaries. His record of community service—
so long that an obituary can only highlight
it in the briefest fashion—involved  arts,
education, scouting, civic affairs. Through it
and through his career as a lawyer the areas
he touched were left better than he found
them.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial published in the Honolulu Adver-
tiser, on April 18, paying tribute to Mr.
Pratt, be printed in the REcorp.

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

[From the Honolulu Advertiser, Apr. 18,
1970]
CHArRLES DUDLEY PRATT

Charles Dudley Pratt was a guiet, able
man whose strong sense of community was
reflected in a wide variety of service over
many Years.

He was a moving force in the Boy Scout
movement all the time since 1910 and last
year was awarded a newly authorized honor,
the Distinguished Eagle Award.

A swimming star during his Yale days, he
maintalned a keen interest in aguatic activ-
ities and became known as the “father” of
Hawail's Red Cross water safety program.

Looming especially large in his life was his
longtime affiliation with Punahou, where he
was graduated in the Class of 1918. A grand-
son of Dr. Gerrit Parmele Judd, one of the
founders of the school 130 years ago, Mr.
Pratt served for more than 35 years as a
Punahou trustee and at his death was chair-
man of the board.

He helped start the Living Endowment
Association at the school to provide for an
expansion of not only teaching staff but
scholarship awards.

A highly respected attorney, he was presi-
dent of the Hawail Bar Association in 1967
and officially welcomed the American Bar
Association convention which brought
thousands to the Islands.

He was a dedicated member and officer
of Central Union Church; he regarded
brotherhood as a creed that should infuse
everyday life, in one's personal and profes-
sional contacts with his fellows.

Dudley Pratt, in sum, was a good and
successful man in all the ways that really
count.

VOTING REPRESENTATION IN CON-
GRESS FOR DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
cently a delegation of Arkansas members
of the League of Women Voters presented
to me petitions bearing the names of
nearly 4,000 Arkansas citizens calling for
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full voting representation in Congress
for the citizens of the District of Colum-
bia.

These petitions were circulated by
members of the League of Women Voters
and come from every section of the State.
I would like to acknowledge receipt of
the petitions and commend the league for
their continuing interest in our Gov-
ernment and national affairs.

The petition read:

We citizens of the United States, belleving
that all citizens should elect their repre-
sentatives to the body which makes their
laws, petition the Congress to propose a Con-
stitutional Amendment to provide full vot-
ing representation in Congress for the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

THE BLOODBATH THEORY OF
WITHDRAWAL FROM SOUTH
VIETNAM

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, one of
the most often repeated arguments
against our military withdrawal from
South Vietnam is the so-called blood-
bath theory. The New York Times of
May 12, 1970, contains an editorial by
Tom Wicker who discusses this position,
firmly and decisively discounting it.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the Recorb.

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

[From the New York Times, May 12, 1870]
In THE NatioN: Mr. Nmon's Scary DREAMS
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, May 11.—In his televised
address on the war last Nov. 3, President
Nixon deeclared that a “precipitate” Ameri-
can withdrawal from South Vietnam “would
inevitably allow the Communists to repeat
the massacres which followed their takeover
in the north fifteen years before. They then
murdered more than 50,000 people and hun-
dreds of thousands more died in slave labor
camps.”

In his speech of April 30, when he an-
nounced the invasion of Cambodia, Mr. Nix-
on again adduced the bloodbath story to sup-
port his action, Part of what he called “the
easy political path,” he said, would be “to
desert 18 million South Vietnamese people,
who have put their trust in us, and to ex-
pose them to the slaughter and savagery
which the leaders of North Vietnam in-
flicted on hundreds of thousands of North
Vietnamese who chose freedom when the
Communists took over North Vietnam in
1954.”

Then, under fire at his news conference
on May 8, Mr. Nixon escalated. It was a “moot
question” whether the war had been worth-
while, he said, but “now that America is
there, if . . . we withdraw from Vietnam and
allow the enemy to come into Vietnam and
massacre the civillans there by the millions,
as they would, if we do that, let me say that
America is finished insofar as the peace-
keeper in the Asian world is concerned.”

Let us pass mercifully over the highly re-
vealing remark about “the peacekeeper in
the Asian world” to the question of the
bloodbath. On each of Mr. Nixzon's two
earlier assertions of this historical hobgoblin,
I wrote that the record disclosed no evidence
that such an atrocity had occurred. Prof.
George McT. Kaahin, Director of Cornell
University's Southeast Asia program, used
this space on Dec. 6, 1969, to refute the Pres-
ident’s Nov. 3 statement. Several magazine
articles have gone into the matter in detail,
as have numerous books each concluding
there was no bloodbath in North Vietnam in
1954.
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THE 1.C.C. RECORDS

In fact, quite the opposite; the records of
the International Control Commission dis-
close only nineteen complaints of political
reprisals and only one involving murder in
North Vietnam in the two years following
the armistice; nor did the I.C.C. allege that
its inquiries were in any way hampered by
the Communist Government. But in South
Vietnam, 214 complaints were lodged in the
same period against the Diem Government,
and when Ngo Dinh Diem in 1957 summarily
barred the I.C.C. from any further investi-
gations, 1047 complaints were still pending
against him., Moreover, the Diem Govern-
ment itself reported 48,200 arrests of Com-
munists from 1954 to 1960.

So the only events resembling mass politi-
cal reprisal after the 1854 armistice occurred
in the South, not the North. What did hap-
pen in North Vietnam was a harshly re-
pressed peasant revolt in 19556 and 1956
against a severe land reform program. It had
nothing to do with Ho Chi Minh's takeover.
Mr. EKahin thinks perhaps 10,000 to 15,000
may have died.

As evidence for the likelihood of a blood-
bath, Mr. Nixon also mentioned on Nov. 3
that the troops who captured the city of Hué
during the 1068 Tet offensive may have
“gliminated” as many as 3,000 South Viet-
namese, But D. G. Porter and L. E. Ackland,
writing in The Christian Century of Nov. 5,
1969, have reported their findings, after care-
ful research, that most of these wicked ex-
ecuvlons took place in the heat of battle and
as “the revenge of an army in retreat"” and
were not the deliberate policy of Hanol.

So there are at least three things to be
said about the bloodbath Mr. Nixon insists
wili take place -if the Communists take over
South Vietnam, To the extent Americans are
led to believe in this specter, the President
makes it harder to justify any end to the war
that would appear to give North Vietnam
opportunity for such a massacre; that is, al-
most any compromise settlement.

DUBIOUS JUSTIFICATION

The second is that, since there is no his-
torical evidence to justify the bloodbath pre-
diction, this is an emotional argument to
match or exceed any of the “emotlonalizm™
or “sentimentality” or “lack of realism" so
often charged to war critics.

Finally, since Mr. Nixon’'s staff is perfectly
capable of pointing out an untruth no Pres-
ident should wish to assert, his insistence
on the bloodbath seems to stem from some-
thing stronger than evidence. It is as though
he wills it to be true, even though it isn't,
both to Justify the war and his policy, and to
confirm the anti-Communism on which rests
so much of his publie life. Believing, perhaps,
has made it so.

WALTER REUTHER SPOKE OUT ON
THE CAMBODIAN CRISIS AND THE
TRAGEDY AT KENT STATE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
shortly before his death, United Auto
Workers’ President Walter Reuther sent
a statement to the President on the in-
vasion of Cambodia by U.S. ground forces
and the tragic killing of four students at
Kent State University in Ohio.

Mr. Reuther’s statement was forceful
and to the point. It is a cogent expres-
sion of the concern felt by many loyal
and patriotic Americans over the recent
sequence of events in this Nation which
have reopened old wounds and divisions
we had hoped were beginning to be
healed.

This statement is one more example of
the great loss America and American la-
bor have suffered as a result of the death
of Walter Reuther, one of labor's most
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compassionate, forceful, and eloquent
leaders.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
gent that the UAW statement on Cam-
bodia and Kent State University deaths,
dated May 7, 1970, which was sent to
President Nixon, and signed by Walter
P. Reuther, president, UAW, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

FOLLOWING STATEMENT BY UAW oN CAMEODIA
AND KENT STATE UNIVERSITY DEATHS SENT
TO PRESIDENT NIXON
“On behalf of the UAW I wish to convey

to you our deep concern and distress over
your action authorizing the use of United
States forces and materiel in a broadening of
the war in Indo China. Your declsion to in-
vade the territory of Cambodia can only in-
crease the enormity of the tragedy in which
our nation is already deeply and unfortu-
nately involved in that region. Your action
must stand as a repudiation of your oft re-
peated pledge to bring this tragic war to an
end and not to escalate it. Widening the war
at this point in time once again merely re-
enforces the bankruptcy of our policy of
force and violence in Vietnam.

Your action taken without the consulta-
tion or authorization by the Congress has
created a serious constitutional crisis at a
time when there is growing division in our
nation. Many senators are understandably
aroused. Senator Cooper has clearly pointed
out that your action represents a turnabout
in your policy and Senator Alken has warned
that your escalation of the war means the
end of the Vietnamization policy.

However this dangerous adventure turns
out militarily, America has already suffered
a moral defeat beyond measure among the
people of the world.

You pledged to bring America together. Yet
by your action you have driven the wedge of
division deeper and you have dangerously
alienated millions of young Americans. The
bitter fruits of this growing alienation and
frustration among America’s youth have
been harvested on the campus of Kent State
University where the lives of four students
involved only in an emotional protest against
the war were ended by the needless and In-
excusable use of military force.

At no time in the history of our free so-
ciety have so many troops been sent to so
many campuses to suppress the voice of pro-
test by so many young Americans.

With the exception of a small minority, the
American people, including our young people,
reject violence in all its forms as morally
repugnant and counter-productive, The
problem, Mr. President, is that we cannot
successfully preach nonviolence at home
while we escalate mass violence abroad,

It is your responsibility to lead us out of
the Southeast Asian war—to peace at home
and abroad. We must mobilize for peace
rather than Yor wider theaters of war in
order to turn our resources and the hearts,
hands and minds of our people to the ful-
fillment of America’s unfinished agenda at
home.”

WALTER P. REUTHER,
President, U.AW.

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, on May
2, 1970, the annual Kentucky Derby was
distinguished by its first woman jockey,
Diane Crump. Diane Crump is a symbol
of the women’s rights movement which
has gained momentum in the past few
years. There is, I feel, a factual basis for
the movement,
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The U.S. Constitution was ratified by
the several States with the condition that
an American “Bill of Rights” would re-
ceive priority in the first Congress.
James Madison proposed the first 10
amendments on June 8, 1769. A main
thrust of these amendments is the pro-
tection of individual freedoms and rights.
It cannot be challenged that there were
certain segments of the population that
were not included in this constitutional
protection of rights. Our history contains
a record of the efforts of different groups
to fully realize their constitutional free-
doms. Women only received the right to
vote with passage of the 19th amend-
ment on August 18, 1920, after a 50-year
campaign—a tacit indication that women
did not have the equality envisioned in
the Constitution from the date of its
drafting.

Many women's liberation groups agree
today that there are constitutiona] and
legal protections for their rights, such as
the 5th and 14th amendments, the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Equal Pay Act of
1963, and various rulings of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission.
Nevertheless, a brief review of employ-
ment statistics, job opportunities, rules
governing jury service, university admis-
sion practices, and property laws pro-
vides examples of discrimination on the
sole basis of sex—discrimination which
is unjustifiable in our modern age.

Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act
protects women against discrimination in
employment. Six years later we find little
indication of the effectiveness of this
title. Although contemporary women
have received more and better education
and have more free time due to the ap-
plication of technology to household
tasks than their predecessors, women
have not yet achieved equality in work-
ing opportunities or wages. An article in
U.S. News & World Report of April 13,
1970, indicates that women are not given
the same job opportunities even when
they have identical training backgrounds
as men competing for the same jobs. In
the May 11, 1970 issue of Time magazine
the following data is presented:

In 1957, fully employed women earned a
median wage of $3,008 a year and men, $4,173.
By 1968, men's income had risen 65%, to
about $7,800, while women's had gone up
51%, to 4,650,

In view of this data, as well as that
relating to other areas in which diserim-
ination has occurred, women should no
longer be denied a specific recourse for
protection and relief in the highest court
and highest law of our land. I ask that
the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Amendments, which held hearings on
Senate Joint Resolution 61 last week,
consider favorable action on this issue
soon, so that the entire Senate can act
to correct a situation which has lasted
too long.

CAMBODIA—PETITIONS IN OPPOSI-
TION TO PRESIDENT NIXON'S
ACTION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, last
week I reported to the Senate on the
large number of petitions, letters, and
telegrams I have received in recent days.
I have heard from more than 170,000
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people in the last 2 weeks and the com-
munications continue to arrive.

On May 13 I listed a number of the
petitions I had received from across the
country opposing the widening and con-
tinuation of the war. Since that time I
have received a great many additional
petitions, bringing the total number of
names on petitions of support to 73,000.

Once again I have summarized the
petitions and I ask unanimous consent
that this list of additional petitions I
have received be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the petitions
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PETITIONS

A petition signed by 190 veterans, many of
them now students or faculty members at
the University of Massachusetts. The petl-
tion, which was personally delivered to my
office, states:

“We the undersigned, wundecgraduates,
graduate students and faculty at the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, registered voters of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and
veterans, support any legislation to withdraw
troops from Cambodia and Laos.”

A petition signed by 15 citizens of Great
Neck, N.Y., stating:

‘“We deplore the loss of lives for a fruitless
cause, We deplore the credence our govern-
ment has given to corrupt regimes in South
Vietnam year after year. We deplore the fact
that our elected representatives in the House
and Senate have been ignored and autocrati-
cally “tuned out”. We deplore the way the
Executive has turned away from the voice of
the people. We deplore the systematic viili-
fication of any form of dissent.”

A petition with 143 names from the New
York area deploring the extended escalation
of the war and calling for withdrawal of U.S.
troops from Southeast Asia.

313 signatures on petitions from Stam-
ford, Norwalk and other Connectleut cities
urging “support for the McGovern-Hatfleld-
Goodell-Hughes amendment to the Military
Authorization Bill.”

A petition from 75 students and faculty
of the Anthropology department of Sacra-
mento State College, California, which said:

“We are not ‘bums’, ‘effete intellectual
snobs,” ‘punks,’ or ‘communist dupes.’ We
firmly believe in the Constitution and its
system of checks and balances and we are
opposed to the unilateral decision of our
President to wage war. We protest the en-
couragement of violence from either the ex-
treme left or extreme right through reckless
rhetoric and the impulsive use of armed
forces as a reaction to student dissent.”

A petition from 640 member of the Swarth-
more College (Pa.) community opposing the
extension of the war.

181 signatures on a petition from admin-
istrators, faculty, students and staff of the
University of Southern California Law Cen-
ter protesting “the increased militarism of
United States governmental policy.”

A resolution opposing the extended war
adopted by the California College of Arts
and Crafts Faculty, Oakland, and a petition
signed by 207 students and faculty members.

A petition from 22 residents of Alameda,
California, stating that the President’s ac-
tions are contrary to the principles of “strict
constructionism™ and calling for a withdrawal
of troops from Southeast Asia and concen-
tration on urgent social and environmental
problems here.

A petition with 24 names from the Shoe-
smith School faculty and staff.

988 additional names for a petition from
the Queens College Community, New York,
79 additional names for a petition from San
Francisco, 84 more signatures from the New
Democratic Coalition, New York.

A petition from 75 faeulty members and
202 students at Cabrillo College, Aptos, Cali-
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fornia, protesting the government's actions
in Indochina and expressing the belief “that
domestic problems are being neglected in
order that our military commitments be
maintained or expanded.”

A petition from 105 faculty, staff and stu-
dents of the School of Social and Community
Service of the University of Missourl oppos-
ing the President’s policies in Cambodia and
“the continued slaughter of American youth
in foreign nations” and attempts “to sup-
press dissent . . . by naked force.”

248 signatures on petitions from residents
of Westchester County, New York, opposed
to our military involvement in Cambodia
and supporting the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee.

Letters from 49 persons in Lynn and
Beverly, Massachusetts, stating:

“We abhor and decry the continued escala-
tion of faraway wars and other defense com-
mitments of questionable validity, We are
concerned about the continuing neglect of
problems in this country . . . We support you
in any action you take to stop our military
involvement.”

Petitions with 550 signatures gathered in
Montefiore Hospital, Bronx, N.Y., and the
surrounding community. The petitions read:

“We, the undersigned health workers of
Montefiore Hospital and Medical Center, sup-
port your opposition to this brutal, uncon-
stitutional war. We urge you to lead the
Senate into immediate steps to stop the
Cambodian escalation, end the war, and
bring all our troops home now . . . and use
the billions of dollars devoured by our mili-
tary machine to care for the health, housing
and education needs of our people.”

1,060 signatures on petitions from San
Francisco calling for cessation of the inva-
sion of Cambodia and our withdrawal from
Indochina.

511 signatures on petitions from groups in
the New York area strongly disapproving the
extension of the war.

Letters from 67 additional citizens of
Chicopee, Massachusetts, expressing disap-
proval of our involvement in Cambodia.

A petition from 17 residents of Oak Park
and Southfield, Michigan, saying “Stop this
war and bring our boys back home.”

A petition with 81 names from the Boston
Young Women's Christian Association and
a letter stating:

“We support your efforts in the Senate to
bring this immoral and illegal war to an
end. We can no longer afford the luxury of
policing the world. Our youth, our besf re-
source for the future, are too precious—we
cannot lose them on the battlefield or risk
their complete alienation, and even their
deaths on American campuses.”

A petition from 97 New York area residents
“supporting every effort for the withdrawal
of American troops from Indochina.”

Sixty-one signatures on petitions from
Greenville High School, Greenville, Michigan
indicating “our support of whatever you can
do to keep from expanding the Vietnam
war into Cambodia.”

Petitions containing 1,009 signatures
gathered by students and health profession-
als from the Downstate Medical Center,
State University of New York, “fully sup-
porting the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee’s position agalnst military involve-
ment in Cambodia."

A petition from 64 teachers at P.S. 155,
Bronx, New York, urging the use of “all con-
stitutional means necessary to end the cur-
rent fllegal and immeoral war,” and another
from 28 teachers at P.S, 140, New York, say-
ing “Bring our boys home now.,"

A petition from B8 Boston area residents
endorsing the McGovern-Hatfield amend-
ment.

A petition from 35 students, faculty and
staff members at Lexington Theological
Seminary opposed to the extension of the
war.
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Signatures from 25 citizens of San Mateo,
California, pleading for “responsible and im-
mediate action in withdrawing our troops,”
and from 57 persons at Santa Monica, Cali-
fornia, opposing U.S. involvement in South-
east Asla.

A petition from 80 students of Case West-
ern Reserve University, Cleveland, express-
ing opposition to further involvement in
Southeast Asla.

Petitions with 181 names from Gettys-
burg College, Pennsylvania, deploring the
escalation of the war.

A petition from 69 persons in the Chicago
area, stating:

“The President has ignored the lessons of
history and has set a dangerous precedent in
making a decision of this magnitude with-
out consultlng our representatives in Con-
gress. . . . (Our) signatures testify to a
strong opposition to our country’s economic
and military involvement in Southeast Asia.”

Fourteen signatures from Sigma Chi Alpha
Fraternity, Berkeley, California, calling for
“immediate termination to our involvement
in the Indochinese War.”

A petition from 36 staff members from the
Cooper Community Based Center, New York,
stating (in part):

Dedicated as we are to the prevention and
treatment of drug addiction, we firmly be-
lieve that the brutalization and dehumaniza-
tion which are concomitant to the war are
causing a continuing abhorrent deterioration
in the quality of American life, and we be-
lieve this appalling factor relates in a very
crucial way to the ever-spreading drug prob-
lem. . ..

A petition from 28 faculty and graduate
students in the School Psychology Program
at Teachers College, Columbia University.

Signatures from 61 Asian Studies students
and faculty members at Yale University on
a letter that read (in part):

“The invasion of Cambodian territory can
only widen the centurles-old divisions that
had been barely muted during Sihanouk’s
regime. Our alliance with the Vietnamese,
traditionally hostile to Cambodians, will con-
tribute to the ultimate dismemberment of a
small and hitherto peaceful country. It will
also bog us down interminably in yet an-
other Asian civil war.”

“It i1s silmply not true that the preserva-
tion of the present Thieu-Ky government is
necessary to avold American defeat. The
complete withdrawal of American troops and
the end of military assistance must be our
polley now."

A petition from 31 persons in the Foreign
Language Department at San Jose State Col-
lege, California, deploring “the invasion of
Cambodia.”

A petition from 86 students and others at
the University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, who
stated:

“We are not troublemakers, malcontents,
rioters, freaks, hippies, yipples, crazies, Com-
munists, nihillsts or revolutionaries. We are
not even effete snobs. Most of us are very
straight and inconspicuous people. We are
loyal citizens of the United States who love
this country more than Richard Nixon does.
We would like to see the country become a
healthy society to live in ... We . . . believe
that President Nixon's invasion of Cambodia
without the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate clearly exceeds the Constitutional au-
thority granted to the President.”

A petition signed by 28 faculty members
of the Yale Political Science Department
urging opposition to the Administration’s
policies “by asserting Congress's preroga-
tives regarding war powers under the Con-
stitution.”

A petition from 730 members of the faculty
and student body of Herbert H. Lehman
College, City Unilversity of New York, call-
ing the Cambodian intervention “contrary to
the spirit of the American Constitution, con-
trary to the true interests of the United
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States and contrary to the interests of world
peace.”

A petition from Sacred Heart Academy,
Louisville, Eentucky, with 81 signatures, ask-
ing for legislation to prohibit the future use
of United States forces without the consent
of two-thirds of the Senate membership or
a majority of both Houses of Congress.

A petition from 27 persons in Virginia
Beach, Virginia, favoring immediate with-
drawal of troops from Cambodia and Viet-
nam.

A petition signed by 50 faculty members
and history students in the Graduate School
of Arts and Sciences of the University of
Virginia stating:

“We urge our representatives in the Con=-
gress . . . to take sufficient measures to guar-
antee a speedy end to the military involve-
ment abroad and a return to the Constitu-
tional rights that ensure peace and justice
in the United States.”

I also received more than 500 separate tel-
egrams from persons at the University of
Virginia voicing disapproval of the war In
Indochina, a letter from seven students, and
a petition from 68 members of the University
of Virginia medical community.

Signatures of 2562 persons from San Fran-
cisco State College “distressed by the Presi-
dent’s total defiance of Congressional chan-
nels and Constitutional guidelines, as well
as the frightening potential this action im-
plies.”

A petition from 101 members of the Edge-
wood United Church, East Lansing, Mich.,
opposing American military action in Cam-
bodia.

A letter signed by seven Arkansas students
at Randolph-Macon Women's College, Lynch-
burg, Virginia, urging support for the Hat-
field-McGovern amendment to lmit funds
for military operations in Cambodia, Laos
and Vietnam and to provide for a phased
withdrawal.

A resolution signed by 121 students and
faculty of the Cornell University Graduate
School of Medical Sclences which concluded:

“Responsible Americans must insist that
our elected representatives reconsider their
priorities. Let us stand with our young peo-
ple who sincerely seek to reaffirm those ideals
of justice and equality that we all share as
the keystone of our democracy. No conceive
able gain in Indochina is worth the loss to
soclety of a generation capable of restoring
America's moral leadership.”

A letter from the 185 members of the De-
troit Business Executive Move for Vietnam
Peace stating:

“The invasion of neutral Cambodia, in dis-
regard of our Constitution and the Charter
of the United Nations . .. has widened rather
than decreased the war. This action can only
result in more losses of American lives as
well as the people of that country and fur-
ther waste of their resources as well as our
own."”

A petition from 53 persons in Monterrey,
Calif., backing a cut in funds for the war
in Southeast Asia.

A petition from 1750 faculty, students and
citizens in the Amherst Area Four College
Community (Amherst College, Mt. Holyoke
College, Smith College and the University of
Massachusetts) stating:

‘“We . . . support your declaration that
the President’s committal of American troops
to the soil of Cambodia is unconstitutional.
We support your statement that the Presi-
dent has acted without the consent or knowl-
edge of Congress, and usurped the constitu-
tional and traditional war-making powers of
Congress. We urge that your committee con-
tinue unrelentingly to make the President
recognize the dangerous proportions of his
action, and honor the Senate’s Constitutional
prerogatives, We urge the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee to demand an immediate
and total withdrawal of all American troops
from Southeast Asla.”
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A petition signed by 450 physicians attend-
ing the meetings of the American Federation
for Clinical Research, the American Society
for Clinical Investigation and the Association
of American Physicians in Atlantic City, May
3-6. Signed by doctors from across the na-
tion, the petition condemns increased U.S.
military involvement in Indochina and calls
for a reversal of that policy.

A statement signed by 288 staff members
of the Sloan-Kettering Institute for Cancer
Research which concludes:

“The future of the country is in jeopardy;
we cannot see & way to restore our traditional
ideals and heritage without demanding an
immediate end to our involvement in the
war in Southeast Asia.”

A telegram signed by 24 students and
faculty members from the University of
Arkansas Graduate School of Social Work,
Little Rock reading:

“We are asking you to vote against the ex-
tension of war appropriations for Indochina
other than monies needed for evacuation of
troops. We also ask that the national pri-
orities be reordered.”

A statement from the Representative
Council of Agnes Scott College in Georgia
“opposing the legally questionable invasion
of Cambodia and offering “unyielding sup-
port for the elimination of continued
funds . ..”

A petition from 17 medical social workers
in 8t. Louls supporting “legislation limiting
military spending in Southeast Asia .. ."”

A petition from 30 persons in Collingdale,
Pa., calling for the withdrawal of American
troops from Cambodia,

A telegram from 24 members of the cast
of “Promises Promises” calling on the Senate
to “revoke the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution
and to restrict . . . funds for the Department
of Defense.”

Petitions from 430 persons in the New York
area which read:

*We . . applaud your staunch stand
against U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia
and the escalation of the war , . . We want
an end to this insane killing and our boys
brought home so that all efforts may be
spent in correcting the problems within our
own country.”

A petition from 12 Americans studying in
Rome “convinced that there is no justifica-
tion of continued United States involve-
ment” in Southeast Asia and deploring the
President’s “blatant disregard of America’s
desire for peace.”

Petitions with 1036 signatures from the
New York area “supporting the Foreign Re-
lations Committee's position against any
military involvement in Cambodia.”

A petition from 11 students and faculty
in the Department of Chemical Engineering
at the University of California, Berkeley,
urging termination of U.S. involvement in
Cambodia and Vietnam and concentration of
our abundant energies and ingenuity on
“the crucially important problems of our
society.”

A petition from 66 staff members of the
Whitney Museum of American Art expressing
“profound opposition to the expansion of
the war in Indochina.”

229 slgnatures from Mill Valley, California,
on petitions calling for cessation of the in-
vasion of Cambodia and that the President
“take no further military action without the
advice and consent of the Congress.”

Petitions from 466 Boston area residents
urging the Congress to take “strong action
to reverse this latest tragedy in United States
forelgn policy” and reaffirm its Constitu-
tional responsibility.

Some 100 additional letters from Craw-
fordsville, Indiana, stating:

“We cannot support these acts of escala-
tion in the Southeast Asian conflict and we
call upon Congress to act in response to the
recent policies of the President.”

A petition from 307 students at American
International College and others in Spring-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

field, Mass., urging immediate repeal of the
Tonkin Gulf Resolution.

A letter signed by 120 members of the
faculty of Cornell University calling upon
Congress to reassert its authority.

Petitions with 400 signatures from the Rye
Neck area of Westchester County, New York,
supporting the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

A petition with 14 names from Pound
Ridge, N.Y, calling for withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops from Cambodia and Vietnam.

A letter signed by 127 students and fac-
ulty in the Department of Electrical Engi-
neering at Columbia University stating:

“"We feel that the people and Congress can
no longer stand idly by while our Asian mis-
adventure in the name of freedom and de-
mocracy destroys the foundations for these
principles both here and abroad.”

A letter from the Baltimore Section, Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women, deploring
“President Nixon's unilateral decision to send
American troops into Cambodia.”

Petitions from 23 persons in Syosset, N.Y.,
and 17 in Englewood, N.J., opposing the ex-
tended war,

A petition from 54 persons in Mount Klisco,
N.Y., with a copy of a letter to the Presi-
dent stating:

“There is dissent in America precisely be-
cause you have now committed us to con-
tinue and extend violence against the Indo-
chinese peoples. Dissenters deplore your vio-
lence and demand that In the name of the
American people it stop.”

A petition from 10 school teachers in Cor-
pus Christi, Texas, opposing the action in
Cambodia.

Petitions circulated by high school stu-
dents in the Champaign-Urbana, Illinois,
area, containing 1,184 signatures opposed to
the U.S. involvement in Cambodia.

112 signatures on petitions from Key West,
Florida, supporting the “Amendment to End
the War.”

Letters from 48 persons in Mankato, Minn,,
stating:

“As a person concerned with the rehabili-
tation of disabled persons I feel compelled
to express my grave concern over the re-
escalation of the war . . . The toll in human
misery, injury and death from this war de-
mands the involvement of all people in the
finding of a way to end it.”

Signatures from 123 faculty members and
students at Union College, Cranford, N.J.,
strongly opposing the war.

A petition from 250 persons at Blackburn
College, Illinois, deploring U.S. military in-
volvement in Cambodia.

Petitions opposing the President's recent
actions from 675 persons gathered by faculty
groups and students in the Worcester, Mass,,
area.

Petitions bearing 1,307 names gathered in
the Wall Street area of New York by stu-
dents at New York University. The petitions
urge withdrawal of American troops from
Southeast Asia.

Petitions containing 1,484 signatures col-
lected by the Benjamin Franklin Reform
Democratic Club in New York. The petitions
read:

“We . . . fully support the Senate For-
elgn Relations Committee's position against
any military involvement in Cambodia. We
urge you and other members of your com-
mittee to take all necessary steps to bring
before the full Senate and the American
public all the facts behind this further ex-
pansion of the war. The tragic experience
of Vietnam must not be repeated in Cam-
bodia.”

A petition from 56 members of Lodge 890
of the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks, SBan
Francisco, stating that *“the tragedy in
Southeast Asia must be stopped and our
priorities restructured.”

A petition from 325 citizens of Viola,
Salem, Mammoth Spring and other Arkansas

communities opposed to the war,
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Petitions from Southern State College,
Magnolia, Arkansas, containing 190 signa-
tures of persons protesting against the in-
tervention in Cambodia.

INDIAN DROPOUTS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, for
years we have heard about the high drop-
out rates among Indian students, but we
have heard surprisingly little about pro-
grams which try to encourage Indian
youth to continue in school and seek ad-
vanced education.

Today I would like to call attention to
two efforts being made in Minnesota to
assist Indian students. One is the State
department of education’s Indian schol-
arship program, which this year is pro-
viding $60,000 in scholarship moneys to
Minneosta Indian youth. When this pro-
gram started 12 years ago, the legislature
appropriation was only $7,500. Next year
$75,000 will be appropriated.

One of the main reasons for this sub-
stantial increase in State scholarship
moneys is the strong support given this
cause by Minnesota Labor's Committee
for Minnesota Indian Youth. Under the
cosponsorship of Minnesota State AFI—
CIO unions, Minneapolis Teamsters Joint
Council No. 32 and its affiliates, and the
Jewish Labor Committee, an Indian stu-
dent project has been founded which
each year brings a number of Indian
high school seniors to Minneapolis-St.
Paul for 4 days of orientation activities.
The students tour colleges, vocational
schools, hospitals with nurses training
programs, and other sources of educa-
tion and employment.

