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tlons Committee (Senator Green) as to
whether the U.S. was “obliged to put down
a revolutionary movement,” Dulles stated:
“No. If there is a revolutionary movement in
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Vietnam or in Thailand, we would consult

together as to what to do about it, because

if that were a subversive movement that
was In fact propagated by communism, it
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would be a very grave threat to us. But we
have no undertaking to put it down; all
we have 1s an undertaking to consult to-
gether as to what to do about it.”

SENATE—Tuesday, June 2, 1970

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m. and
was called to order by Hon. THOMAS F.
EacLETON, a Senator from the State of
Missouri.

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

O God, the source of our being, and the
guide of our pilgrim days, we hush our
busy thoughts that we may learn in
silence what we cannot know by speak-
ing. Put out all lesser lights that we
may have Thy light upon our pathway.
Subdue our pride, our passion, our sin,
and all finite frailties and set our spirits
free, in tune with the infinite, at home
with the eternal. Give us faith to see be-
hind the tangle of human affairs and
beneath the collision of world forces,
some mighty purpose working toward
Thy coming kingdom, in the fulfillment
of which we have a part.

O God, our life, our hope, our strength,
make us sure of Thee. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the

Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr, RUSSELL).
The assistant legislative clerk read the

following letter:
U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, D.C., June 2, 1870.

To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. THoMAS F. EAGLETON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Missouri, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence,
RiIcHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

Mr. EAGLETON thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro fempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings
of Monday, June 1, 1970, be dispensed
with.

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

VACATING OF ORDER FOR SENATOR
HRUSKA TO SPEAK THIS MORNING

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
previous order, under which the able
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA)
would be recognized for a period of 1
hour, be vacated.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
time prior to recognizing the able Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. GoopELL) at
12 o’clock be utilized for the transaction
of routine morning business, with state-
ments therein being limited to 3 minutes.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 415—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION EXPRESS-
ING THE SENSE OF THE SENATE
ON THE GROWING THREAT POSED
BY SOVIET PILOTS AND TECHNI-
CIANS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpALE) is in the Chamber. I submit for
appropriate reference a resolution on be-
half of myself and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE).

It has been virtually axiomatic that
the Middle East is the No. 1 trouble
spot in a froubled world, and I sub-
mit that the presence of Soviet person-
nel in the cockpits of United Arab Re-
public aircraft and in the surface-to-air
missile sites on the ground has turned a
dangerous situation into a critical one.

The Russians already have done too
much, and this resolution urges the
President to call upon the Soviet Union—
in the interest of peace and as a means
of encouraging peace in the Middle East
and in the world—to withdraw its per-
sonnel from the United Arab Republic.

Passage of this resolution, Mr, Presi-
dent, will enable the President to make
such representations to the Soviet Union,
and should the Russians comply, such
action would aid immeasurably the cause
of peace which we all seek.

Mr. President, I submit that this reso-
Iution—in which Senator MownpALE and
I ask all our colleagues to join—could go
a long way toward cooling down the hot
spot of the Middle East and could lead
to a deescalation of war activity. Indeed
such action by the Soviet Union could
avoid the confrontation which conceiv-
ably could lead to all-out war.

I cannot emphasize too strongly, Mr.
President, that the balance of power in
the Middle East is crucial to the security
of the United States. The Soviets now

have warships in the warm waters of the
Mediterranean in numbers which should
alarm all of us.

And their entry info the missile picture

is another example of the type of escala-
tion we all decry.
_ Similarly, the presence of Soviet pilots
in United Arab Republie aircraft is a sit-
uation which should not only be discour-
aged, but one which should be acted upon
by the United States. It is the President
who can best handle such a situation, and
this resolution will express to President
Nixon the sense of the Senate in this
respect.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. EAGLETON) . The resolution will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the resolution
will be printed in the Recorbp.

The resolution (S. Res. 415) express-
ing the sense of the Senate on the grow-
ing threat posed by Soviet pilots and
technicians in the Middle East, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

S. Res. 415

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the introduction of Russian pilots and
the manning of missile sites by Russian tech-
nicians in the United Arab Republic is con-
tributing to the increasing tension in the
Middle East, and the President is strongly
urged to call upon the Soviet Unlon to with-
draw all Russian personnel as a major step
toward the encouragement of peace in the
Middle East.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
proud to join the distinguished minority
leader (Mr. Scorr) in submitting this
resolution, urging the President to call
upon the Soviet Union to withdraw its
pilots and technicians from the United
Arab Republic.