The Indian student project has had a
fantastic record in regard to the number
of its participants who have graduated
from high school. Over the 12 years the
program has been in operation, 433 In-
dian students have participated in the
program. Of that number, 417, or 97
percent, graduated from high school,
Eighty-one percent of the total went on
for advanced education.

The Minnesota Department of Educa-
tion, together with Mr. Lou Lerman, ex-
ecutive director of Labor’s Committee for
Minnesota Indian Youth, has prepared
a summation of the committee’s activi-
ties, both in regard to the orientation
tours and the State scholarship program.
I ask unanimous consent that the sum-
mary be printed in the REcorbp.

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

SUMMATION OF ACTIVITIES 1958-69—LaABOR’S

COMMITTEE FOR MINNESOTA INDIAN YOUTH

‘We received a communication from Senator
Walter F. Mondale enclosing two volumes of
a survey titled “Indian Education, A National
Tragedy,” a 19690 report of & special sub-
committee on Indian Education. Senator
Mondale is a member of the committee,

It was gratifying to note that the per-
centage of the 9th grade enrollment of stu-
dents who graduate from high schools in
Minnesota is 82 per cent, the highest in the
nation. The national average is 77.8 per cent
with Georgia having the poorest state aver-
age with 64.9 of students entering high
school who graduate.

At about the same time we received a re-
port from Erwin F. Mittelholtz, Indian Guid-
ance Consultant of the State of Minnesota,
Department of Education, which was a sum-
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mary of the annual 4-day Indian High School
Seniors' Orientation Trip to the Twin Cities
from 1958-1969, a period of 12 years. The
summary shows that of the 433 Indian High
School Seniors who have made the tour in
the 12 year period, 417 students graduated,
or 87 per cent, which helped boost the state's
average to 92 per cent.

Even more gratifying Is the knowledge that
the Orientation Tours over the 12 years in-
spired 382, or 81 per cent, of the high school
graduates to go on to advanced education.

Of 51 Indian high school seniors who did
not go on to higher education after high
school graduation, 11 of the girls married,
2 students went Into missionary work, 14
entered milltary service and 8 entered em-
ployment. A total of 16 students did not
complete their senior year and hence did not
graduate from high school.

The Indian Student Orientation Tour was
one of 4 projects initiated as a result of a
survey made by the Minnesota C.I.0. in 19556
by a committee composed of Rodney Jacob-
son, Sec'y-Treas. of Minnesota C.I.O. and
Lou Lerman, Regional Director of Jewish
Labor Committee, who was consultant and
secretary of the C.1.0O. Civil Rights Commit-
tee. The Committee surveyed conditions of
diserimination, employment, education,
housing and the health needs of the Minne-
sota Indians,

The Indian Student Project is under the
co-sponsorship of Labor's Committee For
Minnesota Indian Youth composed of Min-
nesota State AFL—CIO Unions, Minneapolis
Teamsters Joint Council No. 32 and its affili-
ates and the Jewish Labor Committee. John
Curtis of the Joint Board of Hotel, Restau-
rant, Waitresses and Bartenders Union and
Carl Winn, Regional Director of AFL-CIO,
were its original co-chairmen. Former State
Senator Frank Adams is Treasurer and Lou
Lerman, Regional Director of Jewish Labor
Commitiee, is the Executive Director.

Each year with the co-operation of Erwin
F. Mittelholtz, Indian Guidance Consultant
of the State Department of Education, high
school seniors of Indian ancestry from about
26 high schools in close proximity to the 7
Indian Reservations, selected by the high
school principals are brought to the Twin
Citles for 4 days of orientation and observa-
tion. They tour the colleges, vocational
schools, hospitals with nurses training pro-
grams and potential sources of employment.
All expenses, including transportation, hous-
ing, meals and entertainment are paid by
the sponsors.

It is interesting to observe that in 1945
there were only 8 Indian students who grad-
uated from Minnesota high schools. In 1958,
the year the Indian Student Program was
launched, there were 74 Indian students
graduating from high schools. The sponsors
brought 19 high school seniors to the Twin
Citieg for the 4-day tour that year. In 1969,
there were 256 graduates from high school.
A report from the State Department of Edu-
cation dated August 8, 1969, states that of
the 51 Indian Students who made the 4-day
Orientation Tour in October, 1968, all 51,
upon graduating, went on to higher educa-
tion, Not one dropped out of school. Of the
51 who made the tour that year, nineteen
went on to college and 32 went to vocational
schools. Of the students who made the tour
during the period 1958-1969, 107 entered col-
leges and universities. Forty-five girls en-
tered nurses’ training and 230 students en-
tered vocational training.

Mr. Erwin Mittelholtz, in one of his re-
ports under interesting sidelights, states
that Indian high school seniors compete to
be among those selected by the schools for
the tour. Principals of the schools report
that the students return to their classes and
tell of their experiences on the tour in oral
reports. This not only stimulates interest for
the tour for the next year but also encour-
ages the students to continue thelr school-
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ing until graduation so that they can par-
ticipate in the tour as seniors.

The students find it easier to make their
vocational cholce upon high school gradu-
ation and after having experienced the orien-
tation tour. They learn more about specific
job opportunities in certain fields after visit-
ing the various vocational schools. Many of
the Indian students are now holding skilled
jobs. The benefits to them go beyond them-
selves because they have taken back to their
families and friends on the reservations the
message that education is the key to success-
ful and rewarding lives.

Erwin Mittelholtz, Indian Guidance Con-
sultant, in his report 1058-1969, inclusive,
states that this fine record is due to the
scholarship program along with Labor's Com-
mittee for Minnesota Indian Youth's orien-
tation program. We believe it is proper also
to dwell on the Committee’s part in the schol-
arship program.

The Annual Report for 1968, prepared by
Consultant Mittelholtz and Will Antell, Di-
rector of Indian Education, shows the ap-
propriations for Indlan student scholarships
from 1958, when Labor's Committee for Min-
nesota Indian Youth was organized, until
1970. In 19568, the State Legislature appro-
priated $7,600.00 and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs appropriated £5,000.00. The appropri-
ation by the State was increased to £10,000.00
in 1859. A Sub-Committee of Labor’s Com-
mittee for Minnesota Indian Youth met with
a commitiee from the State Legislature ask-
ing that the appropriation be increased to
$15,000.00. The Labor Committee met strenu-
ous opposition from the Legislative Com-
mittee. However, it pointed out that it was
short-sighted for the Legislature to appro-
priate almost 3-million dollars annually for
relief and welfare for Indians and not in-
crease the allocation for scholarships. The
suggestion was made that it should be $100,-
000.00 annually so that relief and welfare
could be materially cut down in the future.

It was also pointed out that the 3-million
dollars did not include the cost of the
Indian in our penal and reform institutions.
As & result of our meeting with the com-
mittee, the Legislature reduced the alloca-
tion back to $7,600.00 for 1960 and 1961.

Mainly through the efforts of former Sen-
ator and later Vice President Humphrey the
appropriations have been increased to $60,-
000.00 in 1970 by the State Legislature with
$75,000.00 appropriated in 1871. The Federal
appropriation was increased from $5,000.00
in 1958 to $83,700.00 for 1970. Former Gov-
ernor Orville Freeman, Elmer C. Anderson,
Karl Rolvaag, Senator Walter Mondale, and
Congressman Donald Fraser assisted in this
accomplishment.

As a result of the original survey by the
C.I.0. in 1955, which included the medical
and health needs of the Minnesota Indian,
Governor Orville Freeman appoinfed a com-
mittee from the Governor's Human Rights
Commission to further investigate the med-
ical and hospital requirements of the Indian,.
Dr. Henry Allen of the University of Minne-
sota and Louis E. Lerman were appointed to
a committee which included the heads of
the Department of Health and Welfare. The
committee found Indian children under-
nourished and suffering from malnutrition.
Indians could not obtain medical attention
unless certified by the County Welfare De-
partment as paupers. The survey brought to
light instances where our first Americans
were found dead in their tar papered shacks,
too proud to beg for relief. As a result of the
survey, the State of Minnesota entered into
an agreement with the United States Public
Health Service called the “Minnesota Plan,”
under which Indians may receive public
health aid without regard to their status as
on or off the reservation.

Jobs for Minnesota Indians was launched
in 1956 under the auspices of the Jewish La=-
bor Committee. About 200 jobs were obtained

16065

for Indians. With the support of Andrew
Jones, then president of Honeywell Team-
sters Union, over 60 Indians were placed in
Honeywell, Inc.

In 1962, Operation Vegetable Gardens was
started on the Red Lake Reservation, also
sponsored by the Jewish Labor Committee.
Northrup King Seed Company donated the
seed and Midland Co-op Wholesale donated
the fertilizer. Prizes were offered to Indian
families as an incentive to plant vegetables
to supplement their sparse diets, The Jewish
community of Minnesota donated 20 Presto
Pressure Cookers and the Episcopal com-
munity taught the Indian women how to can
and preserve vegetables, After three years,
with 157 familles participating, the County
Agricultural Agent, Floyd Jorgensen, was
placed on the Bureau of Indian Affairs pay-
roll to continue the project at Red Lake. The
project was then moved to the Fond du
Lac Reservation where it was continued. Ac~
cording to the health authorities the In-
dians now have a better balanced diet year
round which is contributing toward the im-
provement of their health and has increased
their longevity.

A fourth project, “Operation Book Start"
functioned previous to “Operation Head
Start” at the Fond du Lac Reservation with
an outstanding nursery teacher, Mrs. Arnold
Lindquist, in charge. With the exception of a
small amount paid for board and lodging for
the teacher, all expenses were paid by the
Jewish community of Minnesota. Office space
and clerical help for all of these projects has
been furnished gratis by the Jewish Com-
munity Relations Council of Minnesota.

The Executive Director of the Jewish Labor
Committee gave his services to direct the
four projects gratuitously as an ex-curricu-
lar activity on his part.

POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, May 3 is a
significant day for the Polish people and
Americans of Polish descent, On that
date in 1791, 179 years ago, Poland
adopted her constitution which, like our
own adopted by the Constitutional Con-
vention in 1797, recognized that a gov-
ernment derives its powers from the peo-
ple. Unlike our own, however, the Polish
constitution was not allowed to thrive
and serve the Polish people. In 1795 her
powerful and aggressive neighbors, Rus-
sia, Austria, and Prussia carved up the
Polish nation among them, This tragic
situation obtained from that time until
after World War I, when an independent
Poland was reestablished by the Ver-
sailles settlement.

Independence was again shortlived.
The German-Soviet nonaggression pact
in 1939 resulted once again in Poland's
falling prey to more powerful neighbors.
Soviet troops occupied eastern Poland
and commenced a policy of rounding up
and imprisoning Polish officers and intel-
lectuals. Some 15,000 of these, the nat-
ural leadership of Poland, were never
heard from again. The Soviet Govern-
ment repeatedly sidestepped inquiries
from the Polish Government-in-exile in
London as to the well-being of the of-
ficers. In 1943, in an area formerly oc-
cupied by the Soviets known as the
Katyn Forest, the Germans announced
that they had uncovered mass graves
containing the bodies of more than 4,000
Poles. This was the population of one of
the three camps that the Soviets had es-
tablished to house the captive Polish of-
ficers and intellectuals. It is supposed
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that the residents of the other two camps
met a similar fate.

The German-Soviet nonaggression
pact and the concomitant Katyn mas-
sacre struck a devastating blow to Polish
independence from which the nation has
never recovered. After the war, Russia
refused to deal with the London Poles
and established a Communist puppet
government instead.

In the tempestuous and beleaguered
history of Poland, the May 3d Constitu-
tion stands as a beacon of hope, a bright
reminder of what might have been and
what might yet be. Polish-Americans are
rightly proud of the democratic example
set by their forebears in the Constitution
of May 3, 1971, The third of May is an
occasion for all Americans to mark and
to consider our kinship with the spirit of
democracy which bloomed so early in
Poland and was so early snipped.

BIG THICKET SUPPORTERS RALLY
FOR A NATIONAL PARK

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the need to preserve the beautiful and
unique Big Thicket of southeast Texas
has been recognized by conservationists
for many years. Since 1966 I have intro-
duced legislation to accomplish this long-
sought goal—to preserve the Big Thicket
as a national park.

My bill, S. 4, to establish a 100,000~
acre Big Thicket National Park, has re-
ceived the support and endorsement of a
great number of concerned groups and
individuals.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Nevada (Mr. BieLE) has scheduled hear-
ings on my bill before his Subcommittee
on Parks and Recreation of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
The hearings will be held in Beaumont,
Tex., on June 12, 1970, and a tour of the
Thicket will be made on June 13, 1970.

An indication of the great interest in
my bill and the tremendous support for
the proposed 100,000-acre Big Thicket
National Park is an article published re-
cently in the Dallas Times Herald.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article, written by Mr. Bert
Holmes, associate editor, and published
on page 16-A of the May 12, 1970, Dallas
Times Herald, be printed in the Recorbp.

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

[From the Dallas Times Herald, May 12,
1970}
Bic TaIcKET'S FANS PUSHING PARK PLANS
(By Bert Holmes)

Every year as vacation time rolls around,
many Texans probably do as I do. We read
again about the many interesting attractions
scattered throughout this sprawling state
and resolve to include some of them on the
year’s itinerary.

Once, several years ago, I drove through
an area considerably more famous now than
then, the Big Thicket. Located north of Beau-
mont, the Big Thicket has become the rally-
ing point of conservationists and nature
lovers, who hope to see a national or state
park established there.

You can't see much of the Big Thicket
beauty from the highway, I discovered. Deep,
dark forests line the road, but you have to
leave the main highway, by foot or special
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vehicle, to see the thicket's breathtaking
loveliness.

Orrin H. Bonney, who is heading a Big
Thicket Coordinating Committee, reports
that on foot you can see ferns growing from
the moss of gnarled tree trunks, the unbellev-
able green solitude of duckweed-matted bay-
ous, tree-encircled meadows resplendent
with wildflowers, magnificent magnolia
groves, azaleas exploding with color, lumin-
ous beech forests and eerie cypress swamps.

Those who have been postponing a visit to
the Big Thicket will have to hurry, Bonney
says. Unless a U.S. park is established soon,
the vast area known as the blological cross-
roads of North America may disappear.

Bonney and friends are hoping that a U.S.
Senate subcommittee hearing to be held in
Beaumont on June 12-13 will help convince
the national government of the merits of the
proposal. The subcommittee, headed by Sen.
Alan Bible, will be taking testimony on Sen,
Ralph Yaborough's bill providing for acquisi-
tion and preservation of a large part of the
Big Thicket.

There is some fear that the Big Thicket
plan may not be received too enthusiastically
since a lot of federal money has been
spent in recent years in acquiring Padre Is-
land seashore areas and the Guadalupe park.
Whether Sen. Yarborough's defeat in the
Democratic primary will have further effect
is not yet known.

LARGE ATTENDANCE BEING SOUGHT

The Big Thicket Coordinating Committee,
composed of the Lone Star Chapter of the
Sierra Club and several other conservation
groups, believes that only a large attendance
at the June hearings will impress the Senate
group.

Speakers will urge that 100,000 to 200,000
acres be acquired, only a small part of what
was once a sweeping expanse of 3.6 million
luxuriantly forested acres. The entire re-
maining acreage, some 300,000 acres, is un-
der steady attack, Bonney reports.

It is all privately owned, most of it by five
lumber companies. Lumbermen, pipeline
companies and real estate promoters are rac-
ing to carve up Big Thicket at the dismaying
rate of 60 acres a day, Booney says, and
prompt action is needed to preserve this
unique area for Texans and the rest of the
nation.

The Big Thicket committee has recom-
mended a variety of acquisitions in its plan.
It provides the following:

1. Unique specimen areas, the “‘pearls,”
preserved in their natural and untouched
state, and under the jurisdiction of the Na-
tional Park Service.

2. Wildlife areas for restoration, habitat
and protection. These include the flood-
plains of the Neches River and the Saratoga-
Eountze-South Lake triangle.

CONSERVATION ZONE RECOMMENDED

3. Environmental conservation =zone, an
overall area in the locality to encourage max-
imum environmental conservation. Timber
harvest, grazing, hunting will continue with-
in zoning and conservation concepts.

4. Rivers and streams with a wide corri-
dor on both sides preserved in their natural
beauty, accessible to canoceists and motorless
boats with primitive camping.

5. Highways bordered with a deep corridor
of natural forest, providing access and sight-
seeing to Texas’ “greatest tourist attractions,
80 long unnoticed.”

6. Recreational facilities outside the en-
vironmental zone and unique areas.

Why all the excitement about the Big
Thicket? Because it is unparalleled in the
richness and diversity of its plant life, Bon-
ney reports. Its 60-inch annual rainfall and
gulf climate make it a lappng-over point of
subtropical and temperate vegetation, found
nowhere else in the United States.

Giant trees thrive; wild orchids and ferns

May 19, 1970

abound. At least 300 species of birds make
the thicket their home,

If the Big Thicket Is to be preserved, a lot
of people are going to have to join the bat-
tle, Soon it will be too late.

PERSPECTIVE: FREDERICK DOUG-
LASS, PIONEER BLACK LEADER

Mr. HART. Mr. President, Frederick
Douglass was, by any account, one of the
Nation’s greatest and most courageous
men. This statement must be modified,
unfortunately, by pointing out that this
outstanding 19th century black leader
has been overlooked by historians until
very recently.

Douglass, an escaped slave, was a
leader, both before and after the Civil
War, for black men’s freedom, dignity,
and equality.

He wrote,

Time and events have summoned me t0O
stand forth both as a witness and an advo-
cate for a people long dumb, not allowed
to speak for themselves, yet much misun-
derstood and deeply wronged.

In 1962, Congress authorized the
Frederick Douglass Home to become a
national memorial in the Capital of the
Nation he served so well by his great
work and example, Last year Represent-
ative CrarLES Dices and I obtained an
increased authorization sufficient to
properly restore and refurbish the
Douglass Home, which stands on a hill
in Anacostia overlooking the Capitol.

Recently I asked the Senate subcom-
mittee in Department of the Interior
appropriations for funding in the fiscal
1971 bill to proceed with this long-de-
layed project. My request included funds
required for urgently-needed building
restoration and development of grounds
and exhibits to serve the visiting public.
I have not asked for funds to initiate the
construction of a visitor center building
proposed by the National Park Service.
A number of community groups seri-
ously question the real need or desir-
ability for such a facility in this particu-
lar case, in part due to the destruction
of open space which would result. I am
sensitive to this concern and hope visitor
center plans will be suspended until this
matter can be adequately discussed with
all concerned.

Mr. President, the man we memorial-
ize in this way lived a fascinating life,
motivated by a magnificent personal and
political philosophy. His greatness lies
not just in historical context, but also in
his relevance to our present problems and
our present times. I am especially
pleased, therefore, to see Frederick
Douglass being more widely rediscovered
now.

The April issue of the American Way,
the high caliber in-flight magazine pub-
lished by American Airlines, contains an
excellent feature article on Frederick
Douglass which I commend to the atten-
tion of Senators and ask to have printed
in the Recorp. I congratulate American
Airlines on making available to a wider
public such a stimulating and thought-
provoking article. This is public service
at its best.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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PERSPECTIVE: FREDERICK DovucGrLass, PIONEER
BrACK LEADER

(By Nina Kramer)

(Nore—Rebellion against slavery in Amer-
ica occurred more commeonly than most his-
torlans, until recent years, belleved. Increas-
ing attention to the history of the black man
has undercut the common image of the slave
as a docile, passive victim of his fate. One
leading rebel was Frederick Douglass, an ex-
slave who now is generally conceded a sig-
nificant forebear of today's civil rights
advocates.)

Frederick Douglass was an elected delegate
to the 1866 National Loyalist’s Convention,
and his presence there was to be an innova-
tion. But on the train to Philadelphia, a
group of fellow delegates approached him.
One man began a rambling discussion of
Douglass’ distinguished career and finally
wound around to the point: Douglass would
be an embarrassment to other delegates at
the convention. For the benefit of the party,
would he return home?

Douglass turned to the group and answered
firmly: “. . . I am bound to go into that
convention, not to do so would contradict
the principle and practice of my life.” Later,
in the parade from Independence Hall to
National Hall, where the convention would
take place, only one delegate dared accom-
pany Douglass in the procession. “I think
I never appreciated an act of courage and
generous sentiment more highly," Douglass
sald later,

Douglass was an aggressive leader who
worked persistently for the development and
rights of his race. Because he is acceptable
to persent-day Negro activists, he is some-
times ecalled “father” of the modern black
protest movement. However, he long received
relative little attention, and he ranks among
the forgotten heroes of American history—
not just black American history, but Ameri-
can history. Only a handful of books, besides
his three autobiographies, have been devoted
to him, and of those only one is thorough,
objective and well-documented.

Born into slavery, Douglass recalled his life
as a slave in his first book. He learned early
that “he was whipped oftener who was
whipped easiest.” At seventeen, Douglass
would be beaten no more. He fought back
and overpowered an overseer with a whip and
freed himself permanently from beatings,
“You have seen,” Douglass wrote, “how a
slave was made & man.”

Douglass was born sometime in 1817 in
Talbot County, Maryland. Most of his early
Yyears were spent on a modest plantation, in
comparative ease, under the care of his
grandmother. In Baltimore, working as a
houseboy for relatives of his master, he was
permitted to learn how to read, By the age
of twenty-one, he had learned the art of
ship-calking. He met a number of “colored
freemen" and with their help escaped to New
England. He married Anna Murray, a Balti-
more freewoman who had financed his escape,
settled in New Bedford, Massachusetts, and
changed his name from Frederick Augustus
Washington Bailey to Frederick Douglass.

He worked at menial labor in New Bedford
for three years and regularly attended aboli-
tlon meetings. Once he was asked to describe
his experience as a slave. He stood, delivering
such an impassioned account that his audi-
ence was visibly moved. At the end of the
meeting, he was asked to join the Massa-
chusetts Anti-Slavery Society as a salaried
lecturer.

His lecture appearances were impressive.
“He stood there like an African prince,” one
abolitionist leader said later, “conscious of his
dignity and power, grand in his proportions,
majestic in his wrath, as with keen wit, satire
and indignation he portrayed the bitterness
of slavery.”

“Time and events have summoned me,”
Douglass would say, “to stand forth both as
& witness and an advocate for a people long
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dumb, not allowed to speak for themselves,
yet much misunderstood and deeply
wronged.” But recalling his early days on the
platform, Douglass was bitter. *(I was) gen-
erally introduced as a ‘chattel’—a plece of
southern property—the chairman assuring
the audience that it could speak. Fugitive
slaves were rare then, and as a fugitive slave
lecturer, I had the advantage of being a ‘bran
new fact'—the first one out.” He became the
abolition society's “prize exhibit.”

Five years after becoming a lecturer, he
also became a free man. Publication of his
first autobiography exposed his identity in
the South, and he fled to England to avold
being sent back to Maryland. There he made
frlends who raised 8700 and purchased his
freedom from his former master, Back in the
United States, he started his own weekly
newspaper, The North Star, later changed to
Frederick Douglass’ Paper, and a magazine
called Frederick Douglass’ Monthly.

With his publications, Douglass changed
his milieu. From the white world of aboli-
tlonists, where he represented the black race,
he moved into the black world, to lead it.
“Until his death in 18985,” Benjamin Quarles
writes, “the Negro people regarded him as
their chief spokesman.” Douglass was a plo-
neer leader. He was a reformer who agitated
for new and significant rights for his people,
he was an innovator of sorts in interracial
relationships, and he was an Imaginative
bullder of Negro self-esteem.

He was, moreover, a ‘‘professional reform-
er; agitatlon was his stock in trade,” accord-
ing to Quarles., Purthermore, he wanted
changes and an end to discrimination “now.”
He always refused to sit in “Jim Crow,” or
all-black, railroad cars. Officials of the rail-
road running between Boston and Portland
finally struck his station from Iits list of
stops to avoid confrontations with Douglass.

Douglass often risked physical injury. Once
his right hand was broken when he was at-
tacked while lecturing in Pendleton, Indiana,
and he was knocked unconscious. He exposed
himself to arrest repeatedly by using his
home in Rochester, where he had moved, as
a8 way station on the "underground railroad.”

Douglass agitated for the enrollment of
black troops in the Union Army and enlisted
a large part of the Fifty-fourth and Fifty-
fifth Massachusetts Regiments himself. He
complained personally to President Lincoln
that Negro soldiers received neither commis~
sions nor equal pay. While Lincoln agreed
with the merit of the complaint he told
Douglass that the country was not quite
ready for racial equality in the Army, Doug-
lass himself was never commissioned as an
officer.

It was not Douglass’ only meeting with
Lincoln. After the President's second in-
augural ceremonies, Douglass came to the
then unheard-of conclusion that it wasn't
too much “for a colored man to offer his con-
gratulations to the President.” Douglass
could persuade no Negro man to accompany
him to the White House. He finally found a
Negro woman.

At the White House door, he was seized
by two policemen who ordered him to stand
back. The policemen said they had been or-
dered to admit no Negroes. “I told the of-
ficers I was quite sure there must be some
mistake, for no such order could have ema-
nated from President Lincoln,” Douglass re-
called.

Douglass insisted on seeing the President
and finally got his way. “We walked into the
spacious East Room . . . Like a mountain
pine high above all others, Mr. Lincoln stood,
in his grand simplicity, and homely beauty.
Recognizing me, even before I reached him,
he explained, so that all around could hear
him, 'Here comes my friend Douglass.’”

After the war, Douglass was offered, but
declined for political reasons, the presidency
of the Freedman's Bureau, a Federal agency
formed to protect and assist newly freed
slayes. He waited long for a Federal appoint-
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ment he could accept. In 1871, he was named
by President Grant as secretary of an ex-
ploratory commission to Santo Domingo.
Later he became Marshal of the District
of Columbia, recorder of deeds for the dis-
triet, and—in his most prestigious job—min-
ister-resident and consul-general to the
black Republic of Haitl, in 1889.

While Douglass was in England he met
Miss Julia Griffiths, one of two white wom-
en to whom he was very close. She later
came to Rochester to work for him on The
North Star. Rumors circulated on the nature
of their relationship—Douglass was still
married to Anna Murray—and in Boston a
woodeut appeared showing Julla Griffiths
and her sister, who was visiting America
competing for the caresses of “Nigger
Douglass,"

But their friendship caused far less shock
than Douglass’ marriage in 1884 to Helen
Pitts, the second white woman in his life.
Anna Murray had died in 1882. Miss Pitts,
forty-six years old, was from a prominent
New York City family. She was eligible for
membership, had she chosen to pursue it,
in the Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion. Negroes and whites alike disapproved of
the marriage. Douglass responded, “Would
it not be ridiculous if, after having de-
nounced from the housetops all those who
discriminate because of the accident of skin
color, I myself should practice the same
folly?"

Negroes often criticized Douglass for other
daring acts. "I have found in my experience,”
he wrote, “that the way to break down an
unreasonable custom is to contradiet it in
practice. To be sure, in pursuing this course
I have had to contend not merely with the
white race, but with the black. The one has
condemned me for my presumption in daring
to assoclate with it, and the other for push-
ing myself where it takes for granted I am
not wanted.” Douglass detested Uncle Tom-
ism. “With a colored man on a sleeping-car
as its conductor, the last to have his bed
made up at night, and the last to have his
boots blacked in the morning, and the last
to be served in any way is the colored pas-
senger."”

Laboring to raise the self-esteem of black
men, Douglass espoused self-help programs,
raised funds for a school for manual laborers,
and attempted to organize an all-black in-
dustrial fair. *“Neither institutions nor
friends,” he contended, “can make a race to
stand unless it has strength In its own
legs . . . races, like individuals, must stand
or fall by their own merits. . . .”

Douglass’ life easily lends itself to myth-
making, as dramatic as it was in his course
from abject slavery to statesmanship. Yet
Douglass was handicapped by personal limita-
tions. He tended to be narrow-minded, often
seeing complex issues solely in terms of civil
rights. He interpreted the Civil War as one
fought, or one that should be fought, purely
to end slavery. He once dismissed the notion
of the indivisibility of the Union as a mere
“metaphysical and somewhat theological
question.” His narrowness prevented him
from making common cause with political
groups devoted only incidentally to eivil
rights. He was a teetotaler, and somewhat
prissy about it. As sometimes happens with
ambitious fathers, his children never excelled,
and they depended on Douglass for financial
support for most of their adult lives,

Douglass died quietly in his home on Feb-
ruary 20, 1895. At his funeral, mourners cried,
“The King is dead; long live the King!"

TRIBUTE TO WALTER REUTHER

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I feel a
very deep and a very personal sorrow at
the passing of this great man who was
my friend just as he was the friend of
thousands and thousands of workers and
citizens from all walks of life,
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We respected him enormously as one
of the truly great champions of social
and economic justice.

We loved him as a man with a unique
ability to relate to each of us personally
and pass on his enthusiasm and commit-
ment to the causes we shared.

He devoted his entire life to these
causes and, from the time he marched as
a young labor organizer and was bludg-
eoned at the now famous “Battle of the
Overpass,” we knew that he had the
courage and the will to put his ideals into
action,

The United Auto Workers, as well as
workers everywhere—organized and yet
unorganized—owe him so much for lead-
ing the fight to improve the conditions
and the dignity of the working man.

Yet his rank and file was even larger
than the working man, The poor and the
oppressed and the powerless people that
he served and fought for will always re-
member his unselfish dedication to the
recognition of their humanity.

In these days when we must all be
concerned about the responsiveness of
leadership to the people, when students
are challenging the integrity of the po-
litical process, and when we are facing
a constitutional crisis in Washington, it
is the leadership quality of statesman-
ship that will save the day. I knew Walter
Reuther as one of this Nation's great
statesmen,

While stressing the importance of par-
ticipation of workers in the political
process, Walter Reuther's commitment
went beyond a politics to an almost
idealistic, yet statesmanlike position to
advocating racial justice and world peace
way before many leaders shared the re-
sponsibility of taking such a strong posi-
tion.

‘Walter Reuther was a tireless crusader
in behalf of social and economic justice
for all Americans, He knew the impor-
tance of the race problem, but rather
than contribute only rhetorie, he put his
body on the line, personally leading the
march on Washington in 1964, and per-
sonally in the front lines of the fateful
Memphis sanitation workers' strike in
1968 when Martin Luther King was as-
sassinated. And it was Walter Reuther,
and his family, who put forth great effort
to bring an end to the awful war in
Southeast Asia.

He was a great crusader, a great
fighter, and a great organizer, cham-
pioning the cause of the working man
often in the face of personal danger.
Several assassination attempts, one that
partially paralyzed his right arm, did not
stop him. He pioneered some of the most
advanced benefits of any union for the
union he served, and through new =al-
liances with unorganized workers, sought
to spread similar benefits worldwide.

An example of his vision and his com-
mitment to the principal that not until
all men are free can any of us be free,
is his role in the organization of farm-
workers. Realizing from the very begin-
ning that it was through union and com-
munity organization that farmworkers
were seeking their fair share of political
and economic power, Walter Reuther and
the UAW supplied the money, the clothes,
and the food that help insure that a
strike by desperately poor people will
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even have a chance. And, on many oc-
casions, funds were pledged, and pledges
were kept to this fledgling effort of the
Nation’s poorest workers to obtain jus-
tice and dignity through their self-ac-
tion. And, Walter Reuther put himself on
the line, of marching side-by-side with
the farmworkers. Indicative of the
mutual respect between UAW and farm-
workers is the recent dedication of the
UFWOC Service Center to Roy Reuther,
Walter’s brother.

I will always remember Walter Reu-
ther as a great humanitarian, seeking
always his vision of a more just so-
ciety through union and community or-
ganization.

It is not enough to say that he will be
sorely missed. His visions must stay with
us, and his dedication must remain a
model for carrying out his work in be-
half of those for whom his life was de-
voted.

STUDENTS WITHIN THE SYSTEM

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, amid
the fear and despair of the widened war
in Indochina, the tragic deaths at Kent
State, and the inflammatory rhetoric ut-
tered by a few extremists on all sides,
something wonderfully encouraging is
happening here in Washington.

Young people by the thousands are
pouring into Washington and up on Cap-
itol Hill, seeking not to destroy but to
rebuild; not to polarize but to unify; not
to attack but to work within the politi-
cal system.

There, truly, is a new hope. People of
all ages, but especially students, are say-
ing:

We believe in the Congress of the United
States. But only you can bring an end to the
tragic and now widened war in Indochina.

They are not lashing out, even though
their despair is real and their commit-
ment is deep. They are determined to
bring peace in Asia and an end to the
killing, but they are just as determined
to work through the established demo-
cratic procedures.

They are instilling a spirit of hope and
uplift to me and, I think, to all Senators
and offices who will hear their message.

For the most part, these are students
who have not been all that involved in
past peace movements. They come from
colleges and universities all over the
country, many of them are here at great
sacrifice.

But all of them, I am convinced, are
receiving an extraordinary edueation in
the political process. They come to me
asking how to draft resolutions, how to
approach other Senators, why we chose
to adopt certain key bills to focus on in
the Senate, what arguments are most
persuasive in favor of these bills, and
how they can work for peace candidates
in the 1970 elections.

I do not have all the answers. Many
they must discover for themselves as
they comb congressional offices, meeting
with Congressmen, staffs, and other stu-
dents engaged in similar campaigns.

Surely this is the very essence of
democracy at work.

Surely this is the very essence of
learning by doing.
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And surely this is the road to a res-
toration of peace in Indochina and unity
and pride at home.

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO
WEST TEXAS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the sen-
ior Senator from Texas (Mr. Yar-
BOROUGH) yesterday introduced S. 3848,
a bill to provide additional emergency
relief assistance in connection with the
devastating tornadoes which hit West
Texas on the nights of April 17-18 and
May 11.

I am sorry that an out-of-town com-
mitment prevented my being on the
Senate floor at the time it was intro-
duced. I am already listed as a cospon-
sor of S. 3848, but since this is my earli-
est opportunity I wish to address myself
to it at this time.

Mr. President, the city which suffered
the most extensive damage as a result of
these tornadoes was Lubbock. That city
was struck with little warning the eve-
ning of May 11. The next day, I toured
the city, and I was shocked and pro-
foundly moved by the disaster scene.
Many homes were destroyed and many
more suffered major structural damage.
Businesses were similarly demolished
and the city’s tallest structure, the new
21-story Great Plains Life Building, was
so severely damaged and weakened that
local officials kept its surrounding area
cleared for fear of collapse.

I had not seem such destruction
wrought to a single city since I was
among the occupation forces in Japan
at the end of World War II and had an
opportunity to see.the results of numer-
ous conventional bombing runs over
cities and industrial centers there.

Senators have had an opportunity to
hear and read the remarks made yester-
day by the senior Senator from Texas
in introducing his bill and to read the
news reports of the damage which he
has placed in the Recorp. So I do not
need to further elaborate on the damage
Nnow.

Mr. President, the central provision of
S. 3848 is to enlarge the forgiveness
clause of present legislation regarding
Federal disaster assistance loans. Cur-
rent law provides that in the repayment
of longterm, low-interest, disaster as-
sistance loans to assist reconstruction of
damaged property, the borrower must
repay the first $500 of his loan; that the
Federal Government may waive pay-
ment of the next $1,800, and the bor-
rower must repay the remainder. S, 3848
would change the amount of payment
which Federal agencies may waive to
$5,000. This provision will be of major
significance to those whose property has
been damaged. It will help particularly
those low-income families whose homes
have suffered major structural damage
and which will require extensive repair
to place their homes in their predisaster
conditions.

S. 3848 would also provide special tem-
porary housing for up to 12 months while
permanent homes are being recon-
structed; allow Federal assistance upon
request to local governments in the
amount of tax or bond obligations out-
standing at the time the disaster struck;
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enable the Small Business Administra-
tion to make refinancing loans for per-
sons facing lease foreclosure on their
homes due to financial crisis as a result
of the disaster; provide unemployment
assistance for persons but not in excess
of unemployment assistance provided by
the State of Texas, and provide assist-
ance for debris clearance of lakes pre-
senting a health hazard as a result of
the disaster.

Mr. President, the $1,800 waiver pro-
vision incorporated in the present dis-
aster assistant law was first provided as
a result of Hurricane Betsy in Louisiana
in 1965. In the 5 years since then, the
cost of living has risen significantly. We
are working, and the administration is
working, to stem the rising cost of living
but we have not yet succeeded. We can-
not penalize those who have been un-
fortunate enough to have suffered from
recent disaster, simply because we hope
that the rising cost of living can be con-
trolled in the future. The Omnibus Dis-
aster Assistance Act, S. 3619, which is
pending in the Senate Public Works
Committee, would provide a waiver over
$500 of 50 percent of the remainder of
the loan or $5,000, whichever is less. The
administration’s disaster assistance pro-
posal, S. 3745, of which I am a cosponsor,
would provide a waiver over the first
$500 of up to $2,500.

Both of these proposals recognize the
requirement for increasing the waiver
amount over the current $1,800, Senator
YareoroucH's bill similarly recognizes
this need and I plead with the Senate to
approve a significant increase in the
waiver provision,

Mr. President, I would also like to ex-
press my congratulations for all the gov-
ernmental and private disaster assist-
ance which has already been rendered in
areas affected by the Texas tornado dis-
asters of April 17-18 and May 11. Within
the limitations of the law, governmental
agencies have responded rapidly.

The Small Business Administration,
which can react most rapidly under the
law, declared disasters for the stricken
areas within a matter of hours and that
agency immediately began establishing
loan application offices in the emergency
areas. Their work is still going on at a
rapid and efficient pace. I congratulate
the SBA.

The President was able to declare all
these affected areas as a major disaster
within 36 hours after the worst damage
was wrought in Lubbock the evening of
May 11. And additional Federal agencies
immediately began to provide the assist-
ance in which each agency was assigned.
I congratulate particularly the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, the Farmers
Home Administration, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Corps of Engineers, and the
other Government agencies which ren-
dered rapid assistance and are continu-
ing to do so.

The American Red Cross swung into
immediate action as is consistent with
the outstanding history of that orga-
nization. Many other smaller organiza-
tions performed meritoriously to meet
the crisis. These included many churches
and civic minded groups. Even a Mexi-
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can-American oriented charitable orga-
nization headquartered in Jefferson
County named “Sybelo,” some 600 miles
from the disaster scene, gathered emer-
gency supplies to be ferried into the
Mexican-American area of Lubbock
which suffered particular havoc from the
tornado.

Only 5 days after the Lubbock tornado
struck, the Corps of Engineers awarded
a $41,700 contract to a Midland contrac-
tor for debris clearance in a 240-block
area of central Lubbock. Additional con-
tracts for similar work will be issued and
the Corps anticipates completion by May
27. Considering the devastation wrought,
I believe this action constitutes yeoman
work.

Other efforts of Government which
swung into rapid action immediately
after the Presidential declaration in-
cluded the following:

The Department of Agriculture
donated food to 3,000 persons at two
community shelters in the disaster area
through a coordinated effort of the
USDA and the American Red Cross.

The General Services Administration
quickly located space for a disaster field
office for the OEP and other agencies.

Two teams from the Office of Educa-
tion were dispatched to survey damage
to schools.

The Department of Housing and
Urban Development immediately began
relocating displaced victims into avail-
able Federal housing.

The Fourth Army provided helicopter
and other eguipment to assist in emer-
gency operations.

Mr. President, this is only a partial
story of the assistance being rendered
by the Federal Government. I have been
impressed and encouraged by the quick
reaction of governmental agencies at all
levels and that of private organizations
to deal with the disasters in my home
State.

I do believe the Federal disaster assist-
ance laws should be broadened to allow
even greater public assistance. I ask sup-
port for S. 3848, as well as S. 3745, so
that broadened assistance can be pro-
vided.

THE HABIT OF UNITY

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, these
are difficult and troubling times that
affect all segments of our society. In re-
sponse to these problems, many members
of the business community have begun
to speak out in support of social justice
and the need for national unity.

A strong voice in this regard has been
Joseph C. Wilson, chairman of the
Xerox Corp., who recently delivered an
address entitled “The Habit of Unity” to
the National Microfilm Association at
San Francisco, Calif. His speech is of
great relevance to all of us.

I ask unanimous consent that the
speech be printed in the REcorb.

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

THE HamiT oF UNITY

I am very much honored to be here today;
and much impressed by the growth of The
National Microfilm Assoclation into an orga-
nization of such stature.
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As you know, we at Xerox are heavily in-
volved with mierofilm through University
Microfilms, which is part of our Xerox Edu-
cation Group, and through various activities
of our Business Products Group.

The foundation of our involvement lies in
the fact that the information processing in-
dustry, while realizing some substantial im-
provementis in recent years through new
technology, is still falling far behind the
proliferation of new knowledge and infor-
mation. We are all aware, I think, of the
seriousness of that problem; and there are
literally hundreds of companies, associations
and universities seeking solutions to it.

In the search for what we at Xerox call a
better architecture of information, micro-
film can and should play a role whose dimen-
sions go beyond those of a dead storage
medium. And we believe that its future is as
bright as those who believe in its value wish
to make it.

But it is not toward defining that specific
future that I wish to address my remarks to-
day. There are many people here who are far
more expert in that than I, and whose views
already constitute a provocative and sub-
stantial body of opinion.

Rather, I should like to talk with you from
a much different frame of reference; not as
a businessman, but simply as an individual
whose primary credential is citizenship and
who looks at the coming decade of the 1970's
with apprehension, even alarm.

Whatever else we may expect of the 1970’s,
they will not be years in which men will be
able to stand outside their times. They will
not be years in which public duty can be
sacrificed for private gain, We have already
learned in this past decade that there are no
American enclaves in which men and women
can stand aloof from the headlong course
of our Republic. For sure now—'"No man is
an island"—as Donne put it so well.

So if I reach this afternoon toward mat-
ters beyond the day-to-day concerns of busi-
ness, I do so because I feel strongly that the
turns of this decade should be occasion for
deep introspection; occasion for all of us to
reflect upon some very unsettling years.

To place this past ten years into the larger
framework of our history, one turns almost
instinctively, I think, to the guidance of de
Tocqueville, in whose writing can always be
found a prophetic view of the American ex-
perience:

“What sustains them", he wrote of us to a
friend in Paris, “is their extraordinary ca-
pacity to overcome basic divisions among
themselves in order to act in concert against
hostile conditions that may afflict all. . . .
They seem to have understood from the out-
set that national unity is not so much a goal
as a habit, and, understanding that, they set
to work with the most extraordinary con-
fidence in the inevitability of their success.”

De Tocqueville’s perspective is a cogent
one for those of us who would seek common
threads in our past. For on one important
level, the history of the American Republic
is indeed a chronicle of what he called the
“habit” of national unity.

It began, of course, in the search for a con-
stitutional skeleton for legal and political
unity: men of reason joining together not
merely to compose their own differences, but
to establish procedures for composing the
Juture differences of the Republic as well It
continued into the early 19th century as we
sought to absorb a vast territory and to in-
tegrate the new economy springing from the
richness of our land and the industry of our
people.

In the name of unity, we fought a bloody
and terrible civil war, in whose shadow we
still live some hundred years later.

By the turn of the 20th century, we had
faced and met still another challenge to na-
tional unity: the immigration of millions of
Europeans to whom America was as strange
as it was promising. Twice in this century
we were called upon to gather our energies
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for war on the continent of our origins. So,
too, the Great Depression of the 1930's tested
America’s capacity to bring forth from di-
versity an ordered and unified response to
crisis,

And now, once again, the twin issues of
war and race are forcing us to confront not
simply the demands of minorities among us,
but to confront as well the deeper problem
of how we must act as a nation, as a whole
people, together.

Yet, sadly, I for one cannot seem to find
in the record of these past few years ade-
qutae testimony to the “habit of unity.”

Instead, over the past decade we seem to
have developed an increasing habit of po-
larization. Our politics have become more
centrifugal, and we have witnessed frag-
mentation, disorder, bitter public dialogue,
the allenation of many of our young, the
death, by assassination, of some of our fin-
est leaders.

Thus I believe we enter the 1970's bearing
& heavy and dangerous disproportion of fear
to reason. And what these signs suggest could
be far more than our fallure to meet some
speclfic responsibilties to groups within our
nation. They suggest that we may also be
forfeiting some of that "habit of unity”,
long-accumulated, without which we could
never have met and survived past crises.

In looking back on the recent past, it is
this deeper problem which most troubles me.

Everyone, virtually everyone, realizes that
the problems of our cities, of our minorities
and of our poor must be solved. All of us now
know, I think, that we cannot fully deal with
our domestic problems while our energies
and resources are absorbed by war. All of us
sense, dally, that the quality of our environ-
ment is deteriorating; that we are losing
much of nature's great gifts to America: Its
land, its physical beauty, its water, its alr.
We all know that it s unacceptable for men
and women and children to suffer from mal-
nutrition, undereducation and hardship
while we fly in space and produce consumer
goods in almost gluttonous array.

We know that none of our agonies can
be ignored; and none of us really wants to
ignore them.

Yet these terrible problems remain un-
solved, many of them growing worse, while
we are generating so much bitter debate
about our failure to deal with them that
concerned and patriotic Americans are now
reacting primarily to one another instead of
acting in concert against the conditions that
affiict us all.

How many discussions of the war In Viet-
nam have ended up with factions denounc-
ing one another? Dissenters and protestors
are called traitors or Communists. Those who
support our policies are dupes or Fascists.
Yet which would you say really wants the
war to continue: the so-called traltor or the
so-called dupe? Which—the student marcher
or the helmeted policeman—would not en-
dorse peace and the end of our involvement?

I ask you this afternoon to consider the
possibility that we are today a nation with-
out clear goals; but that in the course of
name-calling and cheap labelling—of shoddy
slogans and false demons—those goals tend
to disintegrate, the Issues disappear, internal
divisions grow, and what is worse, we are
that much less able to move together on
any problem.

And I suggest that a cry like “"America—
Love It or Leave It" is as totally mindless as
its polar opposite, “Turn In, Turn On, Drop
Out.” It 1s a sickly irony that each shares
the low common denominator of denying the
very characteristics to which de Tocqueville
correctly attributed so much of our success,
our strength and our freedom.

Thus we must ask ourselves how it is that
we have misplaced that firm habit of uni-
fied actlon which has stood us so well in the
past?
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It is not because the problems are any more
divisive than the Civil War, the Great De-
pression, the sudden Iimmigration of so
many different peoples. The draft riots of
1860 were far more serious than any seen
in this generation, and the street gangs of
New York at the turn of the century far
more violent. Surely no problems we face to-
day can be sald to be more divisive.

Is it possible, perhaps, that we are some-
how less public-minded, more selfish or
hedonistic than we once were? Quite the
contrary, I should say. Our sense of civil
duty and public responsibility seems to me
to have grown immeasurably over the past
several decades.

Is it really that we don't know how to
solve the problems which divide us? That
question has no answer; yet the endless flow
of reports—f{rom private and public institu-
tions alike—contain more ideas for imagina-
tive planning, action and progress than we
have ever seen in our history.

Why is it, then, that the nation has seemed
s0 divided In the 1960's, so preoccupied with
the differences among us? In the first place, I
feel, the problems we face and the failure to
act agalnst them more effectively are more
visible than ever before. Very few Issues es-
cape the eyes of our mass media; and very
few of our citizens can operate under the
illusion that Ameriea is content and at peace
with herself.

At the same time, It is not possible to pre-
tend that our problems are presently beyond
solution. How do you tell a nation which in
ten years and on schedule has sent men to
the moon that it cannot feed its hungry or
clean its air?

I believe that in the 1960's, we came for
the first time to see our problems clearly,
all of them, Further, we also came to belleve,
and rightly, that we have it Iin us to solve
them. But they are not being adeguately
solved; and we are, through our incredible
communications, all of us witnesses and in a
sense participants, daily and intimately, in
the failures.

Suddenly what is at stake, therefore, is our
will and our determination. What 1s at stake
is our self-confidence: the very quality that
has so long been associated with the Ameri-
can character.

This threat to self-confidence has affected
all Americans. That is important to under-
stand. It affects the blue collar worker, in-
creasingly and justifiably anxious about his
hard-earned rewards, even as it affects the
young ghetto black to whom any reward at
all seems remote. (Sadly, each often accuses
the other of obstruction when, in fact, each
is held back in different ways by the same
conditions.) It affects the well-to~-do families
of the suburbs, who wonder why material
success seems not to have made life suffi-
clently rich and rewarding. It affects the
young who so often feel that revolution is
the only answer. It affects the rural poor of
Appalachia and the Mississippl Delta. And it
affects, equally, those who oppose and those
who support our policies in Southeast Asia.

Most dangerously, however, it turns good
men upon one another. For if problems which
can be met are not being met, how terribly
easy it 1s (and what political fodder it makes)
to assume that someone must be standing in
the way: the white Iin the way of the black,
the hawk in the way of the dove, the rich
in the way of the poor, the old in the way
of the young. And suddenly, again, we iden-
tify our problems with those among us with
whom we differ rather than with the condi-
tions which affiict us all.

The unity of a nation and its self-confi-
dence are inseparable; and it is precisely
when that bond is shattered that the very
stability of the social order is jeopardized,
whether in Germany after World War One
or in the France of the 3rd Republic. It is,
in fact, that very bond which worries me
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most as I look to the potential of the United
States In the 1970's.

It follows, I think, from what I have said
that this nation badly needs to see some
problems solved, not merely to have them
solved, but to see them being solved. What
is needed as we begin the 1970's Is a restora-
tion of self-confidence which can be won not
simply with spectacle or rhetoric (how many
nations have sought unsuccessfully to nour-
ish seif-confidence with spectaculars?), but
only with systematic, scheduled, measurable,
rapid and unified progress on long-standing
social ills.

We must understand that it is not alone
for the problems of others that we must
work. It is for ourselves.

There 1s, as I have tried to suggest here
today, a special urgency about the tasks we
face in the 1970's, made all the more urgent
by the accelerating pace of history itself. It
may be true that in absolute terms the black
ghetto youth is far better off than he was ten
years ago; but in relative terms—in the
terms that demand a higher and higher de-
gree of education and individual adjustment
to cope with ever-new conditions—we are
leaving him, as well as millions of our mar-
ginal poor and many of our blue collar work-
ers, further behind than ever.

I deeply fear that as a consequence we are
sowing the seeds for a harvest more grim, &
decade more divisive, an era more destruc-
tive to our national self-confidence, than the
one through which we have just passed.

It is, therefore, time now to commit our-
selves far more deeply. As a nation, we have
always pitted bold action against hard real-
ities; and whether we realize it or not, we
have always been dedicated to rapid and
sometimes dizzylng change.

Think only of the astonishing fact that
when Lord Bertrand Russell, who died earlier
this year, was already & world-famous math-
ematician, the United States had not. yet
fought its last Indian battle. How far we
have come in the span of a long life.

It is time for our business institutions to
effect some changes In the way they define
themselves. For as Peter Drucker points out,
business is now more than a way of gen-
erating dividends on an in 1t or of
providing goods. It has become a culture
and a system of values; and as such occupies
a very different position in our soclety, and
indeed in world soclety.

Perhaps business must begin to dedicate
more of its human resources to our problems;
to assign talented people for specific periods
to social service,

It is time also, I think, for some of our
unions to examine their self-definition and
to alter some of the protections which once
served them well, but which today are inim-
ical to national problems with which their
children must struggle.

It is certainly time for government it-
self to examine its functions, and to put an
end to the mountainous bureaucracy through
which so little meaningful action seems able
to bore.

For if our goals are clear, the decade of the
1960's surely taught us that the machinery
to realize them is anything but effective.

It is failing; and I do not belleve that we
can even begin the massive task of rebuilld-
ing our cities and recapturing the best of
our environment if we must act within the
framework of present municipal, state and
federal jurisdictions. I do not belleve we can
provide adequate housing in a jungle of
bullding codes and regulations that change
from mile to mile,

Yet there is no real doubt, no debate, no
reservation that we must do these things.
I simply suggest to you that we must do
them now!

We must begin now to see these problems
being solved, and the place to begin is with
new institutions and a new sense of future
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which locks on the past more as a prepara-
tion than as an immutable precedent.

Finally, all I have said so far I have spo-
ken as a citizen, not as a businessman. I
stress this point neither from fear of mis-
interpretation, nor false humility. I stress
it because it is from the perspective of pow-
erful citizenship that each of us must think
about our activities over the course of the
next decade.

At stake is our feeling about ourselves,
that fleeting but critical sense that any na-
tion must have about its past and its ability
to guide the course of its future. I believe
that if our self-confidence and our *“habit
of unity"” are less certain than they have
been at other times, them we should re-
member too that it is not the first time. We
have come forth from many such episodes
of self-doubt to overcome enormous chal-
lenges.

There's a charming little anecdote about
a chimpanzee who was taught to read. One
day he escaped from the zoo, and, after a
search, was found huddled behind the pub-
lic library with a copy of the Bible under
one arm and a copy of Darwin under the
other. He was, I'm told, just sitting there
quietly gazing out into space with glazed
eyes and saying over and over again, “Am
I my brother’s keeper or am I my keeper's
brother?” The answer, to both questions,
of course, is “yes.”

We cannot forget that. For if we can meet
together now without anger, if we can dis-
card the rancor of our recent past and find
agreement in urgent action against our
common afflictions, then I believe we can
look toward this new decade as one in which
the “habit of unity"—the quality of which
de Tocqueville wrote fifteen decades ago—
will again prevall over discord and division.
Let us speak and let us hear.

CORNELL SOUTHEAST ASIA SPE-
CIALIST ANALYZES CAMBODIA
INVASION

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, Sen-
ators GEORGE MCGOVERN, CHARLES
GOODELL, ALAN CRANSTON, HAROLD HUGHES
and I asked a leading expert in South-
east Asian affairs—George McT. Kahin,
professor of government and director of
the Southeast Asia program at Cornell
University—to analyze the political and
diplomatic consequences within South-
east Asia of the Cambodian invasion.

In his excellent piece entitled, “Con-
sequences of the Invasion in Cambodia,”
Professor Kahin calls attention to a
number of highly adverse results of the
invasion, some of which have so far
received little public discussion.

He demonstrates that the invasion
provides no significant military benefits;
widens the war and undermines Viet-
namization; upsets the political balance
within Cambodia; weakens the American
position in the whole of Southeast Asia;
and damages the prospects of a nego-
tiated settlement.

Mr. President, since April 20, the Pres-
ident has appeared three successive times
on all three national television networks
to explain his Indochina policy. We who
question this policy had to purchase time
on one of the networks to present our
own views and urge public support of the
amendment to end the war.

This direct and immediate form of ac-
cess is not the only avenue open to the
President.

The administration sent to newspaper
editors across the country one day after
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the President's Cambodia speech a pack-
age of questions and answers for use
“either for background or general publi-
cation.”

This form of argument is still harder
to challenge because it does not occur in
public debate.

We therefore requested Professor
Kahin to prepare a more detailed anal-
ysis—replying to those of the adminis-
tration’s packaged questions and answers
that bear most centrally on its position.

Professor Kahin's replies have been
sent to newspapers throughout the Na-
tion, so that they can be provided another
viewpoint on the Cambodian invasion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Professor Kahin’'s
two analyses be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

CONSEQUENCES OF THE INVASION OF
CAMBODIA

With the invasion of Cambodia, the United
States is expanding the battleground into an
area as large as all South Vietnam. President
Nixon has promised that all American forces
will be pulled out of Cambodia by the end
of June—but has yet refrained from saying
that they will not be sent back again in July
or succeeding months, OQur ally, General
Thieu, however, has made explicit that for
at least the next six months—through the
American elections of November as he so
candidly put it—the South Vietnamese army
will have the responsibility of sustaining the
government of General Lon Nol, training his
army, and providing it with military support
in at least the eastern half of Cambodia.

EXTENSION OF BATTLEGROUND INTO CAMBODIA
PROVIDES NO SIGNIFICANT MILITARY BENEFITS

Our attacks on the Communist border
bases in Cambodia can have no lasting effect
on the security of South Vietnam's western
frontier., Substantial amounts of rice, arms
and other military equipment have been cap-
tured or destroyed in these operations; but
search and destroy missions against major
enemy bases outside of South Vietnam can
achieve no more than those previously under-
taken within that country. It is not clear
whether an “authoritative” administration
source was correct in reporting on April 2
that COSVN (enemy headquarters) had been
moved from Cambodia to South Vietnam in
late March. [SBee New York Times, April 3,
1970.] Mowever, it is clear that the Presi-
dent’s expectation that “American and South
Vietnamese units will attack the headquar-
ters for the entire communist operations in
South Vietnam" has not been realized.

As In previous major sweeps In South Viet-
nam itself (such as Operation Junction City
in 1967) the headquarters of the communists
has eluded the most powerful force the
United States could assemble. Enemy force
levels have not been significantly affected,
and in fact few enemy forces have as yet
been committed to combat, Nothing prevents
the enemy from returning to the border base
areas once American and South Vietnamese
troops have departed. The small and inex-
perienced Cambodian army lacked the capac-
ity to control these frontier enclaves before
and will clearly be unable to do so in the
future, especially given the enormity of its
new problems elsewhere in Cambodia. Enemy
troops have simply moved back from border
districts deep into central Cambodia, placing
Phnom Penh and General Lon Nol's govern-
ment in greater jeopardy and making it even
more dependent on outside assistance.
INVASION WIDENS SCOPE OF WAR AND UNDER-

MINES VIETNAMIZATION POLICY

If it is true, as both SBaigon and Washing-
ton now assert, that Vietnamization cannot
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succeed without denial of eastern Cambodian
districts to the enemy, then the Adminis-
tration has no alternative except to occupy
these areas with South Vietnamese and/or
American troops, and to make a major and
continuing commitment to shore up the Lon
Nol government. This means that the scope
of the war has been greatly expanded without
any sigaificant change in the balance of
forces.

The South Vietnamese army, whose capac-
ity to defend even South Vietnam is still
critically dependent upon American military
forces, is now called upon to spread its re-
sources ever more thinly in long-term ground
operations over half of Cambodia. It is clear
that the number of Vietnamese soldiers
available to relieve American manpower in
Vietnam is now drastically reduced. To ex-
tend assignment of Saigon’s forces to wide
areas of Cambodia makes a travesty of what-
ever prospects for success Vietnamization
might have enjoyed, had the role of Saigon’s
troops been confined to Vietnam. Since Viet-
namization means substitution of Vietnam-
ese soldiers for Americans, it is clear that the
process set in motion by the Cambodian in-
vasion works directly against prospects for
achievement of that policy and bringing
American soldiers home.

EFFECT ON THE INTERNAL SITUATION IN
CAMBODIA

President Nixon's invasion of Cambodia has
had its impact not merely on the border base
areas, but has served to upset the whole
political balance within that country. Cam-
bodia as a state no longer provides the United
States with a neutralist flank, flawed only
by communist border sanctuaries. Today a
whole nation is torn apart by a civil war—
where areas of fighting alternate with areas
of political and military vacuum. What was
once a state whose presence helped contain
the war in Vietnam is now a political and
military battlefield dominated not by Cam-
bodians, but by American, South Vietnamese,
Vietcong and North Vietnamese forces.

The overthrow of Prince Sihanouk and the
American-Vietnamese invasion has irreme-
diably shattered the precarious internal peace
and balance of political forces in Cambodis.
Washington’s and Saigon’s support for Gen-
eral Lon Nol has forced Sihanouk to seek an
alllance with the Cambodian left and the
NLF and North Vietnamese. The narrow elite
base of the Lon Nol government means it
lacks the legitimacy among Cambodians to
exercise effective authority on its own. One
of the initial steps taken to defend it involves
the dispatch to Phnom Penh of American-
trained and financed Cambodian mercenaries
serving with the South Vietnamese Special
Forces, a first contingent of 4,000 arriving
a few days after American forces crossed the
Cambodian frontier. Subsegquently, President
Thieu has made clear that one of the major
missions of the South Vietnamese army is to
sustain the Lon Nol government; and this, of
course, means to fight those substantial ele-
ments loyal to Sihanouk. (By May 11, South
Vietnamese units were already engaged well
to the west of the Mekong River.)

A government which has no better way
of establishing nationalist credentials than
by perpetrating massacres of defenseless Viet-
namese civilians is not likely to endure.
Sihanouk’'s powerful nationallst appeal is
now united with those radical appeals of
the Cambodian communist insurgents which
relate to the widespread social and economic
grievances of the Cambodian peasantry.
President Nixon has contributed to the cre-
ation of a formidable anti-American alliance
in Cambodia, making a long civil war in that
country inevitable.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S DOMINOS

By proxy, then, through its client, South
Vietnam, the United States has moved into
Cambodia politically as well as militarily to
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support a narrowly based regime that could
never be viable on its own. And if the un-
representative regime in Saigon were to col-
lapse, this would certainly bring about the
collapse of a second and equally unrepresen-
tative regime in Phnom Penh,

INVASION WEAKENS AMERICAN POSITION IN
ADJACENT STATES

The escalatory response to the American
invasion of Cambodia has already extended
beyond developments in that country. It
threatens American sanctuaries in Laos.
There, North Vietnamese forces have under-
taken to compensate for loss of their Cam-
bodian bases by expanding their control in
southern Laos, taking the town ot Attopeu,
and now threatening Saravene—both ma-
jor strategic centers. This alters the geo-
graphical and military balance in southern
Laos (an area fronting on both Cambodia
and South Vietnam), quite as dramatically
as did the powerful North Vietnan.ese re-
sponse a few months ago to the Administra-
tion's initiative in upsetting the previous
precarious balance in central Laos by at-
tempting to seize the Plain of Jars.

The North Vietnamese actions at that
time also exposed the fragility of the Ad-
ministration’s Vietnamization policy; for if
Hanol could so rapidly augment its mili-
tary power in Laos and drive U.S.-supported
Laotian troops back far beyond the point
from which they launched their attack, it
clearly retains the capacity for a1 equivalent
augmentation of its forces in South Viet-
nam (or in Cambodia) whenever the time
seems most propitious,

In addition, U.S. intervention against the
NLF sanctuarles in Cambodia, in conjunction
with the developing power vacuum there,
invites NLF and North Vietnamese move-
ment against American sanctuaries in east-
ern Thailand and the Mekong River valley
areas of western Laos. As U.S, and SBouth
Vietnamese forces penetrate further into
Cambodia, the communists can no longer be
expected to confine their operations in that
country to areas along the Vietnamese bor-
der. They will feel no constraints against
establishing bases anywhere in Cambodia, In-
cluding districts opposite the Thal frontier.
Consequently, the Thal government is likely
to find its own security increasingly threat-
ened. Its defense forces, largely committed
in recent years to the defense of its north-
eastern frontiers, will now have to be ex-
tended to cover Thailand’s open southeastern
flank, whose security had hitherto been taken
for granted because of the existence of an
effective neutralist government in Phnom
Penh. In eflect, Thailland will now have to
guard both its Laotian and its Cambodian
frontiers, and its security will have appre-
ciably diminished.