It would be a fragic mistake if the
current Senate debate over our involve-
ment in Indochina were interpreted by
any other nation as an indication of a
growing isolationism or as a weakening
of American determination to stand firm
wherever our real interests and real com-
mitments are at stake.

It is no secret that I strongly doubt
whether either national interests or, by
this stage, real commitments are at stake
in Vietnam or Indochina. Upon this mat-
ter there is honest debate in the Senate,
and that is a most healthy and encour-
aging development.

But there is no debate of which I am
aware over our firm commitment to the
balance of power in the Middle East or
to the need to stand by the beleaguered
nation of Israel. Here, at the crossroads
of three continents, in the face of an ag-
gressive Soviet move for Middle Eastern
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hegemony—and in defense of one of the
most democratie, progressive, enlight-
ened, and courageous nations in the
world—there should be no doubt of our
national interest or our moral commit-
ment.

I applaud the administration for its
steadfast attempts to avoid a Middle
Eastern arms race and to reach an ac-
cord with all nations in that part of the
world. If there has perhaps been any
excess of objectivity and neutrality, it
has undoubtedly been with the very
finest motives.

But it has been increasingly clear that
our efforts to restrain the conflict have
not been met with any corresponding
restraint on the part of the Soviet Union.
The Soviets, in fact, have met every con-
ciliatory move on our part with actions
which have only escalated the hostility
and intransigence of the Arabs.

The introduction of Russian pilots fly-
ing air defense and Russian technicians
manning the missile sites has severely
destabilized what was only a precarious
balance, at best. There is little doubt
that the Arabs have no intention of ne-
gotiating with the Israelis, in spite of the
continuing willingness of Israel to dis-
cuss any and all matters directly with
the Arab States. There is little doubt that
only Israel air superiority has prevented
the Arab nations from launching a new
Middle Eastern war. And there is no
doubt that with such heavy Soviet as-
gistance, both materials and men, the
Arabs are only counting the days until
they can once again try for the total
elimination of Israel.

The infroduction of Soviet pilots and
technicians has not only affected the bal-
ance of power. It has seriously and dan-
gerously changed the very nature of the
conflict.

We know, from the very bitterest ex-
perience, how ‘“a few technicians and
defensive military advisers” can escalate
into an enormous commitment which
grows far out of any planned proportion.
Have the Soviets thought about what
they will do if the Arabs should launch a
strike tomorrow across the canal? Can
the Soviets keep their pilots and techni-
cians in a purely defensive capacity if
hostilities should break out? What will
happen when the first Soviet pilot strays
over the canal and is brought down by
an Israel flyer? What have the Soviets
done by their actions to the Arab’s will-
ingness to reach a reasonable accord on
the basic issues that still divide the Mid-
dle East? Can the Soviets truly control
the Arab nationalists? Or, will they wind
up being slowly and tragically drawn in-
to a great and prolonged conflict much
as we were drawn into the Indochinese
war?

These are reasons why the President
must take all possible steps to get the So-
viet Union to abandon this reckless
course. No escalation of the arms race in
the Middle East can bring peace any
closer. But we will soon have—we may
now have—no other choice but to re-
spond by providing Israel with jets and
other implements of war with which to
protect herself.
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Unless the Russians can be persuaded
of our resolve to stand by Israel and of
the futility and danger of their recent
actions in Egypt, I see a new and more
dangerous level in the Middle East con-
frontation.

So I repeat my plea to our President
which is contained in the resolution in-
troduced by the distinguished minority
leader and myself: Bring all the power
and prestige of your Office and your past
record of statesmanship in the Middle
East to bear upon the Soviet Union to
reverse their dangerous policies, Know
that we in the Senate stand behind you
in that effort, prepared to uphold Ameri-
can interests in the Middle East and our
moral commitments to the people of
Israel.

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN MIL-
ITARY SALES ACT—THE CHURCH-
COOPER AMENDMENT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in
newspaper advertisements and on the
floor, I have been struck, during this past
2 weeks, by one interesting line of argu-
ment being raised by opponents of the
Church-Cooper amendment. In these
advertisements and statements by Sena-
tors on the floor a great deal is being
made of the fact that several years ago
the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, Senator FuL-
BRIGHT, made & number of statements in
support of Presidential power as against
congressional restriction, and supported
the effort in Vietnam in 1964 at the time
of the Tonkin Gulf resolution.

Mr. President, as everyone in this body
knows, the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee has in the course of
the years changed his position on both
of these points based on the perform-
ance of the President and the course of
the war. He has readily confessed he was
mistaken in both matters.