DAMAGE TO PROSPECTS FOR A NEGOTIATED
SETTLEMENT

It is already evident that the Invasion of
Cambodia has made President Thieu even
more outspoken in his refusal to accept a
negotiated settlement, and in his insistence
upon a solution by military means. If, as
the Administration has repeatedly stated, the
Vietnamization program was designed to re-
duce American commitments in Southeast
Asia and to facilitate the achievement of a
negotiated settlement of the war, the Cam-
bodian adventure is impossible to justify.
By enlarging the area of conflict and the
scope of American commitments and by in-
creasing the number of disputing parties, 1t
adds enormously to the length and complex-
ity of any agenda for negotiations. With the
U.S. and the Vietnamese now enmeshed in
a Cambodian civil war, a virtually insoluble
Cambodian problem is added to the already
intractable Vietnamese problem. It is no
longer enough to settle the war in Vietnam
and Laos; we are assuming a responsibility
for settling a Cambodian war as well,
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President Nixon's precipitate invasion of
Cambodia has not only further polarized in-
ternal political forces in Cambodia; but by
aligning Sihanouk (who for so long had man-
aged to remain unaligned and genuinely neu-
tral) with Moscow and Peking, it has in-
creased polarization within the concerned
international community. The President's
action has seriously reduced the confidence
of Japan and our most important European
allies in America’s forelgn policy; and it has
drastically undercut the possibilities for any
Sovlet good offices in getting a negotiated
solution of the Vietnam war underway. Thus,
the long-term consequences of President
Nixon's short-sighted military escalation fur-
ther diminish the already faint prospects for
that negotiated settlement of the war to
which the Administration has repeatedly
committed itself.

“CamMBODIA: THE ADMINISTRATION'S VERSION
AND THE HisTORICAL RECORD™

(Prepared by George McT. Kahin, professor
of government and director of the South-
east Asia program, Cornell University,
May 15, 1970)

This paper contains replies to prepared
question and answer materials distributed
by the Administration on May 1 in regard
to the Cambodian invasion—as well as to
certain statements made by the President
in his April 30 spe.ch.

1. The Administration's Claim of U.5. Re-
spect for Cambodia’s Neutrality.—Central
to President Nixon's argument is the follow-
ing statement in the introductory part of his
April 30 speech. Going back to the Geneva
Agreements of 1854 he stated: “American
policy since then has been to scrupulously
respect the neutrality of the Cambodian
people.” In the White House’s subsequently
released (May 1) “Background Information
on Cambodia™ among the various hypothet-
lcal questions railsed was one which reads:

“Why do we have to support the Lon Nol

government? Wasn't Sihanouk the legal
ruler and wasn't he pushed out by a coup?”
The answer provided by the White House
states: “The question of who rules in Cam-
bodia is a matter for the Cambodians to
decide. We had absolutely nothing to do
with the change.”

The Historical Record.—It is to be hoped
that the U.8. was not party to the over-
throw of Sihanouk, but it is understand-
able why the many years of American clan-
destine activity in Cambodia makes Siha-
nouk think otherwise and may raise some
doubt in ‘he minds of anyone familiar with
the pertiy =nt, historical record. There is a
great deal in that record that departs radi-
cally from the President's assertion that it
has been American policy to “scrupulously
respect the neutrality of the Cambodian peo-
ple.”

In fact for the most of the last 15 years
the United States has opposed Cambodian
neutrality and applied various kinds of pres-
sure to get it to assume an anti-Communist
stance in alignment with American policy
objectives. Following Cambodia's refusal to
accept the security mantle Incorporated in
the SEATO | rotocol, American ald was halt-
ed. The Saifon and Bangkok governments
imposed an economic blockade, and border
violations were visited upon Cambodia from
two of the United States’ SEATO allies,
Thalland and South Vietnam. (It was just
after this that the Cambodians responded
by opening diplomatic relations with the
Soviet Unioii. and agreed to accept ald from
China.)

Greater pressure was mounted against
Sihanouk’s government beginning In mid-
1958 with a South Vietnamese invasion of
Stung Treng province in which the United
States refused to act effectively on Cam-
bodia’s urgent request that 1t restraln Sai-
gon. (A week later Cambodia began discus-
sions with China for establishment of diplo-
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matic relations.) Upon being recalled to
Washington, the American Ambassador to
Phnom Penh then discovered that plans
were being made to remove Sihanouk from
power. The United States did not immediate-
ly take such steps, but soon thereafter the
anti-Sthanouk Khmer Serel (Free Cambo-
dian Movement) was organized which re-
celved encouragement and support from the
CIA as well as backing from Thailand and
South Vietnam. At the beginning of 1959 the
abortive “Bangkok Plot” was exposed, one
aimed at overthrowing Sihanouk and in-
volving military operations by the EKhmer
Serei from bases in Thailand. Several for-
eign ambassadors in Phnom Penh warned Si-
hanouk at the time to take preventive ac-
tion, and investigations satisfied the Cam-
bodian government (and a good many oth-
ers) that the American CIA was directly in-
volved and that Marshall SBarit of Thailand
and the Saigon government also backed the
effort.

By 1966 a campaign supported by CIA to
pressure Sihanouk through support of the
opposition Khmer Serel tied down a sub-
stantial part of the Cambodian army. Khmer
Krom (members of South Vietnam's Cam-
bodian minority) were recruited at high
rates of pay and provided with extensive U.S,
Special Forces training to carry out attacks
into Cambodia from bases in both South
Vietnam and Southeast Thailand. Border in-
cursions by these forces in 1967 reached at
least 12 miles Into Cambodia.

2. The Administration’s Claim of Non-
Violation of Cambodian Territory.—Refer-
ring to Vietnamese communist sanctuaries
in Cambodia, President Nixon stated on
April 30: “For five years neither the T.S,
nor South Vietnam moved against those
enemy sanctuaries because we did not wish
to violate the territory of a meutral nation.”

The Historical Record.—In July 1965 the
International Control Commission (I.C.C.)
reported on evidence of border crossings into
Cambodia by South Vietnamese forces, stat-
ing that there were 3756 such incidents in
1964 and 385 in the first five months of
19656 alone. The commission unanimously
concluded that “None of those incidents
were provoked by the Royal Government of
Cambodia.” From that time on there were
repeated reports of border incursions and air
attacks against border areas inside Cam-
bodia chiefly by South Vietnamese but also
by American forces. A few examples follow:

On May 3, 1965, five days after South Viet-
namese planes bombed a village two miles
inside Cambodia, Sihanouk, lodging respon-
sibility with the United States, broke off
diplomatic relations with Washington. (NYT
May 4, 1965)

On October 13, 1965, New York Times
Southeast Asia correspondent Seymour Top-
ping reported that: “South Vietnamese
patrols probe the border and reconnoitering
aircraft frequently fly over the frontier,
sometimes bombing suspected Vietcong
targets on Cambodian territory. Cambodians
say that more than 30 of their villagers have
been killed in these attacks over the last two
years.” (NYT October 17, 1965)

On September 21, 1965, American heli-
copters launched rocket attack against a
Cambodian military post. (NYT, September
22, 24; October 15, 1966)

On January 22, 1968, the U.S. acknowledged
that a U.S.-South Vietnamese patrol had
made a limited intrusion into Cambodia fol-
lowing fire from Vietnamese communist
units on the Cambodian side. (NYT Jan-
uary 23, 1968)

In April 1969, U .S. air and artillery attacks
were launched against communist bases in-
side Cambodia (NYT April 26, 1969)

On May 8, 1969, U.S. B-52 bombers raided
communist supply dumps and camps within
Cambodia. (NYT May 9, 1969)

October—-December, 1969, Sihanouk pro-
tested continuing U.S. bombing of Cam-
bodian border areas.
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3. The Adminisiration’s Question—Will
this action (the American intervention in
Cambodia) affect pacification and Vietnam-
ization adversely by pulling ARVN and U.S.
forces out of South Vietham?

The Administration’s Answer—One can-
not assume that the enemy will be able to
take advantage of the situation in this
fashion since we have some indications that
they are also giving priority attention to
protecting base areas in Cambodia.

We believe that in any case we will gain,
because in the long run damage to the bases
will be greater and hurt the Communist
effort in South Vietnam more than whatever
limited gains in South Vietnam they might
be able to make during this action,

This is the unanimous judgment of our
responsible military leaders.

Another Answer—If it is true, as both
Saigon and Washington now assert, that
Vietnamization cannot succeed without
denial of eastern Cambodian districts to the
enemy, then the Adminis*ration has no al-
ternative except to occupy these areas with
Bouth Vietnamese and/or Amerlcan troops,
and to make a major and continuing com-
mitment to shore up the Lon Nol government,
This means that the scope of the war has
been greatly expanded without any signifi-
cant change in the balance of forces.

The South Vietnamese army, whose capac-
ity to defend even South Vietnam is still
critically dependent upon American military
forces, is now called upon to spread its re-
sources ever more thinly in long-term
ground operations over half of Cambodia. It
is clear that the number of Vietnamese sol-
diers avallable to relieve American manpower
in Vietnam is now drastically reduced. To
extend assignment of Salgon's forces to wide
areas of Cambodia makes a travesty of what-
ever prospects for success Vietnamization
might have enjoyed had the role of Saigon's
troops been confined to Vietnam. Since Viet-
namization means substitution of Viet-
namese soldiers for Americans, it is clear that
the process set in motion by the Cambodian
invasion works directly against prospects for
achievement of that policy and bringing
American soldiers home.

4. The Administration’s Question—What
has made you suddenly decide that these
bases and sanctuaries represent such a se-
rious threat that we have to invade a neutral
nation? After all, the President on April 20
did not allude to the situation in terms
which would have suggested such a serious
concern.

The Administration’s Answer—On April
20 the President did not allude to the Cam-
bodian situation. He sald the North Viet-
namese would be taking “grave risks" if they
jeopardized the security of our forces in
Vietnam by increased actlons in Vietnam,
Cambodia, or Laos,

The actions which Hanol has taken over
the last ten days have shown that Hanoi
is taking new actions in Cambodia, which
will jeopardize our remaining forces in South
Vietnam. It is securing and expanding the
Cambodian bases and trying to establish a
hegemony in Cambodia which would give
North Vietnam and Viet Cong forces full
freedom to operate in South Vietnam and
resupply themselves.

Let me cite some of these recent actions,
though I am sure you can get a fuller record
from DOD or from reading the press. For
example, on April 20 Communist forces at-
tacked two provincial capitals, Snoul and
Takeo, one north and one south of Phnom
Penh. They also attacked and held Saang,
just south of Phnom Penh, On April 23, they
attacked Mimot—another provincial capital,
as well as an important bridge linking the
provinclal capitals of Snoul and Kratie on
Route 13. The next day, they attacked the
port city of Kep. Two days later, they at-
tacked some ships on the Mekong. They also
occuplied the town of Angtassem, a few miles
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north of Takeo. They have in the past two
weeks fired on foreign vessels in the Mekong
River and have cut virtually every major
road leading north, south and east out of
Phnom Penh. These actions clearly go be-
yond securing former base areas. They are
aggressive expansion of Communist control
over large parts of the country, to blackmail
and threaten the government, and to try to
gain much greater control of Cambodia than
they have had to date.

Another Answer—The Recent Record—
This question here asked iz a pertinent one,
but it is not answered accurately. The rec-
ord suggests the U.S.-Saigon invasion was
in considerable measure prompted by a de-
sire to save the military regime in Phnom
Penh from the consequences of its own ac-
tions.

New Communist actions In Cambodia have
clearly been primarily responses to new pres-
sures from the Cambodians and the allied
forces of the United States and South Viet-
nam; they can hardly be explained as “ag-
gressive expansion of Communist control”
for the sake of gaining *greater control of
Cambodia.” Communist actions cited ahove
have thus far been of a primarily defensive
nature and relate to major shift among Cam-
bodian political forces and the South Viet-
namese army's invasion of Cambodia (later
followed by the U.S. invasion). From the
Communist perspective the South Vietnam-
ese and American invasion was provoca-
tive and invited an escalatory response. This
has already begun, as evidenced by their re-
cent moves against Attapeu and Saravane
in Southern Laos.

New actions by Hanol and the NLF in
Cambodia are primarily a response to the
new and hostile Lon Nol coup group in Cam-
bodia and are no indication of being an ag-
gressive move agalnst South Vietnam. North
Vietnamese and NLF forces in Cambodia have
taken new action in Cambodia, but these
have been to a slgnificant degree in response
to the decision of Lon Nol's regime to ter-
minate previous arrangements for securing
food and military supplies. In its background
paper attached to these questions the Ad-
ministration itself admits that this move
has “induced the Communists to drive Cam-
bodian authorities entirely out of large sec-
tions of the country so that the Communists
can then draw directly on the civilian pop-
ulation for their food supplies.”

As regards the beginning of fighting, the
chronology is Instructive. The attacks on
Snoul and Takeo occurred nearly one month
after Lon Nol's figurehead Chief of State,
Cheng-Heng, pledged to oust Communist
troops from Cambodia’s borders. After a pe-
riod of talks with U.S. and South Vietnam-
ese officers, the Cambodian army attacked
North Vietnamese and NLF forces on March
22. This attack was followed by the first al-
lied offensive on border bases on March 27,
1970. On April 11, the first large massacre of
Vietnamese civilians conducted by the Cam-
bodian army was reported. Two days later,
April 13, the NLF took the town of Prasot.
On April 18, the Cambodian army was in-
volved in the massacre of 100 Vietnamese
civilians in Takeo. The V.C. moved on Takeo
and Baang two days later.

5. The Administration’s Question—What is
the real significance of recent enemy actions
in the base areas along the Cambodian bor-
der?

The Administration's Answer—Enemy
forces have long operated from these base
areas against U.S. and allied forces in South
Vietnam. Their aggressive strikes from these
sanctuaries were limited by marginal supply
levels and irregular access to the Port of
Sihanoukville. We now know the Sihanouk
Government regulated use of this key port
with rules ranging from acquiescence to
loosely and erratically enforced controls.

From the outset, it has been obvious that
the new Cambodian Government would close
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the Port of Sihanoukville to communist traf-
fic, thus forcing Viet Cong and North Viet-
namese troops to move from their remote
base areas in search of supplies, When they
spread into the countryside, it became clear
that they intended to seize de facto control
of the life lines to the sea. Should they suc-
ceed we would be exposed to an enemy with
far greater resources. We have no choice but
to act in & manner to protect the lives of
American and allied forces in Vietnam.

Another Answer—Even if the Viet Cong
and North Vietnamese were able to open a
corridor to the sea east of Sihanoukville, it
could not become a significant supply route.
Any attempt to unload oceangoing ships by
lighters or launches to take supplies ashore
would be every bit as vulnerable to American
and South Vietnamese air activity as similar
blockade operations along the Vietnham coast,
such as the United States has carried out
for years. Sihanoukville is the only Cam-
bodian port which can be utilized by seagoing
ships. There are no possible life lines to the
sea except through Sihanoukville, and that
is In the hands of Lon Nol who is even more
disposed to deny it to the communists than
was Sihanouk.

Should the port of Sihanoukville with its
international shipping fall to the commu-
nists, is the United States prepared to run
the same risks as would be the case if it were
to bomb Haiphong—with its concentration
of Soviet, British and other shipping?

8. The Administration’s Question—The
President has always wanted to keep U.S.
casualties low, and has made a point of his
ability to do so. Will these operations not
raise U.S. casualties substantially?

The Administration’s Answer.—These op-
erations will reduce a threat to our forces,
and will thus over time lead to fewer total
casualties.

Our Answer.—These operations increase
the threat to our forces because the inva-
sion of Cambodia extends the area of con-
flict and prolongs the war. Nothing prevents
the NLF and North Vietnamese forces from
reoccupying their border bases unless the
South Vietnamese or American forces oc-
cupy them permanently. Withdrawal from
the border areas by the allies means the
Communists will rececupy and resupply them
during the rainy season. Since their force
levels have not been substantially reduced
by contact with allied forces during the in-
vasion, the threat posed by them will not be
significantly reduced. If the South Vietnam-
ese choose to remain in Cambodia east of
the Mekong, as President Thieu has indi-
cated they will, this means the outer bound-
ary of conflict has shifted far westward. Thus
enemy bases will be closer to American sane-
tuaries in Thailand and Laos. and South
Vietnamese resources will be stretched over
an area which is much larger than the pre-
April 30 battlefield. Thus Vietnamization will
be retarded and schedules for American trcop
withdrawals drastically slowed unless South
Vietnam itself is denuded of minimal protec-
tion against attack, Widening the war means
slowing down Vietnamization and keeping
American advisors and troops in the fleld
longer, It is difficult to understand how ex-
panding and prolonging this war will save
American lives.

7. Tue Administration’s Question.—Do we
really know what we are getting into in wid-
ening the war to Cambodia? Is this not an-
other Vietnam, which we all know this Ad-
ministration wants to avoid?

The Administration’s Answer.—The ques-
tion of “what we are getting into™ goes to
the heart of what is happening now in Cam-
bodia. We should be absolutely clear here on
matters of sequence and consequence. Com-
munist aggression, blatant and determined,
is not only threatening the overthrow of a
neutral government, but also posing a sig-
nificantly growing danger to the security of
our forces in South Vietnam.

The events in Cambodiz, therefore, are cer-
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tainly part of a larger pattern of aggression
as conceived in Hanol.

There is just no question that increased
Communist activities in Cambodia threaten
U.S. forces in South Vietnam and could have
a significant effect on the course of the war.
Our considerations here run from psycholog-
ical to purely military. Our judgment has
been that—far from widening or lengthening
the war—firm and decisive action now in
Cambodian base areas was necessary to dems-
onstrate to the enemy that we will now [sic!
not presumably] allow the war to be carried
beyond its present bounds, nor allow the
enemy to use Cambodia with impunity in
attacking Vietnamization.

I therefore find it paradoxical to call this
& “new war”. In the most realistic sense,
this is an effort to contain the “‘old war" and
bring it to a speedy end.

Another Answer—Part of this question has
been answered in the previous answers.
[Moreover, one should note that the chronol-
ogy provided by the White House (which
accompanied its release of questions and an-
swers) is seriously imbalanced and lacks
mention of some of the most essential events
directly pertinent to any understanding of
these developments. |

In addition, the following points are di-
rectly relevant to the account provided by
the Administration’s answer.

With the invasion of Cambodia, the United
States is expanding the battleground into
An area as large as all South Vietnam. Presi-
dent Nixon has promised that all American
forces will be pulled out of Cambodia by the
end of June—but has yet refrained from say-
ing that they will not be sent back again in
July or succeeding months. Our ally, General
Thieu, however, has made explicit that for at
least the next six months—through the
American elections of November as he so
candidly put it—the South Vietnamese army

will have the responsibility of sustaining the
government of General Lon Nol, training his
army, and providing it with military support
in at least the eastern half of Cambodia.

President Nixon's invasion of Cambodia
has had its impact not merely on the border
base areas, but has served to upset the whole
political balance within that country. Cam-
bodia as a state no longer provides the United
States with a neutralist flank, flawed only by
communist border sanctuaries. Today a whole
nation is torn apart by a civil war—where
areas of fighting alternate with areas of polit-
ical and military vacuum. What was once a
state whose presence helped contain the war
in Vietnam is now a political and military
battlefield dominated not by Cambodians,
but by American, South Vietnamese, Viet-
cong and North Vietnamese forces.

The overthrow of Prince Sihanouk and
the American-Vietnamese invasion have ir-
remediably shattered the precarlous internal

and balance of political forces in Cam-
bodla. Washington's and Saigon’s support for
General Lon Nol has forced Sihanouk to seek
an alliance with the Cambodian left and
the NLF and North Vietnamese. The narrow
elite base of the Lon Nol government means
it lacks the legitimacy among Cambodians to
exercise effective authority on its own. One
of the initial steps taken to defend it in-
volves the dispatch to Phnom Penh of Amer-
ican-trained and financed Cambodian mer-
cenarles serving with the South Vietnamese
Special Forces, a first contingent of 4,000
arriving a few days after American forces
crossed the Cambodian frontier, Subse-
quently, President Thieu has made clear that
one of the major missions of the South Viet-
namese army is to sustain the Lon Nol gov-
ernment; and this, of course, means to fight
those substantial elements loyal to Sihanouk.
(By May 11, South Vietnamese forces were
already engaged well to the west of the
Mekong River.)
A government which has no better way of
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establishing nationalist credentials than by
perpetrating massacres of defenseless Viet-
namese civilians is not likely to endure. Si-
hanouk’s powerful nationalist appeal is now
united with those radical appeals of the Cam-
bodian communist insurgents which relate
to the widespread social and economic griev-
ances of the Cambodlian peasantry, President
Nixon has contributed to the creation of a
formidable anti-American alliance in Cam-
bodia, making a long civil war in that coun-
try inevitable.

By proxy, then, through its client, South
Vietnam, the United States has moved into
Cambodia politically as well as militarily to
support a narrowly based regime that could
never be viable on its own. And if the un-
representative regime in Saigon were to col-
lapse, this would certainly bring about the
collapse of a second and equally unrepresent-
ative regime in Phnom Penh.

The escalatory response to the American
invasion of Cambodia has already extended
beyond developments in that country. It
threatens American sanctuaries in Laos.
There, North Vietnamese forces have under-
taken to compensate for loss of their Cam-
bodian bases by expanding their control in
southern Laos, taking the town of Attopeu,
and now threatening Saravene—both major
strategic centers. This alters the geographi-
cal and military balance in southern Laos (an
area fronting on both Cambodia and South
Vietnam), quite as dramatically as did the
powerful North Vietnamese response a few
months ago to the Administration's initiative
in upsetting the previous precarious balance
in central Laos by attempting to selze the
Plain of Jars.

The North Vietnamese actions at that
time also exposed the fragility of the Admin-
istration's Vietnamization policy; for if
Hanol could so rapidly augment its military
power in Laos and drive U.S.-supported
Laotian troops back far beyond the point
from which they launched their attack, it
clearly retains the capacity for an equiva-
lent augmentation of its forces in South
Vietnam (or in Cambodia) whenever the
time seems most propitious.

In addition, U.S. intervention against the
NLF sanctuaries in Cambodia, in conjunc-
tion with the developing power vacuum
there, invites NLF and North Vietnamese
movement against American sanctuaries in
eastern Thalland and the Mekong River val-
ley areas of western Laos. As U.S. and South
Vietnamesc forces penetrate further into
Cambodia, the communists can no longer be
expected to confine their operations in that
country to areas along the Vietnamese bor-
der. They will feel no constraints against es-
tablishing bases anywhere in Cambodia, in-
cluding districts opposite the Thal frontier.
Consequently, the Thai government is likely
to find its own security increasingly threat-
ened. Its defense forces, largely committed
in recent years to the defense of its north-
eastern frontiers, will now have to be ex-
tended to cover Thailand’s open southeastern
flank, whose security had hitherto been
taken for granted because of the existence
of an effective neutralist government in
Phnom Penh. In effect, Thailand will now
have to guard both its Laotian and its Cam-
bodian frontiers, and its security will have
appreciably diminished.

8. The Administration’s Question—The op-
eration which is now beginning [the Cam-
bodian intervention] is a very large opera-
tion. What do we hope to accomplish?

The Administration’s Answer—Our basic
objective is materially to reduce the new
threat which the sanctuaries pose to our
forces in South Vietnam. We expect to ac-
complish this,

We have the following specific goals:

To disrupt enemy plans for operations
against South Vietnam, thus supporting our
Vietnamization program and helping to
shorten the length of the war;
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To Torce the enemy to pull forces out of
South Vietnam to protect the sanctuaries;

To find and destroy arms caches and
headquarters areas;

To impede the enlargement of areas under
Communist control in Cambodia.

Another Answer—Our attacks on the Com-
munist border bases in Cambodia can have
no lasting effect on the security of South
Vietnam's western frontier. Substantial
amounts of rice, arms and other military
equipment have been captured or destroyed
in these operations; but search and destroy
missions against major enemy bases outside
of South Vietnam can achieve no more than
those previously undertaken within that
country. It is not clear whether an “authori-
tative” administration source was correct in
reporting on April 2 that COSVN (enemy
headquarters) had been moved from Cam-
bodia to South Vietnam in late March. [See
New York Times, April 3, 1970.] However, it
is clear that the President's expectation that
“American and South Vietnamese units will
attack the headquarters for the entire com-
munist operations in South Vietnam™ has
not been realized.

As in previous major sweeps in South Viet-
nam itself (such as operation Junction City
in 1967) the headquarters of the commu-
nists has eluded the most powerful force the
United States could assemble. Enemy force
levels have not been significantly affected,
and in fact few enemy forces have as yet been
committed to combat. Nothing prevents the
enemy from returning to the border base
areas once American and South Vietnamese
troops have departed. The small and inex-
perienced Cambodian army lacked the ca-
pacity to control these frontier enclaves
before and will clearly be unable to do so
in the future, especially given the enormity
of its new problems elsewhere in Cambodia.
Enemy troops have simply moved back from
the burder districts deep into central Cam-
bodia, placing Phnom Penh and General Lon
Nol's government in greater jeopardy and
making it even more dependent on outside
assistance. [See also answers to previous
questions relating to Vietnamization.]

9. The Administration’s Question—If Lon
Nol cannot beat the communists, why does
he not negotiate with them or compromise
with them as Sthanouk did?

The Administration’s Answer—We under-
stand that he has made several offers to open
negotiations.

We also understand that talks were held
immediately after the new government came
into power and that the North Vietnamese
broke off those talks when they pulled almost
all their staff out of Phnom Penh.

Since that time, the North Vietnamese
have refused to deal with Lon Nol and have
called for the overthrow of his government,
He has made several efforts to deal with them,
we understand, but they have refused. It
seems clear from their tactics that they either
want to gain control of Cambodia or to in-
timidate the government to let them have
free use of large portions of the country.

Another Answer—It is incredible that in
the above answer no mentioa is made of the
fact that before Lon Nol's alleged indication
of a desire to open up negotiations, he and
the Cambodian army had organized the sack-
ing of the North Vietnamese and NLF em-
bassies (March 11, 1970). As a consequence of
these army-supported mob actions as well as
other more serious violence taken against
Vietnamese living in Cambodia, one can ap-
preciate that Lon Nol wag hardly setting the
stage for negotiations. Moreover, the attacks
of his army units in cooperation with South
Vietnamese and American forces against
NLF and Hanoi base areas did not increase
prospects for negotiations. (See also answers
to previous questions.)

10. The Administration’s Question—Do we
not think that operations by U.S. forces in-
side Cambodia will jeopardize the prospects
for negotiations?
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The Administration’s Answer—Recent
North Vietnamese actions and statements
give no indications that they are ready to
negotiate. In fact, they may be postponing
any serious negotiations which they might
have contemplated until they can see what
happens in Cambodia.

I think we should not continually act on
the assumption that a deescalation by our
side will promote negotiations whereas any
new action which we might undertake will
jeopardize them, Over the past year we have
deescalated in a variety of ways and Hanol
has steadfastly refused to talk seriously.
Under those circumstances, I do not believe
that what we are doing now will jeopardize
any prospects for peace which might have
existed.

Another Answer—It is already evident that
the invasion of Cambodia has made President
Thieu even more outspoken in his refusal to
accept a negotiated settlement, and in his
insistence upon a solution by military means.
If, as the Administration has repeatedly
stated, the Vietnamization program was de-
signed to reduce American commitments in
Southeast Asla and to facilitate the achieve-
ment of & negotiated settlement of the war,
the Cambodian adventure is impossible to
justify. By enlarging the area of conflict and
the scope of American commitments and by
increasing the number of disputing parties,
it adds enormously to the length and com-
plexity of any agenda for negotiations. With
the U.5. and the Vietnamese now enmeshed
in a Cambodian civil war a virtually insolu-
ble Cambodian problem is added to the al-
ready Intractable Vietnamese problem. It is
no longer enough to settle the war in Viet-
nam and Laos; we are assuming a responsi-
bility for settling a Cambodian war as well.

President Nixon’s precipitate invasion of
Cambodia has not only further polarized in-
ternal political forces in Cambodia; but by
aligning Sihanouk (who for so long had man-
aged to remain unaligned and genuinely neu-
tral) with Moscow and Peking, it has in-
creased polarization within the concerned
international community. The President’s ac-
tion has seriously reduced the confidence of
Japan and our most important European
allies in America’s foreign policy; and it has
drastically undercut the possibilities for any
Soviet offices in getting a negotiated solu-
tion of the Vietnam war underway. Thus,
the long-term consequences of President
Nixon's shortsighted military escalation fur-
ther diminish the already faint prospects for
that negotiated settlement of the war to
which the Administration has repeatedly
committed itself,

11. The Administration’s Question.—Are
we accompanying these operations with any
new diplomatic initiatives?

The Administration’s Answer.—Obviously
we may make some new diplomatic initia-
tives at some point. But we see no sense in
ignoring the fact that the other side has
steadfastly refused to negotiate seriously. It
will be up to them to decide whether or not
they are ready to negotiate a settlement or
spill more blood.

Another Answer.—President Thieu's most
recent response to this question was given in
a May 11, 1970 interview with Newsweek edi-
tor Osborn Elliot. Thieu made clear that he
has no intention of negotiating a peace
settlement with the Communists and that
Vietnamization is a policy which permits
continued fighting toward the goal of win-
ning a military victory.

With respect to prospects for “new dip-
lomatic initiatives at some point”, one sim-
ply cannot overlook Thieu's intransigence
on the question of diplomatic initiatives
which is well-known and of long standing.
Further the invasion of Cambodia and allled
involvement in the Cambodian civil war
make diplomatic solutions to the Vietnamese
conflict infinitely more difficult. Clearly the
responsibility for initiating negotiations does
not fall entirely on the enemy. The respon-
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sibility for shedding more blood also lies with
the United States and its allles, particularly
our intransigent dependent, President Thieu.
Indeed, if there is any one aspect of the Ad-
ministration’s strategy upon which there is
widespread agreement, it is that negotiations
have been definitely downgraded. This has
been evidenced by the President's refusal for
some time to name a man of political stature
to replace Ambassador Lodge in Paris, In-
stead, the President appointed a foreign serv-
ice officer who served as an assistant to earller
negotiators and who never even occupied
the post of Ambassador,

12. The Administration's Question—What
was the legal basis for the President's ac-
tions?

The Administration’s Answer—The Presi-
dent was acting under his Constitutional
authority as Commander in Chief of the
Armed Forces to assure the security of the
troops under his command, and also under
his Constitutional authority as Chief Execu-
tive for the conduct of foreign affairs.

Another Answer—It is appalling for the
Administration to define the legitimacy of
President Nixon's act strictly in terms of
American law and precedent.

Cambodia is a sovereign state. Since the
United States acted without consulting its
government, our invasion is a violation of
international law.

It must be noted that Cambodia re-
nounced the SEATO protocol providing pro-
tection for the former Indochina states. In
In point of fact, Sihanouk formally requested
the SEATO powers in May 1965, to amend
Article IV to exclude Cambodia from
SEATO’s perimeter of intervention. His re-
quest was ignored but he was advised that
the language of the treaty provided that in-
tervention would not be undertaken without
the request and consent of the Cambodian
government.

If it is argued that the President made his
decision in the context of American consti-
tutional practice, it must be noted that his
invasion of what he has referred to as a
“neutral” country, has been taken in the
absence of a declaration of war without the
advice and consent of the Congress.

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY PRO-
GRAM—A LEGAL STRAITJACKET

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Economy in Govern-
ment, of the Joint Economic Committee,
has recently held several days of hear-
ings concerning the principles of eco-
nomic analysis which should underlie
decisions on Federal transportation in-
vestment. Since the great bulk of our
transportation expenditure, some $4 to
$5 billion per year, is consumed by the
Federal aid highway program, we de-
voted particular attention to the social
costs and benefits of highway investment.
We were disturbed to learn from our wit-
nesses that not only do we fail to apply
rational investment criteria to our high-
way program but that numerous provi-
sions of Federal law discourage or pre-
vent any economically rational approach
to highway building.

The way in which Congress has locked
gasoline tax revenues into the highway
trust fund and stipulated that this major
source of revenue can be used for noth-
ing but the building of more highways,
regardless of the social value of such
construction, is familiar to us. It is pos-
sible, however, that we need to be re-
minded of some of the other stumbling
blocks which Federal law places in the
way of a rational transportation policy.

Thirty-six years ago, a restriction was
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placed in Federal law requiring the
States, as a condition of Federal aid, to
earmark their own revenues from gaso-
line and motor vehicle taxes to highway
construction. Today, the States continue
to be obligated to devote at least that
portion of these taxes which was in effect
in 1934 exclusively to highway use.

One of our witnesses told us of a study
he had done of one proposed rapid
transit investment indicating that 35
percent of the benefits would redound
to highway users rather than transit
patrons: This particular study related
to an addition to the London subway,
and the investment was subsequently
made. In the United States we con-
tinue to straddle the States with an
archaic law based on the premise
that highway users can be benefited only
through the building of ever more
highways. One wonders how many op-
portunities to improve the flow of traf-
fic in our urban areas have gone unreal-
ized due to the restrictive financing pro-
visions of our Federal laws.

It was also brought out in our hearings
that Federal law may discourage the
States and localities from developing eco-
nomically sound road user charges. Our
witnesses all emphasized that much could
be done to reduce rush-hour congestion
on our highways and to encourage in-
creased use of public transportation if
rush-hour drivers were made to pay the
full cost of their road use. Technically
there are feasible ways of accomplishing
this: through parking charges, license
fees, tolls, and metered charges. Yet, lit-
tle use has been made of these devices
in the United States. One reason may be
that the prohibition in Federal law
against tolls of any kind on federally
aided highways restricts the freedom of
city governments to choose the types of
road user charges best suited to local
conditions. I submit that our Federal laws
should encourage national pricing of road
use, not interfere with it.

Mr. President, the problems that I have
mentioned are only a few of the many
disturbing aspects of our current ap-
proach to Federal highway investment.
Congress will have the opportunity this
year, in the course of its consideration
of legislation relating to the high-
way trust fund, to reexamine fully the
Federal highway policy. I hope we will
make full use of this opportunity.

I ask unanimous consent that portions
of the recent testimony before the Sub-
committee on Economy in Government
relative to the costs and benefits of high-
way investment be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

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

How To IMPROVE URBAN TRANSPORTATION

AT PracTtIicarLy No Cost
(By John F. Kain)
INTRODUCTION

Urban transportation planning in the
United States is seriously deficient. Its prin-
cipal shortcoming is a failure to analyze and
manage the urban transport syat.am as a
complex and highly interrelated system con-
sisting of a large number of competing and
complementary modes. In spite of “compre-
hensive” metropolitan transportation stud-
les in nearly every urban area, much talk of
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“systems analysis”, and frequent references
to "“balanced” transport systems, there is lit-
tle evidence of any meaningful overall sys-
tems analysis of urban transport problems.
Systems analysls and planning in urban
transport has meant the design of “rail rapid
transit systems”, “highway systems"”, and,
even more frequently, “freeway systems".

Even a casual examination of urban travel
makes it clear that these “systems™ are only
components or limited subsystems of the
urban transport system. Yet these partial
“systems” are invariably planned, designed,
and operated as though they were Independ-
ent. Different and frequently inconsistent
criteria have been used., “Balanced transport
planning” has become the planning of re-
dundant investment in each of these sub-
systems, rather than a serious effort to de-
termine the “appropriate” mix of each In
terms of overall system optimization. The
result has been great waste and gross ineffi-
clency.

To a substantial degree these partial views
of the urban transportation problem are due
to existing institutional arrangements which
badly fragment the responsibility for provid-
ing urban transportation services. State high-
way departments, city traffic engineers, and
local and regional transit authorities all have
major responsibilities for the design, con-
struction, or cperation of segments of the
urban transportation system in metropolitan
areas. Typically, these agencles view them-
selves as competitors. At best they ignore one
another. The unfortunate result is that many
opportunities for making substantial im-
provements in the quality of urban trans-
portation at negligible cost are overlooked
or ignored. The most important of these op-
portunities is the use of existing urban ex-
pressways for rapid transit. Freeway rapld
transit has the potential of making major
improvements in the quality of urban trans-
portation in nearly every U.S. urban area at
virtually zero cost.

Before considering this freeway rapid tran-
sit concept, the paper examines a number of
general shortcomings of the urban transit
planning process. These fall under three ma-
Jor categories. The premature imposition of
constraints, the long-range planning syn-
drome, and the choice of appropriate criteria.

PREMATURE IMPOSITION OF CONSTRAINTS

What might be termed the “premature im-
position of constraints” is the most serlous
shortcoming of the transport planning proc-
ess. It arises from a misconception about the
respective roles of the techniclan and policy
maker. More than any other factor it is re-
sponsible for the failure of transport planners
to consider alternatives that might yield
large benefits.

“Premature imposition of constraints™ as-
sumes a number of different forms. The most
common is that engineers, planners, and
other technicians fail to consider promising
alternatives because they decide, without
analysis, that a particular alternative would
not be acceptable to the public or to policy
makers. Judgments of this kind imply that
there are certain absolutes. Yet my experi-
ence suggests that communities can be edu-
cated, that public opinion can be changed,
and that politicians are willing to undertake
politically difficult actions if they become
persuaded the net benefits are large enough.
These judgments also imply that technicians
are more capable of determining political
feasibility or public acceptability than
elected officials and other policy makers. This
I regard as both improbable and inappro-
priate. Only the public and its elected repre-
sentatives have the right to decide what is
and what is not politically feasible or pub-
licly acceptable. It has been my experience
that technicians are notoricusly bad at mak-
ing these judgments. Technocrats have the
responsibility of providing information on
the costs and benefits of alternative actions,
not of deciding which alternatives are ac-
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ceptable, Frequently in complex systems the
implications of particular alternative actions
are not at all apparent. Thus it is often
impossible to estimate, even crudely, the pos-
sible benefits and costs of particular ac-
tions until they have been carefully ex-
amined and the detailed arithmetic has been
done. The arithmetic is difficult to carry out
in many instances and can only be roughly
approximated in others, but this is no excuse
for the “premature imposition of con-
straints”.

The worst aspect of “premature imposition
of constraints” is that it frequently leads to
a situation in which certaln alternatives are
no longer considered at all. Constraints ac-
quire the status of “immutable laws.” More
often than not, the original rationale for the
“gonstraints” no longer exists or has been
forgotten. Then it becomes all the more nec-
essary to observe them. Conditions may have
changed markedly, but the policy remains in
force.

It is not difficult to find examples of the
“premature imposition of constraints.” Peak-
hour tolls is one of the most obvious. In
nearly every city, state, and country I have
visited, I have made a point of asking trans-
port planners about the possibility of impos-
ing peak-hour tolls on particular facilities as
a means of managing the level and composi-
tion of traffic, obtaining indications about
desirable levels of Investment (particularly
of expensive peak-hour capacity), gulding
the location decisions of households, in-
fluencing the cholce of peak-hour travel
modes, and affecting the pattern of metro-
politan development. With slight variations,
the answer was the same everywhere. “The
public would not stand for it.” “Tolls are
politically impossible.” “It is a matter of gov-
ernment policy.” “We used to have a toll on
that bridge, and the public forced us to take
it off."

Further discussion on the subject invari-
ably revealed the following facts. No one had
really considered the possibility of using
peak-hour tolls as a device to manage the
use of the road system. No one could begin
to suggest the effect of these tolls on the use
of road facilities or on the demand for pri-
vate and public transport. No assessment has
been made, or even contemplated, of the
costs and benefits of peak-hour tolls under
any circumstances. Considerable confusion
existed in the minds of the technicians,
politicians, and public about the purpose and
function of peak-hour tolls.

Typically tolls are regarded as a means of
raising revenue to pay for the construction of
a particular facility. Consequently they are
only imposed on newly constructed facilities
and are removed when the facllity is pald
for. There are substantial objections to using
tolls In this way; and technicians, policy
makers, and the public are right to reject
them. There are far less expensive ways of
raising revenue. But more important, the
time profile of such tolls is exactly wrong.
New facilities almost always have excess ca-
pacity. Since the increased use of such un-
der-utilized facilities costs no more, it is un-
desirable and inefficient to impose tolls which
1imit their use. The irony of this traditional
use of tolls is that invariably they are re-
duced, or removed altogether, at the very
time they would begin to be beneficial. Tolls
are desirable only when there is excess de-
mand for capacity and increments to capacity
are expensive.

As a general rule, tolls should be imposed
on old rather than new facilities. Also, tolls
should be imposed only during peak periods
when the facility would tend to become
congested.

Another aspect of peak-hour tolls should
be mentioned. Highway systems in metropoli-
tan areas are highly ubiquitous. This ubig-
uity makes it both difficult and expensive to
devise operational pricing schemes. The costs
of capacity are highly variable, even within a
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fairly small area, and the large number of
Intersecting streets makes it impractical to
collect tolls by traditional methods. A variety
of sophisticated electronic metering systems
that would permit the use of extremely de-
tailed pricing systems have been proposed.

These systems would presumably allow
highway-user charges to vary from one block
to another and from one street to another
and throughout the day. Although there has
been considerable enthusiasm for such
schemes, I remain unpersuaded of their prac-
ticality. It appears to me that in most ap-
plications their costs would exceed their
benefits. In addition, I suspect that more
primitive controls would provide almost all
of the benefits of highly sophisticated road
pricing systems and at a fraction of their
cost,

Rivers and other barriers reduce the un-
biquity of highway networks by channeling
traffic. Thus they increase the possibility of
achieving a closer matching between the re-
source costs of transport facilities and ‘the
charges on users. It follows that peak-hour
tolls on key bridges should be regarded as a
charge for the use of the entire road system
(or at least the portions that are the most
expensive and difficult to provide) rather
than as a charge for the use of that particu-
lar bridge or facility., Bridges and other con-
venient barriers should be considered pres-
sure points that can assist in managing road
use in order to obtain that level and com-
position of traffic that provides the greatest
benefit to the community.

Development of rational parking policies,
that is, decisions on the number of spaces
to be provided in a certain area and thelr
price, is another unexploited possibility for
increasing the efficiency of urban transpor-
tation systems at virtually zero cost. How-
ever, reasoned discussion of this alternative
is virtually as difficult to achieve as it is for
peak-hour tolls.

Parking policy should be viewed as another
possible means of obtaining a closer match-
ing between the payments by road users for
urban highways and the cost of capacity.
This would mean that parking charges in
central areas would usually have two alter-
native pricing bases. The first is the cost of
providing highway capacity into central
areas and should apply to the all-day parker,
who generally uses the city streets during
peak hours. The second is the cost of pro-
viding parking spaces. This should apply to
the short-term parker, who generally does
not use the streets during peak periods. The
distinction is that there is usually more than
ample capacity during the off-peak periods
and that therefore the cost of highway
capacity during these periods should be re-
garded as zero.

Parking policy in most cities is unbeliev-
ably bad. Rates for the all-day (peak-hour)
parker are frequently lower than for the
short-term (off-peak) parker, Parking is pro-
vided on many streets at no cost or at rates
that do not begin to cover the costs of new
roads or increments to existing ones. In addi-
tion, curb-side parking usually reduces the
capacity of the street system and serlously
affects the performance and cost of transit
vehicles. Even when curb-side street parking
does not reduce street capacity or hamper
the performance of transit vehicles, it may
be greatly underpriced, thereby encouraging
peak-hour users to make too much use of the
street system.

Admittedly there are formidable problems
in analyzing and developing appropriate
peak-hour tolls and parking policies. Even
simple changes may have complex and far-
reaching effects. Therefore, careful and de-
talled analyses of these possibilities should
be undertaken before any new pollcy is
adopted. Careful analysis of all of the alter-
natives might reveal that the existing set of
policies are the right ones. However, it is
crucial that these conclusions are reached
after the alternatives are fully evaluated and
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not on the basis of the “premature imposi-
tion of constraints".

In many instances introduction of these
policles might markedly affect the phasing
and even the need for major elements of
existing highway plans. For example, the
existing freeway plan in Hobart, Tasmania
(Australia) is predicated heavily on the con-
struction of a second span of the Tasman
Bridge over the Derwent River and the vehi-
cle volumes from that span. Introducing a
peak-hour toll that reflects the great cost of
bridging the Derwent might delay for a dec-
ade, or possibly forever, the need for a sec-
ond crossing. Recognition of these possibili-
ties might lead to a vastly different design
for the Hobard freeway system. Undoubtedly,
the Hobard example has many parallels in
U.S. metropolitan areas.

THE LONG-RANGE PLANNING SYNDROME

Most current metropolitan transport plan-
ning (at least in those instances where there
is even a pretense of “comprehensive” urban
transport planning) is concerned with con-
ditions and problems 20 or 30 years in the
future. While I regard glimpses of the fu-
ture as useful in decision making, they are
only a small part of comprehensive metro-
politan transport planning. In fact, it is
present and near-term conditions that large-
ly determine choices in the near future. Most
existing transportation studies attempt to
optimize future rather than current or exist-
ing systems and pay little or no attention to
the problems of transition from current con-
ditions to future “optimal” conditions.

This orientation has several implications.
It builds a pronounced construction or in-
vestment bias into the studies. There is a
tendency to concentrate on the preliminary
design and feasibility of major capital fa-
cilities, For highways this leads t0 an em-
phasis on the design and justification of
elaborate freeway systems, with very little
consideration of how they should be used.
For public transit this focuses the planners’
attention on the construction of major rapid
transit facllities, typically fixed rail.

This emphasis on systems in the distant
future implies that the existing use of fa-
cilities is optimal, that there are no choices
about their use in the interim, and that
these cholces have no effect on a future opti-
mum. All of these propositions are false. For
several reasons, not the least of which is the
discount rate, the greatest potential benefits
are those that might be obtained from cur-
rent decisions about the use of existing fa-
cilities or those to be built in the near fu-
ture.

Still there is no denying the transport
planners’ distaste for partial systems. They
give great emphasis to the consistency, nar-
row technical efficiency, and symmetry of
the final, complete system. The fact that
from the vantage point of current decisions
most of the benefits will accrue from partial
and uncompleted systems is overlooked en-
tirely. In many instances systems will not
be completed, and often this will be the best
outcome. Greater benefits may be obtained
by several partial systems, although, in terms
of engineering “efficiency”, they may operate
well below the potential of a complete sys-
tem.

While our knowledge about existing con-
ditions and those of the near future is im-
perfect, it is still far more detailed and ac-
curate than our knowledge of the mid 1990s
and beyond. It follows that the most de-
talled and sophisticated analyses and plan-
ning should be concerned with making bet-
ter use of existing urban transport capacity
and improving near-term investment de-
cisions. Transport planning, as it is cur-
rently practiced in most metropolitan areas,
turns the process completely around. It pro-
duces detailed analyses of projected condi-
tions 20 or 30 years in the future, while it
virtually ignores the much more certain de-
velopments of the immediate future.
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The most difficult problems arise in the
operation and management of the existing
transport complex, Yet current decisions are
typically based on primitive data and crude
analysis. Systematic quantitative analysis of
these management problems is almost un-
known. . . .

ExcerpTs FroM STATEMENT oF C. D. FosTER,

VisiTinGg ProFEsSsorR oF Ecowomics, Massa-

CHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

Given the present interests of your Sub-
Committee it seems to me that a sharp dis-
tinction is helpful between the interurban
and urban problem. They raise rather differ-
ent issues. . . .

URBAN HIGHWAYS

The urban situation is much more compli-
cated because (i) there is a case for more
variable pricing than the gasoline tax al-
lows; (ii) social costs and benefits are far
more important; and (iil) there is much
greater need to make economically efficient
comparisons between highway construction
and public transport improvement.?

(1) Pricing policy—In my own country
there has been great interest in new methods
of urban road pricing since the report of the
Smeed Committee in 1964 (of which I was
a member) ! Since then there have been two
committees considering the matter further,
especially the administrative problems. The
Road Research Laboratory has been doing
various technical studies. To the best of my
understanding, there have been no impor-
tant policy statements on the matter since I
left Britain last September; and there must
therefore be limits on my ability to report
what has not been published.

The basic case for a more flexible pricing
system is that urban roads are a very variable
commodity—much more so than non-urban
roads for pricing purposes. Roads towards
the center of the city, of given capacity, nor-
mally cost far more in land, construction and
operating costs than those towards the city's
edge. More important than that is congestion,
Every additional vehicle coming onto a road
finds its costs are greater than the one be-
fore because with congestion it uses more
gasoline, brakes more frequently, wears out
its clutch and brake linings more quickly;
and so forth. However, those costs it bears
itself. Much more significant, every addi-
tional vehicle slows down every other vehicle
also and imposes more costs on them. Where
there is scarcity private enterprise—and Gov-
ernment—usually uses the price mechanism
to ration the commodity, rather than allow-
ing people to form lines and jostle it out. On
urban roads we let people form lines. It
would be a much more efficient solution if
an economic price (equal to short-run mar-
ginal costs) were set on highways so as to
keep speeds and efficiency up by pricing some
vehicles off the roads. Those priced off would
use other means of transport, double up in
automobiles and travel at some other time
of the day than the height of the peak.

But there is another mischief because of
the absence of efficient urban road pricing:
most of the financial troubles and admin-
istrative tangles of public transport come
from it. Although now most public transport
agencies in cities are caught up in a web of
(usually rather irrational) subsidies, they
were usually expected to be profitable or at
least cover their costs; while urban road-
users have not been meant to. This dis-
tortion of pricing has biased people uneco-
nomically towards using the road; and has
led to more highway investment (relative
to investment in public transport, especially

1 Investment criteria are also far more dif-
ficult to make operational in cities. I believe
we are just beginning to make sense of them.

2 Ministry of Transport. Road Pricing: Eco~
nomic and Technical Possibilities. II.M.S.O.
1964,
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subways and surface suburban railways)
than would have been the case if the pricing
principles had been nearer correct.

In the absence of proper urban road pric-
ing, it is the economically efficient solution
for subways and surface railways in cities to
be subsidised (though only to a determinate
extent). Let me explain. In 1963 Professor
Beesley and I did a study in London of the
possibility of building a new subway.® Ap-
proval for its construction had been refused
for many years because it was agreed by
everyone that it would make a financial loss.
Our studies showed that nevertheless Lon-
don would be better off with it, subsidised.
This was because it was predictable that it
would draw people off the roads, increase
speeds and reduce costs there. It would also
of course make It possible to economize on
roadbullding. Thirty-five percent of the ben-
efits, measured in money terms, were antici-
pated to accrue to road-users, that is, to
people who would not use the subway but
would benefit from diversion to it. The sub-
way was approved and is now in operation
as the Victoria Line. Although the method
has been developed, what is essentially the
same method is now a routine element in
the justification of all such projects in Eng-
land. From some work I have done in Boston
it is my belief that the line of argument is
also central to the debate between highways
and public transport there.

But what is essentially an investment ap-
praisal method which corrects for the ab-
sence of proper road pricing is only a sec-
ond-best substitute for efficient pricing. The
more I have thought about the problems of
American and British cities, the more essen-
tial road pricing seems to me to be, if there
is not to be serious misallocation of re-
sources. It is often argued as if road pricing
were a substitute for investment. This is not
s0. It will indicate where highway (and pub-
lic transport) investment would be desir-
able; but without it there will always be an
excessive tendency for congestion to recur
after road improvements have been made
and for there to be overinvestment in urban
roads (until the political process rebels
against it). (Basically this must be so be-
cause successive additions to a city's road
system cost more, especially when social
costs are considered so that (short-run)
marginal cost will be above average cost.)
Though it is harder to prove, I would sug-
gest that North American cities must be
more decentralized than they would have
been, and the difficulties of the central citles
somewhat greater, than If there had been an
efficient system of urban road pricing (or
failing that, an efficlent method of subsi-
dising and investing in urban mass transit).

I also believe that the poor may have suf-
fered most since richer people have tended
to gain moest from the underpricing of urban
roads. (This is a separate argument from any
that the poor may have lost most from un-
dercompensation for landtakings and envi-
ronmental deterioration, This refers to the
POOr as Users.)

While I believe the tendencies have been
such as I have described, determining the
magnitudes of the effects of these distor-
tions and inefficiencies requires more study
(in the United States), I think, than they
have been given.

(ii) I'mportance of social costs and benefits
in cities. I have mentioned congestion. But
there are others. The usual method of deal-
ing with pollution, noise (and safety) is
through regulation; but to my mind there
is a danger that the costs of regulation may

3 C.D. Foster and M.E. Beesley, "Estimating
the Social Benefit of Constructing an Under-
ground Railway in London,” Journal of the
Royal Statistical Society, Series A, Vol, 126,
1963. Reprinted in Arrow and Scitovsky,
Readings in Welfare Economics, American
Economics Association, 1969.
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in some cases be greater than the benefits,
Very commonly one feels the most efficient
package of, say, safety regulations is not
chosen, And in the case of noise (and what
is called visual intrusion) the most economic
solution may not be regulation of vehicles
but in altering the standards of construction
s0 as to reduce the spattering of noise over
the neighborhood around the freeway; and
also the obtrusive ugliness of the structure.
It usually does make much sense to price mo-
torists more because they are ugly or pollute,
because it does not make much diffierence to
the guantities of noise and pollution.

(iii) I believe I have discussed most of
what is relevant to comparison between high-
ways and public transport.

In conclusion, I believe that better pricing
policies and the use of more relevant invest-
ment criteria can greatly improve the effi-
clency of transport expenditures.

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY—HIGHWAYS!
WO PA¥Ys AND WHO BENEFITS?

{By Peter B. Craig)
THE HIGHWAY TRUST

My thesls today is that it is overdue, in
the public interest, to abolish the ear-mark-
ing of Federal tax revenues for predetermined
highway investment. I think it is overdue
that the Federal Aid Highway Trust Fund be
abolished., Indeed, it is one of the most
pernicious “trusts” that has ever existed on
the American scene.

Unlike most of the “trusts" of yesteryear,
this Highway Trust operates in the most legal
manner—it is underwritten by the laws
passed by the Congress, Let us see, first of
all, how it operates:

First of all, all Federal tax revenues re-
lated to use of motor vehicles are assigned
to the Federal Ald-Highway Trust Fund.
These include all of the taxes that I and other
citizens pay for purchasing an automobile,
or tires, or gasoline with which to operate
the vehicle. Whatever may be our personal
wishes, such taxes are not avallable to sup-
port anything but expenditures for new
highway investment. By law they must be
spent on either planning for more highways
or 90% or 50% Federal reimbursement of
State planning or construction of highways.
They are not available for any “software”
solutions for transportation problems, be
they trafiic police or transit subsidiaries or
regulatory or pricing restraints on excessive
auto travel. Neither are they available for
any other “hardware” solutions, be they
rapid transit construction or anything else,
Such taxes, by law, musi be spent on pro-
moting the pouring of more concrete or
asphalt for new or improved highways,
whether we taxpayers like it or not.

This makes about as much sense as ear-
marking all Federal income taxes to use for
income-earners only, or all Federal estate
taxes for use for the deceased only. It is to-
tially artificial and arbitrary and, I submit,
contrary to the wishes of the taxpayers from
whom these revenues are taken.

Not satisfied with the earmarking of these
Federal taxes for highway construction only,
the Congress reached into each of our states
36 years ago and directed (as a condition
for recelving Federal highway ald) that each
state have a corresponding earmarking of its
own tax revenues. (23 U.S.C, 126) All state
tax revenues “from State motor vehicle regis-
tration fees, licenses, gasoline taxes, and
other speclal taxes on motor-vehicle opera-
tors of all kinds" must be spent “for the
construction, improvement, and mainte-
nance of highways and administrative ex-
penses in connection therewith.”

This automatic earmarking of Federal and
State highway-related taxes to new highway
investment has had—and will continue to
have—the inevitable result of Inducing or
coercing more and more people to use more
and more automobiles for longer and longer
trips, without any discernible benefit for
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them and to the detriment of the public at
large—through the deterioration or ultimate
demise of alternative forms of transporta-
tion, through the uncontrolled suburban
sprawl and decline of our central cities,
through increased physical danger to the
human species resulting from added air pol-
lution, increased noise pollution and ever-
mounting loss of life and property damage
from automobile accidents.

Absent a quick ending to this Highway
Trust, the only alternative (and an alterna-
tive that may only hold the- present imbal-
ance from becoming worse) is equally mas-
slve State and Federal subsidies to the alter-
native—creation of competing “trust funds”
to promote public transit, center city hcous-
ing, ete.

There are three basic fallacies advanced by
the benefactors of the Highway Trust in de-
fense of this legislative earmarking of high-
way-related taxes: (1) they are ‘“user
charges” and hence it ls appropriate to re-
quire their allocation to pay for the facilities
used; (2) they represent the implied desires
of persons buying automobiles, tires, gasoline,
a driver's permit or license tags;, and (3)
future “needs” for the pouring of more
asphalt and concrete are so great that it
would be inequitable if highway users did
not pay for most of such needs,

THE "USER CHARGE" FALLACY

Federal and State taxes for the purchase of
automobiles, tires, gasoline or licenses are in
no sense “user charges."” They bear no rela-
tionship to the facilities actually used and,
in fact, generally cannot be spent for such
facilities, Tax collected by the Federal-Aid
Highway Trust Fund musi go for planning or
construction of new highways; they cannot
generally be spent for maintenance of exist-
ing highways that the taxpayer uses, They
cannot, for example, pay for resurfacing or
filling of potholes, for trafic lights or street-
lights, for cleaning of refuse from the high-
way, for tending grass or landscaping, for
traffic police. Generally, they must be spent
on a highway that the highway user does
not use. . ..

THE “IMPLIED CONSENT' FALLACY

The argument is still advanced that when
citizens pay taxes on automobiles, tires or
gasoline, they are “voting with their pocket-
books™ for more new highway construction.

Nonsense.

Some taxpayers may want more highways;
some may not. But the ratio for or against
a specific project is not determined by taxes
we all must pay.

In city after city, the persons who fill the
Federal and state highway trust funds have
indicated that they don’t want the new high=-
ways that would be constructed with such
money. . ..

The City of San Franclsco rejected over
200 million of Federal 80% ald, preferring
to forfelt their share of the taxes rather than
bulld the freeways this money would sub-
sidize. Citizens in New Orleans have finally
succeeded in killing off an expressway that
would have destroyed the French Quarter
riverfront. Citlzens of San Antonio have
finally succeeded In persuading the Depart-
ment of Transportation to withhold Federal
matching ald for the controversial North
Expressway that would gut the city's park
system.

If the defenders of the Highway Trust
nurse any illusion that the taxpayers want
the projects that would be financed by such
trusts, they should be quite willing to make
any new Federal-aid highway project de-
pendent upon prior approval in a referen-
dum. I feel certain, however, that you will
never see the Bureau of Public Roads or a
State Highway Department urge such a
democratic course.

THE “HIGHWAY NEEDS'' FALLACY

The last defense of the Highway Lobby for

the Highway Trust Fund is that their al-
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legedly “expert” studlies “prove” new high-
ways will be needed.

The most charitable thing that can be
saild about such “needs” studies, from the
biennial “"Highway Needs Report” of the
Bureau of Public Roads to similar studies
sponsored by State and local highway de-
partments, is they provide employment for
a large number of persons. If the studies
receive the credibility they deserve (which
is nothing), no one will be hurt except for
the waste of the taxpayers’ money.

Asking the Bureau of Public Roads or a
State Highway Department to determine
“highway needs” is about as fruitful as ask-
ing a defendant in a criminal trial to deter-
mine his own guilt or innocence, Their bu-
reaucratic lives depend on showlng ever-
growing “highway needs.” . . .

I had thought, in my parochialism, that
this problem was unique to Washington,
which has had no home rule. In my two years
at the Department of Transportation, I found
that Washington's experience was typical of
other cities. If I may generalize, based cn my
exposure to similar freeway battles in such
cities as New Orleans, San Antonio, Memphis,
Nashville, Boston and New York, just to
name a few:

(1) The claims of the Bureau of Public
Roads, state highway departments and local
highway construction agencies of “needs"
were all based on after-the-fact studies made
after the administrative decision to solicit
the Federal aid;

(2) Most of such studles came in two
waves: the first in the immediate post-World
War II pericd when the Congress first au-
thorized a 40,000 Interstate System; the sec-
ond, commencing in the mid-1850's when
Congress increased Federal aid for Interstate
freeways to 90%;

(83) The Federal, State and local highway
construction agencies made no subsequent
attempts to verify the soundness of the
“needs’ studies on which they relied. Inde-
pendent review generally showed them to be
quite arbitrary, highly inaccurate and based
on inadequate study. In particular, alterna-
tives to new highway investment were not
studied.

(4) In most instances, the promise of in-
creased Federal grants-in-ald for expendi-
ture in the city was enough to win avid sup-
port from local business interests such as
the Chamber of Commerce or Board of
Trade. Generally, transportation decisions in
such an organization were initiated by busi-
nessmen directly involved in highway trans-
portation, such as highway construction, au-
tomobile sales, or trucking operations,

(5) In most instances, the governing local
declisions are not made by any body that 1s
politically responsible to the citizens of such
community, but rather by a state highway
commission, which is isolated both geo-
graphically and politically from the persons
who will be directly affected by their deci-
sion. Generally, the members of such com-
missions are not elected but hold their jobs
as patronage appointments by the Governor.
(As a condition to receiving Federal ald, 23
U.S.C. 302 requires state decisions on high-
ways to be made by a state agency with
highway construction responsibility. Thus,
the bias for favoring highway construction
“golutions” to presumed or actual trans-
portation needs is built into the system.)

(6) Attempts, through Federal legislation,
to build in planning safeguards, through the
requirement of public hearings, the estab-
lshment of continuous, comprehensive and
cooperative transportation planning, or the
preservation of parklands, historic sites,
etc., recelve only token attention since they
are implemented by state organizations in-
terested In highway construction only.

WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES

I suggest that the present system of de-
termining Federal and State transportation
investment decisions through the Trust
Fund device has proved to be a massive fall-
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ure. Objective reappraisal by the Congress is
long overdue.

In reviewing where we stand in 1970 and
where we should go from here, it may be
instructive to look back over the past 170
years of Federal, State and local financial
involvement in transportation.

Throughout the nineteenth century, we
pursued essentially a “user charge" philos-
ophy in public transportation investment,
Transportation facilities were generally pri-
vately-owned (although given the power of
eminent domain by the states) and expected
to pay their own way. Government financial
involvement was active, but it was generally
limited to entrepreneurial action through the
purchase of stock or bonds in private enter-
prises, and then largely at a state or munieci-
pal level., The users were expected to pay for
the capital investment, operation and inter-
est charges through tolls, rates, fares and
charges. . . . With the advent of the motor
vehicle early in this century, it was probably
feasible to revert to a user charge mechanism
for highway users. Instead, however, the
momentum has been away from user charges.

This hostility toward highway user charges
is now a part of the Federal-ald highway
laws. 23 U S.C. 301 provides that, with limited
exceptions, all highways built with Federal-
aid “shall be free from tolls of all kinds.”
The exceptions, in 23 U.S.C. 129, are quite
limited. Tolls may be charged only to cover
bonded indebtedness for Federal-aid high-
ways and, once such bonds have been retired,
that facility must also be operated without
tolls.

It may generally be said, therefore, that
State and local governments today are effec-
tively prevented from assessing user charges
for the highways they administer. They build
and maintain our highways free of any user
charge that would cover either the costs of
the service rendered or the value of the serv-
ice received by the users. No one is now free
to price highway use in any rational way.

The precedent of toll-free government in-
vestment in our highways has, in this cen-
tury, been extended to our waterways and
airways where, again, the facilities are of-
fered toll-free.!