Those who seek to use his words today
seek to imply that once a position is
taken on matters affecting defense and
foreign poliecy there should be no change.

1 find this position ironie, particularly
in the face of the sharp change that ap-
parently has taken place both in the
White House and here in the Senate with
regard to the administration’s attitude
toward so-called limiting amendments.

On December 15, 1969, the Senate ap-
proved overwhelmingly an amendment
which reads as follows:

In line with the expressed intention of the
President of the United States, none of the
funds appropriated by this Act shall be used
to finance the Introduction of American
ground combat troops into Laos or Thailand.

I listened to the debate of that amend-
ment and at no time was mention made
of any inhibition of the President’s con-
stitutional powers or his right as Com-~
mander in Chief to protect American
troops in South Vietnam or anywhere
else.

On the day following that vote, when
faced with newspaper articles which re-
ferred to the Laos-Thailand amendment
as a curbing of Presidential power, both
the White House and the President’s
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supporters here in the Senate were quick
to argue that the Senate action in no
way inhibited the President and, in fact,
was endorsed fully by the White House.

At this point I would like to read a
statement made on the Senate floor by
the distinguished minority whip (Mr,
GRIFFIN) on the day after the passage
of the Laos-Thailand amendment:

The Senate did not take any action to
“curb” an Asian role. The intent and the
plain meaning of the amendment ultimately
adopted by the Senate yesterday was to re-
affirm the existing role and existing policies

of the United States with respect to Thailand
and Laos.

Indeed, the amendment was drafted—and
I think most of the people on the Senate
floor and those who were watching from the
gallery were aware of the fact that it was
drafted right here in the Republican cloak-
room. In fact, the principal Senators involved
in its drafting, along with the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. Church) were the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Allott) and the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits): . . .

Following a meeting with the President
and others at the White House this morning,
I can report to my fellow Senators that the
President is pleased with the amendment,
and he reeognizes that it is in accordance
with his announced policies.

White House Press Secretary Ronald
Ziegler and the Senate minority leader,
Senator Scorr, were no less forceful in
pressing the idea that the Laos-Thailand
amendment was approved by the White
House, in fact there is an indication that
they sought to take partial credit for the
effort:

This wording, it was disclosed today, was
approved by the White House in advance of
a.doption"

I would like to point out that no limit-
ing language was offered to that amend-
ment and in January of this year that
same language was included in this ad-
ministration’s requested appropriations
language.

That brings us down to the Churech-
Cooper amendment which, as any rea-
sonable person must agree, is drafted in
the same context as last year’s Laos-
Thailand amendment. Though it has
more sections than the initial effort by
the Senate last fall to set outer limits in
line with Presidential policy, the thrust
of this Cambodian amendment clearly
follows the precedent of Laos-Thailand.

It is, therefore, strange to see state-
ments such as the one made on the Sen-
ate floor on May 14 by the minority whip,
which reads as follows:

Even if we were to draft an amendment
which was precisely tailored to the exact and
actual Intentlons of the President, it seems
to me that it would be a mistake to adopt
such an amendment. We would be tying our
own hands needlessly in a way that would
serve the enemy, and would make it more
difficult to negotiate with the enemy. I am
sure the enemy would be delighted if we
were to announce that we are going to tie
our own hands in this way.

I would be interested in knowing what
has occurred between the enthusiasm of

**“President Backs Senators on Laos,” by
John W, Finney, New York Times, Decem-
ber 17, 1869, p. 12, column 4,
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last December and the frostiness of the
spring. Does the Senator from Michigan
believe that we tied our own hands need-
lessly last December?

Was the enemy delighted with the
Laos-Thailand amendment? May I re-
mind the Senate that as with Laos-
Thailand—which was framed to con-
form with the President’s own state-
ments—Church-Cooper also puts into
Senate language the President’s own
statements. As has been noted on this
floor before, does the enemy only become
joyful when the Senate acts in line with
the President’s statements of limits, or
does that joy begin when the President
himself announces the Ilimits under
which he will act as Commander in
Chief?

When did the great constitutional
crisis develop that apparently was un-
seen last December, but appears to be
overwhelmingly with us today?

Mr. President, I must suggest that this
change of position of the White House
and of the White House supporters here
in the Senate on this amendment repre-
sents apparently arose from necessity
to develop a rationale of what was close
to an unconstitutional if clearly an un-
authorized act by the President of the
United States in sending troops over the
border into Cambodia. The President
himself recognized the situation when he
sought to regain congressional support by
arbitrarily setting a limit of 21.7 miles
beyond which he would not go without
congressional authority.