With this subsidized, toll-free public in-
vestment in highways, waterways and air-
ways, what has happened to that part of our
national transportation system that success-
fully operated on a user charge basls half a
century ago?

The wealthy and once-feared “railroad
magnates” and “traction magnates” are now
gone. The rallroads or urban transit systems
they created for profit have languished,
starved for new investment. Throughout the
country, transit systems have disappeared
entirely. Many of those that remain have
been taken over by public agencies for oper-
ation. But still the notion perslsts that such
urban transit systems should be self-sustain-
ing, through user charges.

The result makes no sense today. As cne
civil rights leader commented to the Amer-
ican Institute of Planners a few years ago,
our Federal transportation policy for our
cities has become one of *“soclalism™ for the
rich and "rugged individualism” for the
poor; if you own an automobile (and/or a
yacht or an airplane) and are interested in
private transportation, the Federal govern-
ment has substantial new investment ear-
marked for your benefit, to be used without
tolls. Bug, if you use public transportation,
through preference or necessity, you are ex-
pected t0 pay your own way. Private trans-
portation Is publicly-subsidized by billions of
dollars each year. Public transportation, i.e.,
common carrled service for passengers, re-
celves little or no public assistance; indeed,
it suffers serious economic loss each year by

' This Is not true, however, for airports
which are operated on a user charge basis.
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the flow of public funds to ald competing
private transport.

This pattern is fast wrecking our cities.
I believe it must be changed, and changed
promptly.

One solution, advocated by many, is to
place use of highways in metropolitan areas
on a similar *“user charge” basis presently
applicable to public transit. This course is
worth pursuing, but I think it has its draw-
backs. It is exceedingly difficult to measure
the total “costs” for use of highways and
both difficult and expensive to collect the
necessary tolls to cover such costs. The in-
vestment costs (for planning and engineer-
ing, right-of-way acquisition, construction),
operating costs and interest costs are rather
easily ascertained, but other costs are not.
I speak particularly of the social costs in
air pollution, noise pollution, auto accldents,
as well as the community costs through dis-
placement of homes and business anc parks.
Even if dollar amounts can be attached to
such costs, how are the user charges to be
directed to the individuals, families, busi-
nesses or environment adversely affected?

If we can't “vote with our pocketbooks™
through an equitable system of user charges
assessed against all alternative forms of
transportation we might use, then it is es-
sential that we, the people, be given the
freedom to implement our own judgments
as to how Federal transportation grants-in-
aid are spent in some other way. The re-
straints must at least come off the market-
place of ideas. Toward this end, of per-
mitting local discretion to solve our own
local problems. I would recommend, as a
minimum, the following reforms:

(1) The Federal-Aid Highway Trust Fund
should be abolished, ending all earmarking
of highway-related taxes to new highway
construction. This money should be avail-
able for non-highway transportation invest-
ment (e.g. rail transit or bus transit), for
software as well as hardware solutions (e.g.,
subsidizing improved transit service rather
than building more highways), and even for
non-transportation solutions—a good argu-
ment could be made that the District of Co-
lumbla would be far closer to solving its
present transportation problems if, in lieu
of 909 Federal aid for Interstate freeways,
there had been 909% grants-in-aid for attrac-
tive high density housing in the central city
and if, in lleu of 50% Federal aid for ABC
highways, there had been 509 Federal aid
for improving single-family homes.

(2) The requirement in 23 U.S.C. 126 that
states have similar highway trust funds ear-
marking highway-related taxes to highway
construction should be repealed and the
states should be encouraged to abolish such
ear-marking of tax revenues under their own
laws,

(8) The present requirement in 23 U.S.C.
302 that proposals for Federal-ald must come
from state highway commissions authorized
to construct highways should be abolished.
Instead, each state, in order to qualify for
Federal aid, should be required to establish
a State Transportation Department (follow-
ing the lead of the Federal government and
such states as New York, New Jersey and
Maryland), with authority for urban areas
to initiate their own proposals, without con-
currence of the State Capitol.

(4) All Federal prejudgment of how trans-
portation grants-in-ald must be spent should
be abolished. Today, cities may get aid for
building new highways. They cannot get Fed-
eral aid to tear them down, as San Francisco
discovered after it had built the elevated Em-~
barcadero Freeway and as Washington dis-
covered after it had built the elevated White-
hurst Freeway. Cities should be as free to re-
move yesterday's mistakes as they are to un-
dertake new endeavors,

(5) The present ban in 23 U.5.C, 301
against highway user charges should be re-
pealed and cities permitted to levy local tolls
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and taxes on transportation users as regula-
tory tools to achleve local planning goals. It
is generally conceded, for example, that New
York City would benefit materially by a rush-
hour toll on all automobiles entering Man-
hattan. Federal law now blocks this option.

(6) Above all, local democracy must be
restored In making local transportation
planning decisions, by making the end-use
of Federal grants subject to local decisions,
by the public's elected representatives and/or
by popular referendum. The Federal interest
in urban transportation expenditures should
begin and end with a determ!nation that the
decisions on local use of Federal grants-in-
aid have been arrived at falrly, objectively
and democratically.

Thank you very much.

FACTS NOT FANCY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on May 12,
one of the apologists for North Viet-
nam, Mr. Tom Wicker, of the New York
Times—which, if you will remember also
had its apologist for Fidel Castro—de-
scribed the massacre at Hue as happen-
ing in the heat of battle and as the re-
venge of an army in retreat. He claims
boldly that this is not the deliberate
policy of Hanoi.

It may be that Mr. Wicker has access
to the policies of Hanoi. But I, like his
newspaper, must disagree with his con-
clusions that the North Vietnamese Com-
munists are pretty nice fellows. I ask
unanimous consent that the Times ed-
itorial of May 8, 1968, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

CoMMmUuNIST TERROR IN VIETNAM: AFTER THE
CEASE-FIRE
The new wave of Communist assaults on

_Vietnamese cities, accompanied by the in-

discriminate slaughter of innocent bystand-
ers, is a timely reminder of the callous con-
tempt for human life characterizing this
war even beyond many others.

This calculating cruelty was exposed most
forcefully in a recent detailed American re-
port on massive executions by the Commu~
nists in Hue during the Tet offensive. The
murder of more than 1,000 Government
workers, priests and women, some of whom
apparently were buried alive, followed a pat-
tern of wholesale political assassination that
the Communists have practiced throughout
South Vietnam—and in North Vietnam—
for years.

Strong guarantees against such bloody re-
prisals on either side after a cease-fire must
be part of any peace settlement.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I also invite
the attention of Senators to a transcript
of a Hanoi radio broadcast to South Viet-
nam of April 27, 1969, which said:

In order to cover up their cruel acts,
the puppet administration in Hue recently
played the farce of setting up a so-called
committee for the search for burial of the
hooligan lackeys who had owed blood debts
to the Tri-Thien-Hue compatriots and who
were annihilated by the southern armed
forces and people in early Mau Than spring,

Mr. President, Janoil radio has bluntly
confessed to a deliberate massacre with-
out reference to the heat of battle,

In addition, I have a number of com-
mentaries and editorials from Hanoi, all
of which emphasize revenge, bloodbaths,
and annihilation of South Vietnamese.
I call them to the attention of Senators




16080

and also to Mr, Wicker and of the New
York Times.

Finally, Mr, President, I have here
official statistics of those assassinated
and kidnaped in South Vietnam by the
Vietcong and the North Vietnamese
since 1957.

Included are the figures of the Hue
massacre. I must say that 10,000 killed
in the heat of battle is a lot of heat.

Mr. President, I believe these figures
show one thing very clearly.

And that is the United States cannot
afford to leave some of its troops un-
protected while it withdraws others from
South Vietnam.,

Those who would tie the President’s
hands in Vietnam may well find they
have blood on their own—the blood, not
only of South Vietnamese, but also of
American soldiers.

It is something for them to think
about.

I ask unanimous consent that these
items be printed in the REcOrD.

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

Hanor ApMmiTs HUE MASSACRES

Hanoi Radio in Vietnamese to South Viet-
nam—April 27, 1969: 1:00 GMT:

“According to LPA, in order to cover up
their cruel acts, the puppet administration
in Hue recently played the farce of setting
up a so-called committee for the search for
burial of the holligan lackeys who had owed
blood debts to the Tri-Thien-Hue compatri-
ots and who were annihilated by the south-
ern armed forces and people in early Mau
Than spring.

“The local puppet administration sent its
lackeys to carry out searching activities in
city wards and to force compatriots to pay
for ritual presents, The compatriots in the
Dong Ba city ward, especially the small mer-
chants, were forced to collect the greatest
sum of money. Profoundly indignant, the
Hue compatriots cursed and violently op-

the puppet administration agents.
Faced with this, on 19, 20, and 21 April, the
Hue puppet administration was forced to
broadcast a communique, denying this act
by its lackeys and cast the blame on others
for pocketing money in the name of the
above-mentioned committee. Well aware of
the Thieu-Ky-Huong clique's cheating and
crafty tricks, the Hue compatriots told one
another to resolutely boycott its searching
and memorial-service farce."

CoMMUNISTS DEMAND DEATH—BLOOD DEBTS—
oF THEIR OPPONENTS IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Nhan Dan Editorial; Hanol; June 24, 1965:

“In conclusion, the paper warns that the
U.S. imperialists and their henchmen who
have Incurred blood debts must repay them
in blood. Just as the patriot Tran Van Dang
said before his death, the Vietnamese people
will fight more fiercely against them and
will certainly annihilate them. By recklessly
attacking the people, they will be kicked into
their graves by the people just like the Ngo
Dinh Diem brothers and any other despots
in the world.”

Quan Doi Nhan Dan Commentary: Hanoi;
December 15, 1968:

“On 25 November 1968 the PLAF Command
ordered all PLAF units to sweep away the
stubborn villains in their bases, completely
disperse the rural pacification teams, crush
the mopping-up and occupation plot of the
enemy, annihilate the Phoenix teams and
other espionage organizations of the enemy,
and protect and develop the liberated areas.”

“The campalgn for annihilating the stub-
born villains in the puppet administration
is developing strongly throughout the south.
The southern troops and people have deeply
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thrust strong attacks against the enemy’s
lairs in strategic hamlets and concentration
camps and punished the secret agents, police-
men, Phoenix commandos, and pacification
teams. Thousands of stubborn villains, who
have incurred blood debts toward the people,
have paid for their crimes. Hundreds of paci-
fication teams have been crushed.”

Radio Hanol to South Vietnam; April 11,
1968:

“The days of the puppet government corpse
are numbered. Together with the unavoid-
able defeat of the U.S. imperialists, the
traitorous clique will certainly have to atone
for its crimes one day. The present shameful
and woeful situation of the Thieu-Ky clique
fail to be a very good lessons for all those
who still remain in the puppet army and
administration to ponder.”

Quan Doi Nhan Dan Commentary; April 4,
1969; Broadcast to South Vietnam, April 5,
1969:

“Our armed forces, together with the peo-
ple throughout the country nurture this
hatred and are determined to compel the U.S.
aggressors and their lackeys to pay for their
blood debts.”

Liberation Radio; April 17, 1969:

“In northern Quang Nam, almost all newly
liberated areas have now established revolu-
tionary administrations, and newly set up
people’s liberation committees have been
presented to the people. In a number of areas
in (words indistinet) in Quang Nam Prov-
ince, after destroying strategic hamlets, local
people have set up special courts to try cruel,
diehard agents who owe blood debts to the
people. Revolutionary administrations in the
Mekong Delta have also vigorously developed
their role. In the suburbs of Ben Tre provin-
cial capital and in Nhi Binh, Tam Hiep, and
Binh Chuong villages in Kien Phong Prov-
ince, revolutionary administrations have also
established courts to try those cruel, diehard
puppet administrative agents and spies who
owed blood debts but refused to obey our
compatriots’ teachings.”

Liberation Radio; April 19, 1969:

“Developing our achievements, let us com-
bine our military offensive spearheads better
and better and step up the movement to
annihilate villains, smash bondage, and pun-
ish hooligans, informers, intelligence agents,
and so forth, who have incurred many blood
debts to the people, thus increasingly decay-
ing the puppet administration machinery
and creating conditions for widening the
battlefields and annihilating the enemy
right in his last dens. Let us appropriately
punish pacification teams, tumble basic pup-
pet administration organizations, smash the
U.S. puppets’ accelerated pacification plan
and village and hamlet election farce, tighten
the liberation encircling belts around the
enemy dens, and create springboards for di-
recting military spearheads at cities and pro-
vincial and district capitals.”

Liberation Radio; May 2, 1969:

“The liberation armed security teams also
punished 303 evildoers who had incurred
blood debts against the compatriots, includ-
ing 88 rangers and Informers, 106 policemen,
11 psywar agents, 17 pollsters, and 36 village
and hamlet puppet agents.”

Liberation Radio; May 4, 1969:

“The braggard Thieu-Ey-Huong clique
cannot avold the thunderous blows which
our people are focussing on its head in order
to swiftly end the life of the traitors who
have incurred many debts toward our
people.”

Liberation Radio; May 14, 1969:

“In coordination with the PLAF's activi-
ties, compatriots in all three areas—city, city
fringes, and the rural rear—are determined
to rise up and, together with the guerrillas,
exterminate puppets and spies, to hunt down
lackeys who owe blood debts to our people,
to crush the puppet machinery at basic eche-
lons, to disintegrate all forms of enemy con-
trol in rural areas, and to smash his acceler-
ated pacification scheme.”

Liberation Radio; May 22, 1869:
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“A public trial of hoodlums was held by
the people of Tan Bihn, a town in Tay Ninh
Province. With active cooperation from the
armed forces the people of this town, on
May 3, held a public trial of a bunch of
flunkeys and hoodlums drenched with bloody
crimes against the people. The people fiercely
exposed and denounced their activities of
collaboration with the U.S. aggressor bandits
and of acting as their flunkeys to stubbornly
oppose the revolution and commit innumer-
able crimes agalnst the people.”

Liberation Radio; May 25, 1969:

“Let us look at those so-called parties
which have agreed to join Thieu’s ranks.
What are they? If we do not term them profi-
teering politicians, as Saigon papers have
usually done, we can say that they are social
dregs, a clique which has long served as
lackeys for the imperialists, incurring many
blood debts to our people.”

Liberation Radio; June 5, 1969:

“People’s revolutionary committees have
been setting up courts to try diehard lackeys
who owe blood debt to the people. Many spies
and puppets have reported to local people’s
revolutionary committees to turn in firearms
and confess their erimes.”

Liberation Radio; June 30, 1969:

“The blood of thousands of our incarcer-
ated compatriots who have been killed by the
U.S8. puppets scream for revenge. Pouring
deep hatred into the muzzles of weapons, our
southern armed forces and people are deter-
mined to advance, to strike more vigorously,
painfully, and unremittingly, to force the
U.S. puppets to pay their blood debts, to de-
feat U.S. aggression completely, to overthrow
the country-selling lackeys, and to regain
independence and freedom for the country
and nation.

“He who sows the wind shall reap the
whirlwind. This is the inevitable fate of the
U.S. aggressors and Thieu-Ky-Huong lackey
clique.”

StaTisTIcS ON COMMUNIST TERROR

Since 1857, Communist forces in South
Vietnam have been assassinating and kid-
naping civil servants, schoolteachers, vil-
lage council members, agricultural techni-
cians, health workers, and police in a sys-
tematic effort to destroy the morale of the
South Vietnamese people and to reduce abil-
ity of the Republic of Vietnam to function
in the countryside. Following the entry into
the South of North Vietnam's regular army
units in late 1964 and the spring of 1965, ter-
ror and subversion increased. The statistics
on terror are tabulated below:

1 Not available.

TeT 1968—HUE

During the Tet attacks of 1968 an esti-
mated 10,000 civilians were killed by Com-~-
munist action. These include an estimated
3,500 citizens of Hue who were executed by
the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong terror
squads during three weeks of occupation.
Vietnamese civilians were brought before the
Communists' kangaroo courts and then were
shot, strangled or buried alive. Thus far ap-
proximately 3,000 bodies have been dis-
covered in a series of mass graves. Those
executed included mnationalist politicians,
Buddhist intellectuals, editors, school teach-
ers, police, soldiers, civil servants and mem-
bers of these individuals' families, Also, sev-
eral American, French and German civilians
were murdered,
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[From the New York Times, May 12, 1970]
In THE NaTroN: MR. Nixon's Scarny DREAMS
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, May 11.—In his televised ad-
dress on the war last Nov. 3, President Nixon
declared that a “precipitate” American with-
drawal from South Vietnam “would inevi-
tably allow the Communists to repeat the
massacres which followed their takeover in
the north fifteen years before. They then
murdered more than 50,000 people and hun-
dreds of thousands more died in slave labor
camps.”

In his speech of April 30, when he an-
nounced the invasion of Cambodia, Mr.
Nixon again adduced the bloodbath story to
support his action. Part of what he called
“the easy political path,” he said, would be
“to desert 18 million South Vietnamese peo-
ple, who have put their trust in us, and
to expose them to the slaughter and savagery
which the leaders of North Vietnam inflicted
on hundreds of thousands of North Viet-
namese who chose freedom when the Com-
munists took over North Vietnam in 1954."

Then, under fire at his news conference
on May 8, Mr. Nixon escalated. It was a
“moot question” whether the war had been
worthwhile, he said, but, “now that America
is there, if . . . we withdraw from Viet-
nam and allow the enemy to come into
Vietnam and massacre the civilians there by
the millions, as they would, if we do that, let
me say that America is finished insofar as
the peacekeeper in the Asian world is con-
cerned.”

Let us pass mercifully over the highly
revealing remark about “the peacekeeper in
the Asian world” to the question of the
bloodbath. On each of Mr. Nixon's two ear-
lier assertions of this historical hobgoblin,
I wrote that the record disclosed no evidence
that such an atrocity had occurred. Prof.
George McT. Kahin, Director of Cornell
University's Southeast Asia program, used
this space on Dec. 6, 1969, to refute the Pres-
ident’s Nov. 3 statement. Several magazine
articles have gone into the matter in detail,
as have numerous books each concluding
there was no bloodbath in North Vietnam in
1954.

THE ICC RECORDS

In fact, quite the opposite; the records of
the International Control Commission dis-
close only nineteen complaints of political
reprisals and only one involving murder in
North Vietnam in the two years following
the armistice; nor did the I.C.C. allege that
its inquiries were In any way hampered by
the Communist Government. But in South
Vietnam, 214 complaints were lodged in the
same period agalnst the Diem Government,
and when Ngo Dinh Diem in 1957 summar-
ily barred the I.C.C. from any further inves-
tigations, 1,047 complaints were still pend-
ing against him. Moreover, the Diem Govern-
ment itself reported 48,200 arrests of Com-
munists from 1954 to 1960.

So the only events resembling mass polit-
ical reprisal after the 1954 armistice oc-
curred in the South, not the North. What
did happen in North Vietnam was a harshly
repressed peasant revolt in 10556 and 1956
against a severe land reform program. It had
nothing to do with Ho Chi Minh's takeover.
Mr. Eahin thinks perhaps 10,000 to 15,000
may have died.

As evidence for the likelihood of a blood-
bath, Mr. Nixon also mentioned on Nov. 3
that the troops who captured the city of
Hué during the 1968 Tet offensive may have
“eliminated” as many as 3,000 South Viet-
namese. But D. G. Porter and L, E, Ackland,
writing in The Christian Century of Nov. 5,
1969, have reported their findings, after care-
Tul research, that most of these wicked execu-
tions took place in the heat of battle and as
“the revenge of an army in retreat” and
were not the deliberate policy of Hanoi,

So there are at least three things to be
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said about the bloodbath Mr. Nixon Insists
will take place if the Communists take over
South Vietnam. To the extent Americans are
led to believe in this specter, the President
makes it harder to justify any end to the

war that would appear to give North Vietnam’

opportunity for such a massacre; that is,
almost any compromise settlement.
DUBIOUS JUSTIFICATION

The second is that, since there is no his-
torical evidence to justify the bloodbath pre-
diction, this is an emotional argument to
match or exceed any of the “emotionalism"
or “sentimentality” or “lack of realism" so
often charged to war critics,

Finally, Mr. Nixon’s staff is perfectly ca-
pable of pointing out an untruth no Presi-
dent should wish to assert, his insistence on
the bloodbath seems to stem from some-
thing stronger than evidence. It is as though
he wills 1t to be true, even though it isn’t,
both to justify the war and his policy, and
to confirm the anti-Communism on which
rests so much of his public life. Believing,
perhaps, has made it so.

“THE ADVOCATES" DEBATE
CAMBODIA

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, on
Sunday, May 10, “The Advocates” con-
ducted a national television debate on
the Cambodian crisis.

“The Advocates” is a national public
television network presentation, made
possible by grants from the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting and the Ford
Foundation. It conducts debates on
major national issues—presented to the
public in courtroom style, with each side
of an 1issue represented by a lawyer-
advocate anc two witnesses.

On May 10 the issue was Cambodia,
and the question presented was the fol-
lowing: “Should Congress resolve that
the President immediately withdraw all
troops, aid, and advisers from Cambodia
and commit no further forces outside
Vietnam?”

Appearing for the affirmative were ad-
vocate Howard Miller, a leading Los An-
geles attorney and frequent participant
in the program; Dr. Daniel Ellsberg,
senior research associate of the Center
for International Studies, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology; and myself.

Appearing for the negative were ad-
vocate William T, King, a distinguished
Los Angeles attorney; Senator ROBERT
DotE, of Kansas; and William H. Sulli-
van, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for East Asian and Pacific Affairs and
former U.S. Ambassador to Laos.

Mr. Victor Palmieri served as mod-
erator for the program.

The producers of “The Advocates” de-
serve to be congratulated for a most
stimulating program on the vital issue
now facing the Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the transcript of the program
be printed in the REcoRD.

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

(Broadcast on “The Advocates,” May 10, 1970)
SHoULD CONGRESS RESOLVE THAT THE PRESI-

DENT IMMEDIATELY WITHDRAW ALL TROOPS,

AIp AND ADVISERS FROM CAMBODIA AND COM-

smI1T No FUurRTHER FOoRCES OUTSIDE VIETNAM?

(Note~—This unofficial public service tran-

script was prepared while the live program
was In progress. “The Advocates” is not re-
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sponsible for errors of omission or commis-
sion.)

Participants: Advocate Howard Miller
(pro); Senator CHaARLES GoopELL (R-NY);
Daniel Ellsberg, Ph. D., Center for Interna-
tional Studies, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology; former advisor to the State and
Defense Departments.

Advocate Willlam T. King (con); Senator
RoserT DorLE (R-Kans.); Willlam H. Sulli-
van, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State,
East Asian and Pacific Affairs; former US.
Ambassador to Laos.

Moderator: Victor Palmieri.

Origination: Live from the National Press
Club, Washington.

Awnouncer., Tonight, live and in color
from Washington, D.C., “The Advocates,”™
Howard Miller, Guest Advocate William King,
and the moderator, Victor Palmieri.

Vieror PaLMmier:. Good evening.

Tonight *“The Advocates” comes to you from
the National Press Club in Washington, D.C.,
with the broadcast focusing on the Presi-
dent’'s recent action in committing US.
Forces in Cambodia.

Our question is this, “Should Congress re-
solve that the President immediately with-
draw all troops, aid and advisors from Cam-
bodia, and that he commit no further forces
outside of South Vietnam.”

Advocate Howard Miller says yes.

HowarpD MILLER. When a President of the
United States can invade a neutral country
without Constitutional authority and claim
that he is doing so to save lives and bring
about a peace, then the challenge is not only
to our policy, but to our sanity.

There is no conceivable benefit out of the
Cambodian adventure that would justify the
vastly increased risk of escalation abroad or
the deep divisions that have occurred at
home, yet the President’s announced policies
do not rule out that there would not be,
simply, other Cambodias.

With me tonight are Daniel Ellsberg of
MIT, formerly a consultant on Presidential
decision-making to the State Department,
Defense Department and White House, and
Senator Charles Goodell, of New York.

They join with me in saying that the
time has come for Congress to create a struc-
ture that prevents other Cambodias, to man-
date withdrawal from Cambodia and to man-
date withdrawal from Southeast Asia.

Parmrier:. Advocate William King disagrees
He says, “No, the President is right.”

Wirrniam KinG, The real question this eve-
ning is whether the President was right in
sending American troops into the Cambodian
sanctuaries to protect the continued with-
drawal of American troops from South Viet-
nam, and whether Congress should take away
the President's power to act in this situa-
tion.

This is not an Imaginary slituation. The
President could not say, “We should never
have been there."” We are there. When the
President took office, he found 575,000 troops
there.

The President’s position is right! We have
been de-escalating in South Vietnam while
the enemy forces, the North Vietnamese and
the Viet Cong, have been moving into the
Cambodian sanctuaries with troops and sup-
plies.

This has left our western flank exposed to
the dangers of attack from those sanc-
tuaries.

With us tonight to explain the President's
position are Ambassador William Sullivan,
former Ambassador to Laos, presently Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, and United States
Senator Robert Dole, from EKansas,

PaLnert, Well, tonight’s issue is addressed
to the Congress, but the outcome depends on
you, the voter.

Tonight our Advocates will present their
arguments directly to you and we will try to
raise the questions that the American public
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is asking right now about our involvement
in Cambodia.

Let's begin. Mr. Miller, the floor is yours.

MirrLEr. If the President is militarily right,
and he, in fact, had to invade Cambodia for
temporary military advantage, then that
raises the gravest question about his deci-
sion-making, because presumably every time
that rationale arose in the future, whether
it were in Cambodia, Laos or North Vietnam,
he also would claim the authority to in-
vade, and he certainly cannot be permitted
to do so.

In fact, however, the President was prob-
ably militarily wrong in invading Cambodia,
We, in fact, have been there before. Search
and destroy was our policy Inslde Vietnam,
and this is another search and destroy mis-
sion, and that search and destroy policy
failed.

In fact, we have had larger successes In
gathering supplies than we have had in the
Cambodian adventure. In Operation Junc-
tlon City inside South Vietnam, substan-
tially larger supplies were obtained and yet
Tet followed—the Tet offensive followed six
to seven months later.

There is no way simply by incidental
search and destroy missions that the United
States can affect the capacity of the North
Vietnamese to wage the war. The intelligence
always is that the North Vietnamese have an
operational capacity far in excess of any arms
and ammunitions they store. Thus, the inci-
dental search and destroy always fails.

The lesson from all this, since that is the
lesson from South Vietnam, is the bitter and
regrettable one that history teaches us, that
history teaches us nothing.

And yet the President, by his own admis-
sion, chose to enormously divide the country
and create a grave Constitutional crisis in
search of a military phantom. The risk is
that he may do so again. He has set down
conditions for military response and North
Vietnamese action, agreement of the Gov-
ernment of Thieu and Ky, that may lead to
conditions where he may feel he has to act
militarily again.

That is why Congress must act. Not sim-
ply to withdraw from Cambodia now—and
let no one think the President’s announce-
ment there will be withdrawal in three to
seven weeks—in any way diminishes the
crisis; conditions have been set for further
escalation.

Congress must say, “"Withdraw now."” In
saying so, it is not invading the President's
prerogatives and telling him how to wage
war. It is telling him to end the war.

To talk to us about conditions in South-
east Asla and about the necessity for that
Congressional mandate, we have asked to
join us tonight, Mr. Daniel Ellsberg.

Paumiert. Mr. Ellsberg, welcome to “The
Advocates.” (Applause.)

Mrirer. Mr. Ellsberg is now at MIT and
for the past several years has been engaged
in a study about the Presidential decision-
making in a crisis, especially as it relates to
Vietnam. He is a former company com-
mander of the Marine Corps, and also has a
Ph. D. from Harvard. Three years ago, he was
in Vietnam observing military operations
there.

Within the past two years, he has been a
consultant to the State Department, Defense
Department and White House on Presiden-
tial decision-making. And tonight, he is here
to tell us why Congress must mandate with-
drawal from Cambodia and Southeast Asia.

Mr. Ellsherg, the Presldent says that the
operation Into Cambodia was necessary to
save American lives. Is it worthwhile for that
purpose?

Dr. Danter Eirsserc. This operation is
likely, tragically, far more likely to cost many
American lives, Vietnamese lives, and Cam-
bodian lives. I believe this operation in terms
of the arms and rice that have been cap=-
tured so far that has led the military to
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define as “success” is not worth the 64
American lives it already cost, 68 with Kent
State.

MmurLEr. You say it's not worth the lives;
is there any justification for it?

ELLsperG. I think the reasons against it
now are pretty much the same as they have
been for the last five years, the same low
margin of benefits, the same risks, the same
costs that have led two Presidents, includ-
ing this one, to reject the proposal to enter
those sanctuaries, the Laotian sanctuaries
with U.B. troops every time that proposal
has been raised In the last five years.

MiLLeR. You talk about the lack of bene-
fits, Mr. Ellsberg. What is the risk?

ELLspERG. The risks are very serious. First,
of escalation by the other side to match ours.
That has been the pattern of each exchange
of initiatives in the last ten years, one could
say. Each time that we have tried to win the
war quickly, to bring military victory closer
to us, or simply to avoid defeat, the other
side has seen fit to take the effort, take the
casualties, take the cost to do whatever is
necessary to stalemate and reduce that re-
sponse.

In this particular case, I think there are
serious likelihoods that the Communists will
now be led to change what the Administra-
tion has led us to belleve—and I think cor-
rectly—has been their military strategy for
some time up till now, a protracted war, a
walt-and-see attitude along with the Amer-
ican public to see if he, the President, does
mean in fact to carry out this total with-
drawal that he is hinting at but not com-
mitted himself to.

If I may go on for a moment——

PaLmiErI. Just one more minute, then I
want to get into cross-examination.

MirLeR. Let me ask just one more question.
Are there risks in the Presidential decision-
making here that may require in fact that
Congress mandate withdrawal from all of
Southeast Asia?

EvrLseerc. The risks of escalation by Pres-
idential action are the same here as in the
past, the risk of addiction to continued end-
less war, open-ended war, a return not to the
Vietnamization policy that we believe was
taken irreversibly east toward home, but to
a policy that seems to be taking us west into
Cambodia and possibly yet north into Laos
and North Vietnam.

MinLer. Thank you, Mr. Ellsberg,

PaLMmieri. Mr. King, let's hear from you on
cross-examination.

EinG. Mr. Ellsberg, you are no longer with
the United States Government; is that cor-
rect?

EiLLsBerG. That is correct.

King. Have you been briefed on the build-
up in the Cambodian sanctuary area?

ELvLsBerG. No, sir; but of course no argu-
ment we have been told by our President or
any other representative of the government
leads me to believe that any evidence is avail-
able, arguments are available, different from
what we have heard for the last five days.

King. In other words, you do not believe
that there has been a bulld-up of supplies
and men in the Cambodian sanctuary area
in the last few weeks?

ELLsBERG. We have heard assertions to that
effect; we have seen no scrap of evidence,
even in the form of the estimates so often
proved wrong in the past, of the nature of
that build-up. I do not believe, Mr. King,
that there has been any such build-up in
those sanctuaries or that any evidence exists.

Ema. You do not believe the President
when he says that there was such a build-up?

Erisserc. I can imagine the President be-
lieves that. I have, Mr. King, participated in
many military briefings, in preparing them
in the last ten years, in giving them. I read
many of them. I can believe he believes that,
but I would not advise him to have a great
deal of confidence in it.

Kine. You mean you feel that the Presi-
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dent of the United States has been brain-
washed?

ErLsserG. Presidential candidates have ad-
mitted to that in the past. I believe, as a
matter of fact, sir, that five Presidents have
brainwashed themselves, brainwashed their
own staffs, and brainwashed the American
public for a number of Administrations.

Eing. You don't like the——

ErvLsBerc. We had a generation of that.

Eimng. You don't like the government in
South Vietnam, do you?

ErLsBerG. That seems to be a strange ques-
tion, Mr. King. I am not——

PaLumieri. I don't think he meant it as a
point of personal affection, asking you
whether in fact you are antipathetic to the
Government of South Vietnam.

ELLseeErG. I belleve the Government of
South Vietnam is a narrow, unrepresentative,
corrupt, military dictatorship. [Laughter
and applause.]

If I may add, what is more relevant to its
association with the United States?

PaLMmIeri. I suspected that he had an an-
swer to that question.

ELLsSBERG. I belleve 1t consists of a narrow
group in South Vietnam, that alone, perhaps
with some Communists, prefers to see this
war continue indefinitely than to see it end
with American withdrawal.

Eimne, Well, let me ask you how you feel
about the Government of North Vietnam?

Eriseerc. The Government of North Viet-
nam is in many respects not any better than
the Government of South Vietnam,

Eine. In other words, you don’t care which
government wins; is that right?

ErLsBerG. The notion that it is for an
American, whether it is me or you or the
President of the United States, to determine
the Government of South Vietnam, is a
tragic mistake that has led to tragedy for
both countries.

Eimnc. Well, how do you feel about the
people of SBouth Vietnam?

ELLSBERG. I feel a great deal for the people
of South Vietnam. That is what led me to go
there. I think that a communist victory,
which may well happen with the policy that
I would like to see take place, would punish
and subject to exile, death, imprisonment,
some of my closest friends in the world pre-
cisely because they are nationalist rivals to
communist leadership; patriots, men of
integrity of the sort now imprisoned by the
present Saigon Government.

PALMIERI. Let me interrupt you a second.

ELLSBERG. Let me speak specifically of my
friend, Chun Yup Chou, unconstitutionally
imprisoned by this governemnt recently with
the tacit approval of our present ambassador,
Ellsworth Bunker,

PALMIERI. Mr, Ellsberg, let me ask you this:
Granting your strong feelings about the gov-
ernment and the basis for your opinion, isn't
the guestion that we have here whether we
are going to substitute the judgment of Con-
gress for the judgment of the Commander-in-
Chief? Isn't it that simple?

ELLsBERG. It would be very regrettable if
it were the case, that one has to substitute.
I would like to see Congress share that re-
sponsibility, as the Constitution suggests it
should. I believe it has shirked its respon-
sibilities in the past to do that,

PaLMIERI. Aren't we talking about com-
mand responsibility here? This was a ques-
tion of protecting men in the field, was it
not? Is it meant that the Constitution should
have that responsibility shared with Con-
gress?

ELLSBERG. The argument that this protects
men in the field—if we had time to answer
it—1I think on quite technical grounds and
grounds of experience, is almost a ludicrous
argument. It cannot stand up under analysis
and examination. There may well be other
secret, clever motives of the sort that have
led us to so many terrible, terribly mistaken
policies in the past that led the President
this way.
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I would like to add, if I may, I think the
record of our last five Presidents of both
parties does not encourage us to give the
benefit of the doubt to the President in Indo-
china. A President who wants the confidence
of the people of his country, through his deci-
sions would do well not to leave so many
doubts and uncertainties as the Presldent has
done in this case.

Panmiert. But presumably legislative mat-
ters such as the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
would not give you similar confidence or
any greater confidence in Congress?

Mr, King, why don't you continue with
Mr. Elisberg. You have one more question?

King. Do you feel that if we withdraw to-
day from South Vietnam that the North Viet-
namese would not overrun South Vietnam?

ELLsSBERG. I believe they would not. I have
more confidence than your question suggests
in the military capability of the million men
that we have armed in South Vietnam to
protect themselves and to protect the cities
of South Vietnam.

King. In other words, you feel that we
have done a good job in developing the South
Vietnamese army?

ELLsBERG. No, I believe they have attained
that capability in spite of our involvement.

E1ne. Thank you very much.

Pavmiert. Thank you very much, Mr. Ells-
berg. (Applause.)

MriLier. We are constantly told by ques-
tion or inference that the President may have
secret information, or that he knows about
buildups that perhaps we don't know about,
and therefore should be believed.

But, when a President, on April 20th, an-
nounces a withdrawal of 150,000 men over a
year period, and then by April 30th, with
no consultation with Congress, and so far
as may be known not broadly based consul-
tation inside his own Administration, de-
cldes that he must act because of aew devel-
opments within that ten-day period, he has
the obligation to divulge that information
tr the American people.

When he does not do so, the Congress may
legitimately act.

PALMIERI. Mr. Miller, we will be back to you
for rebuttal.

Now let's go to Mr. King and hear the case
against the proposal.

King. This evening, you, the American
public, are being asked to put yourself in
the position of the President as the Com-
mander-In-Chief,

The Presidnt has announced to the Ameri-
can public and to the North Vietnamese that
he has planned and is withdrawing troops
from South Vietnam on a continuing basis.
He has withdrawn 115,000 troops. He was
pledged to withdraw 150,000 troops between
now and next spring. That will leave ap-
proximately 240,000 troops remaining in
Vietnam as of next spring.

He has, at the same time, repeatedly warned
the North Vietnamese that if they continue
to escalate their violence while he is con-
tinuing to de-escalate and disengage our
troops from South Vietnam, that he will
have to meet their increased force with force
of our own.

As a point of fact, the North Vietnamese
have continued to escalate their activities.
They have continued to bring supplies and
forces into the Cambodian sanctuaries. This
left us in an extremely exposed position for
the continued withdrawal of our own forces
and the bulldup of the South Vietnamese
Army.

The President has taken the posltion that
he must move into the Cambodian sanctu-
aries and destroy those supplies.

With us this evening, to explain how the
president felt and what he did, is Ambas-
sador Willlam Sullivan, former Ambassador
to Laos.

PALMIERI. Ambassador Sullivan, welcome
to “The Advocates.” (Applause.)

EImnG. Ambassador, you are presently Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of the Department of
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State for Far Eastern and Pacific Affairs, is
that correct?

Surrivan. That Is correct.

Eimnc. Can you tell us what the situation
was that the President faced in the Cam-
bodian enclaves?

Surrivan. Well, Mr, King, I think in order
to explain the situation that the President
faced there, in order to explain the decision
that he took to go into Cambodia, we need
to understand what has taken place in South
Vietnam, militarily, in the last couple of
years.

With the two communist offensives, in Tet
of 1968 and 1969, there have been two very
significant developments in South Vietnam.

First of all, the offensive shocked the South
Vietnamese into total mobilization and made
Vietnamization possible,

Secondly, they cost tremendously in losses
to the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong.
Both the main force units and the couriers,
the guides, the people who guarded the weap-
ons caches—what General Jopp calls the
spring-boards.

Now, in the summer of last year, in order
to cope with this, the North Vietnamese
decided to do two things. One, they pulled
their main force units out of combat, back
into these sanctuaries in Cambodia. And
two, they started a campaign of organization
to try to rebulld that spring-hoard inside the
country.

The idea was that when our forces with-
drew adeguately from South Vietnam, their
main forces were rebuilt—the spring-board
was redeveloped—then they would come
across that spring-board and attack the cities
in the way they attempted to do in 1968.

Now, we discovered that the South Viet-
namese—the North Vietnamese were bringing
in, through Sihanoukville, the supplies for
those caches and for the base areas here.
They were getting their rice by truck from
Phnom Penh and Stung Treng under ar-
rangements with Prince Sihanouk.

All this changed very suddenly on March
18 of this year, and when it changed we felt
that these forces in that area were in a bad
position. We suspected that they might
either have to withdraw northward to hitch
up with the Ho Chi Minh Trall, or else that
they would negotiate.

There were a great number of negotiating
proposals in the air, as you may remember,
The Cambodians wanted to negotiate. The
French had a proposition. Jacob Malik made
some statements. So did the Indonesians.

When the President spoke on April 20th,
he put our negotiating position forward, I
think, in the most generous terms in which
it has ever been phrased. Now, they did not
choose to negotiate. They did not choose to
withdraw. In fact, by April 27th, the intelli-
gence we had made it clear that they had
made a bold and reckless and aggressive de-
cision to move outward, westward, to try to
establish a long corridor all the way along
the South Vietnamese frontier to have ac-
cess to the sea, to link up all of these base
areas here into one massive enclave against
South Vietnam.

Moreover, their second phase was to bring
Sihanouk back as their puppet and try to
take over all of Cambodia. This increase
would have threatened our forces and made
it very difficult to withdraw.

Kina. What was the President's objective,
then, in taking the action that he took?

SuvrrivaN. The objective was quite simply
to try to clean out the rice, the food, the
ammunition, the supplies, in these base areas
so that these forces could not carry out their
intentions, but would have to move back up.
The diplomatic intention was to hope that
they would be forced to negotiate with us.
Thank you,

Parmiery., Mr. Miller, for cross-examina-
tion.

MriLLER. Ambassador Sullivan, do you agree
with Secretary of State Rogers' testimony
before the House Appropriations Committee
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that if we had to move United States troops
into Cambodia it would indicate the fallure
of Vietnamization?

SvrLivan. It would certainly have made a
great—the threat to Vietnamization that ex-
isted from this certainly made it very diffi-
cult for us at that time.

MiLLER. But the Secretary's testimony was
that if United States troops had to move
into Cambodia, that would indicate the fail-
ure of Vietnamization. Do you agree with
that?

SuLrivan. I think that he has later said
that having moved into Cambodia, we are
going to be able to change the pattern so
that our Vietnamization program can pro-
gress more rapidly.

Mmrer. But you rest your opinon on what
he later said.

Tell me, Ambassador Sullivan, when you
were Ambassador to Laos, you publicly took
the position, I belleve, that the United States
should not invade the Laotian sanctuaries
on the ground, because it would violate the
Geneva accords?

Aren't we in exactly the same position in
Cambodia?

SuLLivan. No, because in Laos we did have
an obligation not to send our forces into the
territory of Laos. The Laos Government did
not wish us to have our forces in there. Now,
in Cambodia, under the regime of Prince
Sihanouk, the Prince did not wish forces to
come in despite the fact that he had lost
sovereign control over these areas here.

What has happened here, is that these
forces have constituted a threat to our foress
here in South Vietnam in such a way that we
have felt under article 51 of the United
Naticns Charter that we should have to
move and the Cambodian Government has
not protested our move.

Mmnrer. Has not protested—and are we
there, in fact, to support the Cambodian
Government, the government of Lon Nol?

SvuLLIVAN. No, we are not. We are there to
protect the forces here in South Vietnam.

Miurer. Then why, in fact, is there the
South Vietnam flotilla of boats going up the
Mekong with American support to Phnom
Penh?

SuLLvAN. The Americans are not going to
Phnom Penh.

MiLier. No, but they are American boats.

SurLivan. That flotilla is going up the
Mekong to a point about here, where we will
turn back with the forces that have landed
through that base area. Now, later these same
boats or different boats—South Vietnamese
boats without Americans—may go further up
in order to take some of the South Vietnam-
ese citizens in that area back down again. It
is & humanitarian mission. That is not the
function of the current mission.

Mrirrer. But certainly, as we have heard
many times before, that is the limit of our
commitment,

Let me ask you, Ambassador Sullivan, what
happened in those sanctuaries in the eight
days between April 20th when the President
spoke, and April 28th when he apparently
decided to move in? What happened in those
eight days to change the situation so mate-
rially.

SvrLivan. The people in these sanctuaries
and in here started moving out, taking over
roads, taking over a network to try to con-
nect an entire sanctuary into a corridor.

MiLrLEr. Moving west?

SuLLivaN. Moving westward. And those
people were using the supplies in these base
areas in what they felt was the confident
assumption that the United States would not
bother those supplies.

MuLer. Well, why is the one long sanc-
tuary more dangerous to us than the pocket
sanctuaries there? What difference does it
make that they were moving west in terms
of our South Vietnamese position?

SuLLivaN. These sanctuaries here that have
existed in the past by a supply route that
is run up from Sihanoukville, by rice that
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has come out of Phnom Penh and Stung
Treng. There would have been no rice com-
ing out of Sihanoukville, There would have
been no rice coming vut of these two areas,
but if they had this corridor from here to
the sea, they could bring supplies down the
Ho Chi Minh Trall this way, supplies over
the sea this way—they would have wvastly
increased the threat to our forces.

Mrnier, Now, Ambassador Sullivan, we
were told by the President in his speech that
we were going into one of those sanctuaries to
find the North Vietnamese headquarters, the
elusive COSVN. Where is it now?

Surrivan. The COSVN is a committee. It is
a committee of North Vietnamese officers,
military and political, who direct the war in
South Vietnam—or in this portion of South
Vietnam.

MiLLeEr. We don’t know where it is now, do
we?

Surrivan. They are probably somewhere in
the Cambodian territory.

MiLrer. Now these sanctuaries are what—
just unfound yet. We were once doing this on
the east side of the border. We are now doing
it in the sanctuaries, If those sanctuaries
now move past the 30 kilometer mark, 40 to
50 kilometers inside Cambodia, under the
President's rationale, won't we be justified in
hunting the elusive COSVN there, too?

Surrivan. No. We are not hunting COSVN.
We are trying to get supplies and caches that
are in here and we have already had tremen-
dous hauls of supplies.

MrLLER. What is left, though. Not what has
been taken. How do you know what 1s left?
The evidence is, in fact, that the North Viet-
namese supplies are widely dispersed, so if
we find these tons—or as you now prefer to
report them, pounds or grains of rice—in one
spot, it is likely that there are enormously
greater quantities elsewhere, isn't that
correct?

SvLrivan. It is not our evidence that they
are widely dispersed. It is our evidence that
they are pretty well concentrated in the
caches along the frontier,

MmLer. Why wouldn't the sanctuaries
move further back into Cambodia and be as
great a threat to what you call our flank in
South Vietnam as where they now are?

Svrrivan. The individuals, the troops, may
move on back, but they can't carry with
them, and haven't carried with them, the
tons of supplies that they have left behind
and which our people have captured.

MimLErR. Well, I don't understand, then,
why our sanctuary operations inside South
Vietnam, in Cedar Falls, in the Iron Triangle,
in Junection City, didn't have exactly the same
effect.

SuLLIvaN. They had a disrupting effect, and
it is why—it Is because of them that they
had to develop these supply lines through
Cambodia.

MiLrEr. It was so disrupting that they had
to wait until the spring to bring their Tet
offensive, is that it?

Surrivan. They had to walt another year
between one of these, yes.

Mmnrer. But it certainly didn't prevent
that. Do we have any feeling at all, any cer-
tainty, that this limited operation will pre-
vent that six months from now?

SurLivaN. Of course there is no certainty.
But the hope is that these forces here, having
been deprived of their supplies and scattered,
will move back up and leave this area In a
much more secure arrangement.

MmrEr. Let me ask you,
Sullivan——

Panmrert. I am going to have to interrupt
at this point and thank the Ambassador for
being with us.

Mr. King, will you continue with your
case?

Thank you, sir. (Applause.)

K, My second witness this evening, who
is here to discuss the President as Com-
mander-in-Chief and the Congress and its

Ambassador
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relation to the President in that role, is
United States Senator Robert Dole from
Kansas. (Applause.)

ParmIerl. Senator, welcome to “The Advo-
cates.” We are glad to have you.

Senator RoperT DoLE. Thank you.

Kine., Senator, did the President have the
right to do what he did?

Dore. I belleve that the President very
clearly had the right in accordance with
Article II of the Constitution as Command-
er-in-Chief; in addition thereto, as the
Chlef of the Executive Branch, with an obli-
gation to carry out the laws and to protect
the peace and to protect Americans.

Emvc. What would happen if the Presi-
dent’s role as Commander-in-Chief were
turned over to the Congress of the United
States?

DoLe. Well, I would hate to have it turned
over to the Senate of the Unilted States but
I wouldn't mind having it turned over to the
Congress of the United States. I think this is
a division we must make. You know, the
peace-making and the treaty-making powers
reside with the Senate; the war-making
powers reside with the Congress; the appro-
priation powers reside with Congress. That's
both Houses, not the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee or just the Senate. So there
is a vast difference when we talk about the
powers of Congress, I think far too often the
American people, because they see the Chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee nightly on television, or some of the
other Senate members, feel the House has
no authority at all.

With reference to appropriations and with
reference to declaring war, that’s the right—
the Constitutional right—vested in both
Houses. It takes both Houzes to act.

King. But I am talking about the role of
the President as Commander-in-Chief in
safeguarding our troops in South Vietnam.
What if that role were turned over to the
United States Senate? What if it were turned
over to 100 SBenators? What do you think
would happen?

Dore. Well, I think it might depend—this
is nothing new. It started back in George
“Washington's time. As I recall, he issued a
proclamation of neutrality between Great
Britain and France. The Senate immediately
said that he exceeded his powers. That argu-
ment has gone on I think with nearly every
President; Jefferson had the same problem,
the Bay of Tripoli; President Polk had the
same problem; President Kennedy had the
same problem; President Truman went into
Eorea without any authority; and I think
perhaps the reason they must do this from
time to time is to protect Americans and we
can't always wait for the Senate to act, we
can't wait for a hundred Senators to decide
what we might do at a very critical time and
I certainly think this was the case in Cam-
bodia.

Kme. In other words, you don't feel that
in this particular situation there was time
for the Senate of the United States in its
deliberative sense to make this determination
to protect our troops in South Vietnam by
going in the Cambodia sanctuaries.

DoLe. No, I don't believe there was time,
and as I said initially the President certainly
had the right, he had the right, he had the
responsibility. He had the responsibility to
protect American troops.

PaLmriert. Senator, do you think he should
have consulted, you think he might have
consulted on such a sensitive i1ssue when he
could have expected such an intense reac-
tion?

Dore. I think he may have consulted, he
is not required to do this. He prior to
making his announcement had a little pre-
view or briefing with certain Administration
leaders, certain Democrat leaders, and mem-
bers of the Cabinet.

Pavmrierl. They didn't include the Secre-
tary of State, however, is that correct?
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Dore. No, I think the Secretary of State
was there.

PALMIERI. Are you finished, Mr. King?

Kinc. No, I have one more question, if I
may.

PaLMIERT. One more question.

EmG. You are familiar with the resolutions
that have been introduced in the United
States Senate as a result of the action in
Cambodia. Are they varied in scope, do you
support any of them, or are they in conflict
with one another? What do they accomplish?

DoLe. Well, there is one, I might support
the so-called Church-Cooper Resolution if
it contains an amendment which gave the
President the right, if necessary, to take any
action he thought was necessary to protect
American troops. Otherwise I think perhaps
they may be more political than real and I
don't support any of the others.

Emve. On the vital cutting issue of the
President's right to protect American troops
in South Vietnam, he should have that right,
absolutely, to exercize?

Dore. He should have that right without
any deadline being set and without—and
I also believe that Congress has some au-
thority and that's why it might support the
Church-Cooper resolution if it had the
amendment that was discussed on the House
side which gave the President the right to
move if necessary to protect American troops.

Thank you.

Parmreri. Mr. King, thank you.

Mr. Miller, your turn.

MiLrer. Senator Dole, do you think the
President's decision and benefits were worth
the divisions that has resulted in the coun-
try because of 1t?

DorLeE. Well, I am not certain the division
is any greater now than it was. I ind——

MiLEr. You were out of Washington yes-
terday.

Dore. No, I was in Washington. It was a
very boring demonstration and there were
very fine young people involved. But I am
quoting now young people who were here
said It was a very boring process.

MiLrLer. Well, let me ask you, SBenator Dole,
I want to ask a question now. Do you think
the President's decision was worth the di-
vision that has resulted?

DoLe. Well, I feel certain having confidence
the President’s decision was for the same
reasons they were demonstrating yesterday:
End the war in South Vietnam. I sald to
the young people who visited with me,
“Whatever you may think of President Nixon,
let's give him credit for progress in Vietnam,
for extricating us from the situation he in-
herited January 20, 1969. He had reduced
the troop level by 115,000, He has announced
another 150,000. He is trying to end the war.
He is trying to hold down casualties. He has
reduced the bombing. So he has made prog-
ress.

MrmLer. Except for the events as they may
arise out of this Cambodian adventure which
we always must add.

Do you think the President had the right
to go into Cambodia without consulting the
Congress? Does he also have the right to go
into Laos without consulting the Congress,
into North Vietnam without consulting the
Congress?

Dore. I think he might have the right to
go into North Vietmam. I think he probably
at least indicated a sense of the Senate res-
olution In reference to Laos. I think the
President made it very clear the very limited
objectives, It is not extension or expansion
of the war. It is not neutral territory taken
over by the enemy, I think he has the right.
I would hope he would exercise that right
when necessary to protect the lives of Ameri-
cans.

Mrurer. Well, let's see.

DoLe. If he didn't exercise that right where
would the Senate be? Who would be on his
back then?

Mrmier. Explain to me, Senator Dole, with
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the monsoon coming up in the period of
three to four weeks, to your understanding,
because I think many Americans are con-
fused regardless of what Ambassador Sullivan
saild, what happened in that short period
that required the President to move without
consultation? Was there any indication the
enemy would attack if the President chose
to consult the Senate?

Dore. You mean the period of time from
April 20 to April 30?

MirLeEr. Yes.

Dore. I don't know precisely. I had brief-
ings and I have tried to make my own as-
sessment, my own judgment. Apparently
there was a build-up. There was also some
danger to our troops and this is a question,
of course, I've asked myself: Was the danger
great enough to require us to cross the
border?

But I think perhaps if we equate an imag-
inary line with American lives, the decision
is very easy. I would guess any President—
whether It was President Kennedy who sent
18,000 troops to Vietnam, whether it was
Johnson who escalated to 540,000 or wheth-
er it’s President Nixon, who is bringing them
home, I trust any President to make a deci-
sion that he believes to be in the best interest
of our country.

Mruier, The imaginary line you're talking
about is the boundary line of another coun-
try.

DoLe. The imaginary line, right.

MmLer. In crossing that boundary, the
President has the same right to do that as
he has to cross any other imaginary line.

DoLE. When the lives of Amerlcan troops
are involved, I say he not only has that right
but he has that obligation. There has been
no neutrality observed for five years on the
part of the enemy. We observed it. We didn't
even have diplomatic relations in Cambodia
for almost five years, so we observed the
neutrality, we followed Sihanouk's orders and
directives, but the North Vietnamese ana
the Viet Cong did not.

MmrEr. Tell me, Senator, why do you feel
that you might support the Church-Cooper
amendment?

DorE. Because I think the Congress does
have some right. I don’t say that the Presi-
dent has a Carte Blanche authority to do
everything he wants to do.

Pavmierr. Senator, let me ask if Mr. Miller
will tell our viewing audience quickly what
the Church-Cooper amendment covers.

MiLLER. The Church-Cooper amendment
calls for withdrawal without fund cut-off.
It does call for withdrawal from Southeast
Asia, is that correct?

DoLe. That's essentially right.

MiLEr. And you say the Congress should
act on that. Now our resolution tonight is
that it be resolved that the Congress call
for immediate withdrawal from Cambodia
and resolved that the President commit no
further forces outside South Vietnam. You
don't disagree with that.

Dotk. I think this may be a moot guestion.
I have confidence in the President. He said
that the troops would be back, would be
out of Cambodia by July 1 and I think per-
haps before. I think there may be other
things the President hasn't been able to di-
vulge that he will at the appropriate time.
So it's a moot question.

MR, But the President has saild——

ParMmiEri. I think that ends the cross ex-
amination. I'm sorry to interrupt you.

Senator, thank you very much for your
appearance here.

(Applause.)

Mr, King?

EKmwc. The President told us on Friday
night, in his press conference, and as we have
heard this evening, we are engaged in a lim-
ited thrust into the Cambodian sanctuaries
to destroy supplies and munitions, This
thrust is being successful. It will continue
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for a short period of time. We will begin to
pull our troops back the middle of this week
and we will have them back by the middle of
June. In short, five weeks away.

We will have saved thousands of American
lives and we will have enabled the President
to speed his withdrawal of troops from South
Vietnam.

As we have also heard this evening, the
President has to have the right, the power,
to act decisively in this kind of situation to
protect American troops. Can you imagine
what would happen if we turned this kind
of decision over to 100 Senators and 435
Congressmen?

We have two very fine Senators here this
evening, one of whom we have heard from,
one of whom we will hear from. They cannot
agree. How long would it take to get an agree-
ment in the event of an enemy attack in
Bouth Vietnam where we had to go in to a
sanctuary area and destroy supplies and go
after their troops? We would find that for-
eign power, not only lobbying our Congress
at home for a resolution which would pre-
vent our soldiers from taking such action,
but we would also find that the enemy was
having a real field day with our troops in
South Vietnam.,

Pavrmierr. Thank you, Mr. King.

Mr, Miller, Mr. King has presented the case
for the President as Commander-In-Chief.
Now is your opportunity for rebuttal.

Mmnrer. The problem Is, we have heard it
all before and it wasn't true then and it is
not true now. There are qualities about our
processes and the way we approach these
decisions that need to be talked about, There
are fundamental truths.

The way to bring troops home from Viet-
nam is to bring them east, not to send them
west. The way to end the war is not to in-
vade a neutral country, but to get them out
from where they are. The way to reduce
American casualties is to reduce the fighting.

There simply is no credible evidence that
there were major attacks to be planned across
the Cambodia border. In fact, with the mon-
soon season coming in three to four weeks,
with no evidence of an attack being planned,
there was no immediate threat to American
troops.

In fact, the limited search and destroy mis-
sion, by its very means, by its very definition,
cannot accomplish what it has set out to
accomplish.

The President sald it might trap troops
and find the enemy headquarters. It has not
done so. Now we are told that yet smaller
aims justify it. And the question cannot be
considered without regard to the division at
home. They are not simply foreign policy
decisions, They are decisions which affect all
America. And this decision has divided this
country, perhaps unlike any other decision in
this century.

It has brought into the streets and with
great and deep reaction, millions of Ameri-
cans and what they are saying to the Presi-
dent is, if he wishes to take another step into
a neutral country, that he must consult the
Congress, that he must consult them, that
he must present credible evidence and above
all, that our entire decislon-making proc-
ess—what I think the college students are
really saying—that our entire decislon-mak-
ing process must relate itself to the lives
that are affected.

No one mentions the innocent Cambodian
villagers that were killed in what is said to
be an attempt to save the American troops
lives. No one mentions the thousands of
other lives including students here in the
United States that were affected. Those, fun~
damentally, must be taken into account.

In fact, the President’s decision has acted
backwards to every one of his goals. It has
not strengthened his bargaining position. It
has weakened it. If there is one thing that
North Vietnam knows as a result of this deci-
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sion, it is that the President can take no
comparable military step without risking a
near revolution in the United States, and
knowing that, North Vietnam knows he is
unlikely to do anything comparable.

In fact, the decision has hurt him; it has
hurt the country, and it threatens to do so
even more unless Congress acts. No one is
ordering the President not to make maneu-
vers on the battlefield. Congress is asking
the President to end the war.

One of the leading exponents of Congress
asking the President to end the war is with
us tonight. He is Senator Charles Goodell of
New York. (Applause,)

PaLMmIerl. Senator, welcome to “The Ad-
vocates.”

Senator CHARLES E. GoopeLL, Thank you.

Mimrer. Senator Goodell, last September,
introduced an amendment into the United
States Congress calling for a fund cut-ofi
and requiring a time-table withdrawal from
South Vietnam. It is falr to say that if that
amendment had been adopted when he in-
troduced it, we would not be in Cambodla
today.

Senator Goodell, why should Congress say
“no” to the President on this?

GoopeLr. Well, the first reason Congress
ought to say no is that we have been sub-
jected for the last seven years to Presidents
engaging in limited successful thrusts to
save American lives that cost us American
lives. We have been told over and over aga:n
that bombing Hanol and search and destroy
missions of one kind or another in South
Vietnam, in Laos and in North Vietnam,
would save lives and end the war.

Now, we have the same thing in Cambodia.
The difference being, we have crossed a
border of a neutral country without the re-
quest of that country, and somehow or other
we have decided that doesn't make any
difference.

Congress is the only one that can save us
from an extension, an expansion, of this war
and further loss of American lives.

Mrrer. Is there a constitutional basis for
Congressional action here?

GoobpeLL. Well, I would say to some of my
friends that argued very strongly for strict
construction in some of our recent debates
in the Senate that they ought to be for strict
construction of the United States Constitu-
tion when it comes to the war-making power.
(Applause.)

The President of the United States has no
power to make war. Only Congress has the
power to declare war and I think Congress
ought to share the responsibility of un-
declaring this war.

PaLMIERT. One more question.

Mrirer. You have introduced, along with
other Senators, an amendment which calls
for a fund cutoff or troops to Southeast Asia.
Is that kind of action justified by the
Congress?

GoopeLL. Well, it is the only way Congress
can enforce its power for war and peace, The
United States Constitution provides, also,
that there should be no appropriations for
military purposes beyond two years, and when
we read the Federalist papers and other re-
ports that were given at that time, the basis
for this was that they did not want to re-
side in the President of the United States un-
limited power to make war.

Yes, he is Commander-in-Chief. When we
declare war—when we are involved In a war,
he has the power to run the troops and to
make the policy decisions of that war. But
Congress is the one that makes the essential
decision as to whether we should be in war
or not. And we have expanded that war once
again without Congress being involved.

Parmrer:, Senator, let's see what Mr, King
has to ask you.

Kinc. Senator, you have had a bill, have
you not, before the Congress for some time
or before the United States Senate to with-
draw from South Vietnam?
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GooODELL. Yes.

Kine. Has that bill been adopted?

GoopeLL, No.

KiNc. How long has it been before the
United States Senate?

GoopeELL, Well, I was the first one to in-
troduce a bill which provided that Congress
would provide no money for American mili-
tary personnel in Southeast Asia and South
Vietnam beyond a specific date. The date I
suggested was December 1, 1870.

Emne. But the question, Senator, is how
long have you had your bill before Congress?

GoopeLL., I did It in September. At that
time I

EKing. Of 1969?

GoobeLL. September of 1969. At that time
I had trouble getting two cosponsors. We
now have 20 cosponsors in the United
States Senate for the same kind of approach.

Kma. I understand you have another Bill
on Cambodia; is that correct?

GoopeLL. That is correct.

King. What is the nature of that Bill?

GoopeLn, The nature of my Bill on Cam-
bodia is very comparable to the Church-
Cooper Amendment that has been mentioned.
The Church-Cooper Amendment is limited
to Cambodia. It would provide that no Amer-
iean troops—combat troops—can be fighting
in Cambodia, that no military advisors and
no aid will go to Cambodia, thirty days after
date of enactment, which would essentially
put into law what the President said he was
going to do in Cambodia.

Emve. When, Senator, did you introduce
that Bill?

GoopeLL, I introduced that Bill two weeks
ago.

Kmne. In other words, you have two bills,
one that was introduced last fall, one that
was introduced two weeks ago, neither of
which have been acted upon by the United
States Senate, and yet you say that the
President’s power as Commander-In-Chief to
protect our forces in Bouth Vietnam, in this
kind of a decision, should be turned over to
the United States Senate.

How many bills are there in the United
States Senate today to withdraw from South
Vietnam or from Cambodia?

GoopeELL. Well, you know, Congress might
decide—it is possible Congress might decide
to support the President. I don't know why
you are s0 defensive about that. I think the
Congress ought to vote one way or the other.
This is a matter of war and peace. Let Con-
gress vote—maybe they won't pass my bill,
but I happen to think that Congress ought
to vote on this question, and represent the
American people and say we either want
to stay in that war and we will support it or
we want to get out.

Kmne. But this was a decision, Senator,
under discussion this evening to go into
Cambodian sanctuaries to protect the with-
drawal of our troops, The President had to
act decisively.

Now, that kind of a decislon cannot be
turned over to 100 Senators and 435 Con-
gressmen, can it?

GoopeLL. I think this one could have been
turned over very easily to the Congress
of the United States.

EKme. And they would have acted as
quickly as it did on your bills,

GoobeLL. It wouldn't have acted as quick-
ly. I think it was wrong to go into Cam-
bodia and I don’t think Congress ever would
have approved going into Cambodlia. [Ap-
plause. |

King. If that is the case, Senator, then why
has Congress not, to this point, after this
length of time since we have gon~ in, acted
on any of these resolutions?

GoopELL. Well, the great problem of course,
is that once the President makes the de-
cision to go in, then nobody wants to cut
off money to the troops who are fighting
there, and that is what I proposed for the
first time as an alternative that we wouldn't
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stop money for the troops that were fighting.
Congress would responsibly exercise this
authority and say “We will go on providing
the money for the safety of the troops.” And
that is what is involved in the amendment
to end the war. We will go on providing
money for the troops that are there, but by
a fixed date, we must get out, and that, Con-
gress has an authority to do and if we passed
it, the Commander-In-Chief, then, would
have to get our troops out and he could do it
with safety to all our men.

Parmierr. Senator, let me interrupt for
just a moment. There is a saying that hard
cases make bad law. Isn’t it true that the
particular circumstances of Cambodian en-
try here are making it appealing to a great
many Americans to have Congress intervene
in the military and foreign policy process?

Doesn't that set a precedent which is
very, very dangerous of having that respon-
bility shared in a command sense?

GoobpeLL. I don't think that is a bad prece-
dent at all. I think it is about time the
Congress of the United States stood up inde-
pendently with its constitutional respon-
sibility to declde when we go to war. I don't
think the President ought to have that op-
tion. When the President wants to go into
Venezuela, when he wants to go into Cuba,
when he wants to go into Nigeria, I think
that is a decision that resides with Congress
and it ought to be approved by Congress
if the President thinks we should send
American combat troops in.

Paumrieri. Thank you, sir. One more ques-
tion.

Kimne. One more question. Senator, I un-
derstand that you are in favor of sending
arms to Israel, is that correct?

GoobeLL, That is correct.

EKine. And yet you are in favor of with-
drawing from Southeast Asia, is that cor-
rect?

GoopeLL. That is absolutely correct. In
Southeast Asia—

Kme. How can you reconcile these two
differences of position of moving into the
Middle East and moving out of Southeast
Asia?

GooperL, In the Middle East you have a
democracy—a  tiny democracy—fighting
against the intrusion of the Soviet Union,
fighting all alone. The Soviet Union has put
in massive arms to the Arab world, and once
the Arab world has a preponderance of arms,
you will have war. There is no request of
Israel for us to send American troops. All
they have asked from us is for us to sell
arms fo them so they can preserve them-
selves.

In Southeast Asia we sent American troops
into a civil war within South Vietnam. Now
there is a tremendous difference.

KinG. Well, aren't the South Vietnamese
people as important as the Israeli people?

GoopeLL. If there were a civil war in Is-
rael, I wouldn’t be in favor of sending Amer-
ican troops into that civil war anymore than
1 was in favor of sending them into South
Vietnam in a civil war.

Kivc. But whether this is a civil war is a
debatable point, is it not?

GoopeLL. I don't think it is debatable at
all. You know, I remember back in 1963
when Secretary McNamara told us that we
would have all our troops out by the end
of 1865. At that time we had 16,000 Amer-
ican troops there and we were escalating
then, but we are de-escalating now.

Parnmierr. Mr. King, we are out of time.

Senator, I want to tell you something that
will strike you as unfavorable, but it wasn't
intentional, When you came on there was a
slide that our viewing public saw that said
Charles Goodell, Senator from New York,
“Democrat.” (Laughter.)

I want to make it clear that Charles
Goodell, a Senator from New York, is a very
distinguished Republican, and thank you.
{Applause.)

All right, we are ready for our summaries.
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Mr, Miller, you have a minute and a half
to summarize your case.

MiLLER. I understand why the opponents
of withdrawal prefer to talk about Israel
rather than South Vietnam, but I do not
understand how, even at this date, any oppo-
nent to withdrawal can claim that we are de-
escalating following a new occurrence and an
invasion into Cambodia involving signifi-
cantly greater military action.

That is the kind of problem we face here.
The President tells us he is going in to save
lives with a new invasion. We are told that
because of the invasion there is a de-escala-
tion. We are told that through the invasion
we will bring about a peace. In fact, we are
almost told consistent double things.

We need to see what is really happening.
What is really happening is the risk of a ma-
jor escalation. No one can think that the
North Vietnamese will not respond as they
have responded to every other American es-
calation. No one can think that the North
Vietnamese will not themselves choose to
escalate, especially since they know that the
President's reaction, his almost announced
reaction If they act In ways that strike him
as unfavorable, will be to re-escalate and
cause yet further divisions in this country.
And yet we are told that we must do this
and we must go into Cambodia and we must
do this out of some sense of heroism, pro-
tecting lives, in fact so we will not be hu-
miliated so we will not be defeated.

What we need, I think, it a new sense of
reality of the world. A new kind of heroism.
Not the herolsm or reality that says we will
not be humiliated, but the herolsm and sense
of reality that gives us the courage to say
and to see that we may have made errors in
the past and the fastest way to rectify those
errors is to admit them. That the way to get
our troops out is to end the war and that new
escalation serves no purpose, carry the great-
est risk, carry those risk abroad, and most
especially, here at home.

Pavmierr. Thank you, Mr, Miller.

Mr. King, your final summary.

Emve. I am going to take a couple of sec-
onds to explain to Mr. Miller what de-escala~-
tion is and how it differs from escalation.

De-escalation is the withdrawal of troops
in this situation. The President is de-escalat-
ing in South Vietnam. Nothing could be
clearer. When the President came into office
there were 575,000 troops in SBouth Vietnam.
He has already withdrawn 115,000 of those
troops. He is going to withdraw another 150,-
000 by next spring. That is de-escalation.

The reason why the President went into
the Cambodian sanctuaries was to protect
and to speed up that de-escalation process.
The buildup of supplies, material, manpower
and munitions in those sanctuaries on the
western flank of our position In South Viet-
nam was endangering our own withdrawal
efforts. Those withdrawal efforts will now
continue and perhaps we can all hope will be
speeded up as a result of the action the Presi-
dent has taken decisively in moving in the
Cambodian sanctuaries.

It is not a feasible solution to this prob-
lem of protecting American lives, in the with-
drawal stages in South Vietnam, to turn that
kind of decision-making over to the Congress
of the United States. The President acted
decisively. He had the resources to do so and
he will be successful.

Parmrerr. Thank you, Mr. Eing. I am grate-
ful to you for that summary.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA CRIME

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I wish
to remind Congress of our responsibility
in facing and dealing with the serious
crime problem in the District of Colum-
bia, since Congress has chosen to retain
virtually exclusive governmental author-
ity within the District.
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To this end, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a list of
crimes committed within the District
yesterday as reported by the Washington
Post. Whether this list grows longer or
shorter depends on Congress.

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

D1sTRICT oF CoLUMBIA Maxn BEATEN, ROBBED
DowNTOWN

A Northwest Washington man was plstol-
whipped and robbed Sunday morning by a
man who approached him at 12th Street and
New York Avenue NW, police reported.

Shannon Noe told police that the man led
him into an alley off 12th Street, then pulled
out a revolver. Noe said the gunman struck
him over the head repeatedly with the
weapon and sald, “I am going to take your
money.”

After removing the bills from Noe's pock-
ets, the gunman fled on foot, according to
reports.

Noe was taken to Rogers Memorial Hospital
where he received nine stiches to close his
head wounds.

In other serlous crimes reported by area
police up to 6 p.m. yesterday:

ROBEED

John Sapsara, of Pittsburgh, was held up
about 12:30 p.m. Sunday by a man who ap-
proached him while he was standing at 14th
and I Streets NW. The man slipped a rope-
like cord around Sapsara’s neck, removed
$475 from his pockets and fled on foot.

Jonathan A. EKaufman, of Washington,
was beaten and robbed about 2 a.m. Sunday
by a man who attacked him in the 1300 block
of New Jersey Avenue NW. The man knocked
Kaufman to the ground, kicked him in the
head and escaped with his money.

Joseph L. Curtis, of Washington, a driver

for the Capitsl Cab Co., was held up by a
youth who hailed his taxi about 5:25 a.m.
Sunday and directed the hacker to take him
to 53d and Clay Streets NE. There, the pas-
senger drew a revolver and told Curtis, “Give
it here.” Taking his wallet, the gunman re-

moved the cash, returned the billfold and
ran along the 5300 block of Clay Street.

Eugene Salis Judge, of Washington, was
held up about 12:15 a.m. by two youths who
approached him from behind while he was
walking at Benning Road and A Street SE.
One of the youths pulled out a pistol and
told Judge, “This is a holdup. Give me all
your money.” Judge handed them his cash
and they ran toward A Street,

Thomas Halley, of Washington, was held
up by three men, one, carrylng a gun in
his pocket, who surrounded him at Tth
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue SE. “Come
go with us,” the trio ordered and led Halley
to Tth and D Streets NW. One of them re-
moved the wallet from his pocket, took his
wrist watch and fled with his companions.

Earnest Grant, of Washington, was held
up about 2:45 p.m. Sunday by a man who
placed an unseen object at his back while he
was standing at 14th Street and Park Road
NW. After demanding his money, the man
searched Grant's pockets and removed the
bills and change.

Salvio Valente, of Washington, was treated
for head injuries at D.C. General Hospital,
Valente was held up at about 10:10 p.m. Sun-
day by two youths who approached him at
the bus stop at 19th and East Capitol Streets
NE. One of them held a pilstol at his head
while the other youth struck him several
times with an iron pipe. “Where is the
money,” asked the gunman and Valente
handed him the wallet from his pocket.

Jay Lounsbury and Sariann Cayton, both
of Washington, were held up Sunday as they
were walking east in the 500 block of East
Capltol Street. Three youths, one wielding
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a revolver, told them. "“This is a holdup.
Hand me your money. Grabbing the bills
from both victims, the trio fied on foot.

Francls Madison, of Washington, a driver
for Mazzeo and Sons, was held up about 1
p.m. Thursday by four youths who ap-
proached him at 6th and 8 Streets NW. One
of them brandished two pistols and said to
Madison, “Give me your money." After tak-
ing his wallet and watch, the youths removed
the portable radio from his truck and fled
east in the 600 block of S Street.

Walter Thorne, of 326 Eentucky Ave. SE,
was held up shortly after midnight by three
men who forced their way into his home.
While one of them held a sawed-off shotgun
on Thorne, the others took his watch and
tried to knock a hole through the wall to
the adjacent apartment. When they could
not bore the hole, the trio fled from the
building.

Mark John Pry, of 1701 16th St. NW, was
held up about 2:15 a.m. Sunday by two
young men who appreoached him in his
apartment building. One of them drew an
automatic, forced Fry to hand over the
money from his wallet and ran from the
building.

Carlton A. Washington, of Washington,
was robbed and briefly abducted by two men
who confronted him about 2:20 am. in the
2000 block of Georgia Avenue NW. The two
pushed Washington into a van truck driven
by a third man and took him to a vacant lot
at Georgia Ave. and V Street NW. Taking
the cash from his pocket and his watch, the
trio forced Washington from the truck and
fled.

Edward Carter, of Washington, a resident
manager for the H. L. Rust realty company,
was held up about 6:30 a.m. by two youths
who stopped him at 13th and Randolph
Streets NW. “This is it. If you want to keep
living, keep looking down Randolph Street,”
threatened one of the youths brandishing a
sawed-off shotgun. Forcing Carter to give
them a paper bag containing $487, the pair
entered a car driven by a third youth and
drove north on 13th Street.

Joseph Harris Rosen, of Washington, was
held up by two youths who approached
the car about 1 a.m. as he was stopped at
the intersection of Massachusetts and
Nebraska Avenues NW. One of them drew a
handgun and told Rosen, “This is a holdup.
Get out of the car.” After Rosen had climbed
from the auto, the youths took the bills and
gas credit card from his wallet and forced
him into the rear seat of his car. The gun-
man and his companion then drove Rosen in
his car to 1st Street and Michigan Avenue
NW where they ordered him to get out of
the car. The bandits took the car and fled
south on 1st Street,

Bivens Little, of Washington, was treated
at Washington Hospital Center for head and
facial injuries that he suffered during a rob-
bery. Two men attacked Little from the rear
in the 5800 block of Georgia Avenue NW
and knocked him to the ground. After taking
his wallet, the pair fled on foot around the
side of the building.

Mayman Midani, and Nina Dougherty,
both of Washington, were held up about
10:40 p.m. Sunday by three men who con-
fronted them as they were walking in the
800 block of 25th Street NW. “Gilve me your
money,” demanded one of the men, dis-
playing a handgun, After taking the cash,
the trio ran south on 25th Street.

Waverly Holloway, of Washington, was
beaten and robbed about 3:10 p.m. Sunday
by a man who approached him at 6th Street
and Florida Avenue NE. The man asked Hol-
loway if he wanted to buy a pair of trousers,
and he declined. The man then began strug-
gling with Holloway, took his wallet from his
pocket and fled on foot.

Clarence Williams, of Washington, was held
up about 10 pm. Sunday by two men. who
confronted him at 15th and Irving Streets
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NW. One of them drew a knife and de-
manded, “Give us all you got."” While the
armed man held Willlams at bay, his com-
panion removed the money from his pockets
and the pair fled.

Tourlst Home, 932 French St. NW, was
held up about 1 am. Sunday by two young
men who entered the lobby and asked the
night clerk about a room. One of them then
drew a gun from his pocket and said, “This
is a holdup. Give us your money.” When the
clerk replied he had ncne, the gunman de-
manded the keys to the vending machines
in the hallway. The clerk handed the men
the keys and they removed the money from
the machines. The pair then told the em-
ployee to lie on the floor and cover himself
with sheets that were lying on the counter.

George Settles, of 72 § St. NE, was beaten
and robbed about 1 am. Saturday by three
men, one of them wielding an unknown ob-
ject. The trio approached him in his home,
cut him on the ear and arm and escaped with
his money.

Robert E. Thompson, of Washington, was
held up about 2:30 a.m. Sunday while he
was walking in the 2100 block of N Street
NW. Two men confronted him, held a gun
at his head and forced him into an alley
where they robbed him.

James W. Roberts, of Arlington, was held
up about 4:30 a.m. Sunday as he was driv-
ing at 14th and W Streets NW. A young man
armed with a gun approached Roberts and
demanded his money. Taking the cash, the
gunman fled north on 14th Street.

William S. Overton, of Alexandria, Helen
Pasterchalk and Quelett Rolende, both of
Washington, were held up about 12:20 a.m.
Sunday as they were entering their car in
an alley at the rear of the 3500 block of Con-
necticut Avenue NW. Two men, one brand-
ishing a revolver, approached them saying
“This is a holdup and get your hands up.
Give me your money."” When Overton said,
“There is no money in my wallet. It's in my
pocket,” one of the men reached into his poc-
ket and removed the bills. The gunman then
grabbed Miss Pasterchalk’s purse containing
money, keys and glasses and a change purse
from Miss Rolende.

Charlotte Brown, of Washington, was held
up near her home at 24th Street and Ala-
bama Avenue SE about 1:50 p.m. Sunday. A
youth concealing a gun in his pocket threat-
ened to shoot her unless she gave him her
grocery bag, and fled with the food heading
south on Alabama Avenue.

ASSAULTED

Geo. Oden, of 1220 10th 8t. NW, was ad-
mitted to George Washington University
Hospital with head wounds he suffered dur-
ing an attempted robbery about 10:30 p.m.
Sunday. Seven youths attacked Oden in front
of his home, knocked him to the ground
and struck him over the head with an iron
pipe. Trying unsuccessfully to remove the
bills from his pockets, the youths fled in dif-
ferent directions,

John Green, of 2226 13th St., NW, was
treated at Washington Hospital Center for
facial wounds he suffered about 12:05 p.m.
Sunday during a fight in his home with a
young man wielding an unidentified object
who struck him in the face while they strug-
gled.

John Warre, of 1217 10th St. NW. was
treated at George Washington University
Hospital for head injuries he recelved about
1:35 p.m. Thursday. A man entered his room,
hit him in the forehead with a wine bottle
and fled.

Martha Jeanette Williams, of Washington,
was treated at Cafritz Memorial Hospital for
faclal injuries she suffered during a fight
with a man in an apartment in the 2400
block of Alabama Avenue SE at about 3:30
a.m. She was cut over the eye when her as-
sallant punched her.
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STABBED

Cherlyn Rose, of 3369 18th St. NW. was
admitted to George Washington Unilversity
Hospital with a stab wound in the side that
she suffered about 12:30 a.m. Sunday dur-
ing a fight in her apartment with a man
armed with a butcher knife.

FIRES SET

A fire classified by investigators as arson
was started about 4:45 am. in a basement
apartment at 1926 Minnesota Ave. SE, a
building owned by the Willlam C. Smith real
estate company, of Washington.

A fire causing major damage was reported
about 9:30 a.m, Friday in the apartment of
Eleanor Johnson, 23033 16th St. N.W.

ETOLEN

A television set, a clock-radio, a stereo set,
three pairs of slacks, three pairs of shoes and
assorted meats, with a total value of 8946,
were stolen from the apartment of Jerome
Felder, 2701 14th St. NW, sometime between
1 and 10:50 a.m. Sunday.

An outboard motor with a fiberglass cover
valued at $600 was stolen between 5 a.m. and
5 p.m. Sunday from Owen H. Harrison when
the garage at his apartment building at 1260
215t St. NW was burglarized.

A television set, a record player, four suits,
14 pairs of slacks, 30 to 40 shirts and several
pairs of shoes were stolen between 7 a.m. and
8:15 p.m. Saturday from the apartment of
James Edward Hart Jr., 719 Rhode Island
Ave. NW.

Ten cases of milk were stolen between 4
p.m. Friday and 7:30 am. yesterday from
Smothers Elementary School, 44th and
Brooks Streets NE.

Quantities of food were stolen between
8:30 p.m. Friday and 7:30 a.m. yesterday from
the kitchen at Lucy Ellen Moten Elementary
School, Morris and Elvans Roads, SE.

A duplicating machine was stolen between
midnight and 6:20 a.m. yesterday from Bruce
Evans Junior High School, 56th and East
Capitol Streets.

A sound projector, a guitar, two record
players and a typewriter were stolen between
3:30 p.m. Friday and 6 am. yesterday from
Carver Elementary School, 45th and Lee
Streets NE.

PLEADED

Eduardo Vasquez, 24, Humberto Martinez,
20, and Jose Luis Zayas Jr., 35, all of Miami,
pleaded innocent in Alexandria Federal
Court yesterday to charges of conspiring to
sell and transport cocaine. Trial was set for
Aug. 11.

Johnathan H, Rohr, 21, formerly of Falls
Church, pleaded innocent in Alexandria Fed-
eral Court yesterday to charges of draft eva-
slon. Trial has been set for June 17.

John D, Jones, 27, of 334 35th St. NE,
pleaded guilty in Alexandria Federal Court
yesterday to a charge of check fraud, Judge
Oren R. Lewis deferred sentencing.

e —————.

SENATOR KENNEDY CRITICIZES
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR
BLOCKING FORD TRUCK NEGO-
TIATIONS WITH SOVIET UNION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, over
the past week, press reports indicate that
the Ford Motor Co. has been forced to
reject a Soviet offer to build Ford trucks
in Russia. Last Thursday, according to
the reports, Henry Ford 2d, chairman of
the company, announced that Ford was
rejecting the offer even before it could be
seriously considered, largely because of
the outspoken public criticism of the
project by Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird.

I am appalled by the premature,
heavy-handed, and unwarranted action
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of the Secretary of Defense in blocking
Ford’s project.

The opposition was premature, because
it is clear that Ford itself had only just
begun to give serious consideration to
the proposal. At the end of March, the
company announced that Henry Ford
and other officials had been invited to
the Soviet Union for a series of discus-
sions. At the time, it was thought that
the purpose of the invitation was to so-
licit Ford’s help in building an automo-
bile plant in Russia. During Mr. Ford’s
visit to Moscow in April, it became clear
that the Soviet proposal was for Ford to
build a large truck manufacturing com-
plex. In light of these events, it seems
clear that the project could not have
been given more than the most cursory
consideration by the Secretary of De-
fense before he launched his opposition.

The Secretary’s opposition was heavy
handed, because it appears to have been
made through the press and other media,
rather than through direct contacts with
the Ford Co. Indeed, from the statements
of Mr. Ford, it is clear that from the out-
set, the administration not only was in-
formed of his invitation to visit the So-
viet Union, but also encouraged him to
make the visit as a useful means to im-
prove East-West trade relations. Yet, 2
weeks after Mr. Ford returned from his
trip, Secretary Laird suddenly launched
his public opposition.

Finally—and most important—the Sec-
retary’s opposition was unwarranted. It
may well be that for strategic or other
reasons of America’s national security,
the Soviet proposal to Ford should not
be accepted, but nothing in the press re-
ports or public statements of the Defense
Secretary indicates that his opposition
was based on any comprehensible
grounds.

In fact, the sole explanation given by
Secretary Laird for opposing the project
is that Soviet trucks built by Ford might
wind up in Hanoi. As Mr. Laird put it in
a recent magazine interview:

Before glving away the technology to con-
struct trucks in the Soviet Union, and es-
tablishing plants for them, there should be
some indication on the part of the Soviet
Union that they're not going to con-
tinue sending the trucks to North Vietnam

by shiploads for use on the Ho Chi Minh
trail.

Subsequently, Secretary Laird crudely
warmed the company that it cost 10 or 12
times as much to destroy a Soviet truck
on the Ho Chi Minh trail as it cost the
Soviet Union to get the truck into Hai-
phong Harbor and onto the trail.

Surely, Secretary Laird realizes that
even if Ford were to begin construction
of the proposed truck complex in the
Soviet Union today, May 1970, a substan-
tial period of time—measured in years—
would elapse before any Ford trucks
would come off a Soviet production line.
Indeed, the original Soviet announce-
ment of the project said the plant was
scheduled to be completed in 1974, If the
long delays in the current construction
of the Italian Fiat auto plant in the
Soviet Union are any guide, the Ford
truck plant would not be completed un-
til even later than 1974.

Can Secretary Laird or anyone else
in the administration seriously believe
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that the United States may stil] be fight-
ing in Vietnam in 1974? If that is the
case, then the Orwellian nightmare of
1984 will have come true with a venge-
ance, and the United States will be hope-
lessly mired in perpetual war in Asia. Or,
is the Secretary’s denunciation of the
Ford project simply a cold war relic, a
reflex response to the prospect of any
trade whatever with the Soviet Union?
If that is the case, then he is at odds
with the administration’s own expressed
policy of encouraging nonstrategic
trade with the Soviet Union and other
Eastern European nations.

In light of the serious questions that
are being raised, I hope that Secretary
Laird will take the earliest opportunity
to clarify his opposition to the Ford
project. I believe that he owes the Amer-
ican people in general—and American
business in particular—a better answer.

PETITIONS FOR WITHDRAWAL OF
U.S. TROOPS FROM SOUTHEAST
ASIA

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, our
Nation confronts not only the implica-
tions of the Cambodian intervention but
also the entire future of our policy in In-
dochina. Recently, Senators McGOVERN,
HucHEes, GoobpeELL, and CransToN and I
submitted an amendment to end the
war, curbing appropriations for South-
east Asia in a year’s time, through a re-
sponsible plan of disengagement, unless
there is a congressional declaration of
war. We believe that Congress must as-
sert its rightful constitutional responsi-
bility through this measure.

Since that time, I have been deluged
with petitions and responses in favor of
the amendment to end the war. These
petitions have come not only from the
young and those on our college cam-
puses, but also from those who would
have been expected to support our past
policies. I wish to call my colleagues’ at-
tention to the fact that Americans,
young and old, favor the amendment to
end the war and a halt to our presence
in Southeast Asia. It is time we recog-
nize that those who are disenchanted are
not merely from the youth movement,
but include those of moderate and con-
servative persuasions. Amongz the groups
that have voiced their support for an
immediate and unconditional with-
drawal of all US. troops from Southeast
Asia in the past couple of days are:

The Presbytery of Washington City.

The House of Delegates of the Con-
necticut State Medical Society.

The Executive Council of the Associa-
tion of American Medical Colleges.

Yale Medical School Student Body.

Faculty of Yale University School of
Medicine.

Tufts University School of Dental
Medicine.

Tufts Medical Center Community.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the comments of each of these
organizations be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orD, as follows:

YALE MepIcAL ScHooOL STUDENT Bopy

Resolved: We the students of the Yale
University School of Medicine, in response
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to the call for a National Academic Strike,
suspend our normal academic activities In
order to work intensively for the realization
of the following resolutions:

1. That attempts to suppress legitimate dis-
sent in our country end; that we find repul-
sive the deliberate use of dehumanizing
stereotypes by our government to discredit
its critics.

2. That oppression of Black Americans and
all other minority group members cease.

3. That the United States government stop
its escalation of the Vietnam War into Cam-
bodia and Laos; that it unilaterally and im-
mediately withdraw all forces from South-
“east Asia,

4. That the universities end their involve-
ment with the United States military by an
immediate end to war research, ROTC and
counterinsurgency research.

We recognize that our involvement in the
delivery of health care differentiates our situ-
atlon from that of other students. We, there-
fore, urge the suspension of all nonessential
activities in a non-coercive manner which
does not compromise the health care of pa-
tients. At the same time, we realize that
many of the clinical services rendered by
medical students are not essential to the
well-being of patients. Therefore, we feel that
the interests of medicine in this country and
the world would be served better by our
active involvement in ending the Indo-China
War, changing our national priorities, re-
allocating our resources, and solving the
problems which underlie so much of the
iliness which we are called upon to treat.

This action is in no way a strike against
the University, but rather is a means of re-
dressing that which prevents us from carry-
ing out our primary task of providing for the
health and well-being of our fellow men, Our
action Is intended to aliow students, faculty
and non-faculty employees time to act direct-
1y by such means as massive public educa-
tion, university seminars, canvassing, letter
writing, mobilization of public opinion and
direct persuasion of legislators.

‘We ask the faculty and administration to
act in concert with us in opposing violence
of any kind and in working to implement the
above course of action. We also ask that a
joint student-faculty group develop a plan
of academic options to insure that our pro-
fessional competence is not impaired by this
program.

Vote:

Abstain

President, Yale Medical School Student
Council,
Joby ROBINSON,
Chairman, Yale Graduate and Profes-
sional Student Senate.

PRESEYTERY OF WAsSHINGTON CITY

Whereas, the country has been engaged
for eight years in an undeclared war;

Whereas, the President has extended the
war to the territory of yet another sovereign
nation without the consent of Congress;

Whereas, the Nation is deeply and danger-
ously divided over the war;

The Presbytery of Washington City recom-
mends to the Congress:

1. That the Congress of the United States
exercise its constitutional responsibility to
declare its position favoring either prose-
cution or cessation of hostilities in South-
east Asia (Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam);

2. That the Congress implement its decision
by granting or withholding military appro-
priations.

The Presbytery further recommends that
all pastors, elders, and members within its
bounds send letters to the President and
to Congressmen urging Congress to use its
constitutional powers to share with the Pres-
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ident the responsibility for terminating the
war and reconciling he Nation,

The Preshytery recommends that copies
of this resolution be sent to the President,
all members of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, all pastors and Clerks of
Sesslon of the Presbytery.

MiopLESEX CoUNTY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION:
MEETINGS OF THE CSMS HousE oF DELE-
GATES
A thorough discussion of this subject was

heard from the interested members and dele-

gates who attended the Reference Commit-
tee hearing. It was the consensus of opinion
that more time was needed for CSMS meet-
ings. The Reference Committee recommends
that there be a full day devoted to the semli-
annual meeting and a full day devoted to the
annual meeting. It was further recommended
that any additional meetings be left to the
discretion of the Stafl and recommendation
of the Council depending on the urgency of
the business to be brought before the House
of Delegates. The resolution was accepted.

The Reference Committee moved the adop-
tion of this section of the Report.

RESOLUTION BROUGHT BEFORE THE HOUSE BY DR.
BURNHAM: LIMITATION OF AMA ACTIVITIES

A very lengthly discussion was held by the
delegates and guests on this resolution.
Many members brought out many sucelnct
points. It seemed to the Committee that
there were more speakers against this resolu-
tion than in favor of it. It was clearly dem-
onstrated that other actions taken by the
AMA are in the process at the present time
of undertaking actions in the soclo-economic
aspect of medical affairs, These are under-
taken at all levels—the AMA has the Himler
Report; the CSMS has been engaged In this
area for a number of years and the county as-
sociations are involved because they have no
choice. The Committee felt that this Resolu-
tion should not be adopted, and I move that
this motion, “Not to adopt” be adopted by
the House.

The Reference Committee moved the adop-
tion of this section of the Report.

RESOLUTION INTRODUCED BY DR. FRANK ABBOT
AND DR. HOWARD SPIRO: APPROVAL OF YALE
MEDICAL SCHOOL STUDENTS' ACTION
As was expected, the hearing on this reso-

lution generated a great deal of interest
among delegates, guests and representatives
of the press. Yale Medical School students
were present and expressed their opinions
and answered questions. Members of the
University of Connecticut School of Medi-
cine, who supported the Yale students, also
were present. The discussion was orderly and
covered a large segment of the area of inter-
est to students, and needless to say, of inter-
est to the delegates. After a full hearing, your
Reference Committee went into Executive
Session and took considerable time to digest
the opinions expressed and the substitute
resolutions presented. After thorough discus-
sion of the resolution presented by the stu-
dents and the opinions of all those who
spoke, your Reference Committee offers an
alternate resolution as follows:

Whereas, the House of Delegates of the
Connecticut State Medical Society commend
the students of the University of Connecticut
School of Medicine and the Yale University
School of Medicine for their determination to
work constructively for the common good of
the United States and all its citizens, there-
fore be it

Resolved that the House of Delegates de-
plores actions not only which suppress legit-
imate dissent but also actions such as those
advocating perpetration of violence on per-
sons and institutions, those depriving others
the right to speak and be heard, and those
misusing our constitutional guarantees of
freedoms s0 as to create civil disorder and
cause senseless destruction of public and pri-
vate property; and be it further
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Resolved that the House of Delegates of the
CSMS encourages members to communicate
their views on forelgn and domestic issues to
their duly elected representatives.

The Reference Committee moved the adop-
tion of the Report as a whole.

Respectfully submitted.

Dr. FrepErICK C. WEBER, Jr.,
Chairman.
Louis BACKHUS.
SmONEY L. CRAMER.
EpwARD A, PArLoMBA.
CYRIL CEULMAN.

EXecUTIVE COUNCIL OF ASSOCIATION OF
AMERICAN MEeDICAL COLLEGES

I went to Washington on Wednesday, 6
May and next day discussed the views of the
Dartmouth Medical School Community, as
expressed in the meeting of 5 May, with the
governing body of the Assoclation of Amer-
ican Medical Schools. Before this discussion
was completed, I received an appointment
with Senator Norris Cotton and went im-
mediately to see him. I should lke to report
on these two activities separately.

But first, a word or two about the climate
in Washington as it developed yesterday.
Secretary Hickel's letter and the resignation
of the President's youth advisor unquestion-
ably took many government officials by sur-
prise and, judging from TV editorials, press
comment and personal contacts, the reac-
tion to the letter and the resignation was
favorable, But most impressive is the f