Is this some new refinement that the
Constitution becomes applicable 21.7
miles over the border of South Vietnam
or any country?

The President, I am afraid, does both
himself and his office disservice by seek-
ing to use the constitutional argument
to protect himself from his own respon-
sibilities to protect himself, not just
from the public at large but from the
public’s representatives. And I think his
supporters who refuse to look back at
what they did in December are showing
the same shortsightedness today that
the administration itself showed in un-
dertaking the Cambodian adventure in
the first place.

I opened this statement by referring
to Senator FULBRIGHT'S change in mind
on two key matters of Presidential and
congressional responsibility. I would note
that his changes were accompanied by
continuous study and analysis which
often has been shared with us on the
floor and with the public at large. The
fact that the President and his support-
ers wish to forget their support of Laos-
Thailand at the same time they stress
their opposition to Church-Cooper shows
that they are suffering not from new un-
derstanding but from fthe practica]l ne-
cessity of making the best arguments
that they can in what is otherwise an
untenable position.

Therefore, I would hope that the Sen-
ate’s position could be seen in the same
light it was las* December and that the
Senate could follow the precedent so
clearly set with Laos-Thailand and over-
whelmingly approve the Church-Cooper
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amendment without additional Ilan-
guage. That language was unnecessary 6
months ago and is only necessary today
to justify the President’s Cambodian ad-
venture and perhaps some other in the
future.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, appoints the distinguished
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS)
to attend the Washington Diplomatic
Conference on the Patent Treaty being
held from May 25 to June 19, 1970.

SOVIET INVOLVEMENT AND THE
DELICATE BALANCE OF POWER
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, vesterday I addressed a let-
ter to Secretary of State William Rogers.
I quote the following extracts from that
letter:

The recent escalation of Soviet involve-
ment in the Middle East has seriously en-
dangered the delicate balance of power in
that part of the world, and has become &
source of great concern to all Americans.

In light of this military buildup, and in
light of the continuing hostilities between
Israel and the Arab states, I urge that Israel’s
request be granted to purchase 125 jet com-
bat aircraft from the Unlted States.

In March, it was decided to postpone any
action on the Israeli request, and, given the
situation that prevailed at that time, the
decision was understandable. However, in
the past three months, the number of Soviet
technicians in Egypt alone has grown from
3,000 to about 10,000; and reports indicate
that an estimated 200 Soviet piiots are fiylng
trainir ; missions in the area of the Nile
River.

This increased military activity appears to
be the Soviet Union's response to the deci-
sion to hold in abeyance the sale of jets to
Israel.

I believe the best guarantee against a
major eruption of hostilities—that could
result in a confrontation between the super
powers—is for the United States to do every-
thing it can to maintain the balance of power
in the Middle East; and, in view of the Soviet
military bulldup there, I feel that a balance
of power can hest be assured by selling the
jets to Israel.

I also urge the renewal of your efforts to
bring about direct peace talks between the
Israelis and the Arabs, and that every chan-
nel be explored to bring the parties to the
conference table where direct negotiations
could, hopefully, lead to a stable peace in
the Middle East.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. 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.
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LETTERS FROM MICHIGAN SOLDIER
SUPPORT PRESIDENT'S DECISION

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on Sun-
day I was in Marquette and the editorial
page of the Marquette, Mich., Mining
Journal of Saturday, May 23, 1970, con-
tained a letter from the parents of a
young man assigned to combat duty in
South Vietnam.

In it, Mr. and Mrs. Don D. Becker of
Marquette, quote from portions of let-
ters they have received from their son,
David, relating to President Nixon's de-
cision to clean out enemy sanctuaries
in Cambodia.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Beckers' letter to the editor of the news-
paper be printed in the REecorp at this
point,

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

FroM LIEUTENANT IN VIETNAM

Dear Sm: With the recent campus up-
risings and the discontent shown by those
who are safe here at home, I would like to
quote you some words written by our son,
Lt, David M. Becker, now serving in Viet-
nam.

May 5: “I suppose you're wondering about
Cambodia—I suppose it's the ‘big" thing
back there. I do believe the President has
made the right decision—as long as we go
in and then get out. That's where all the
North Vietnamese army Is coming from—
through Cambodia."”

May 10: “I wish all those so-called ‘edu-
cated’ demonstrators who create violence
could be packed aboard a plane and flown
over here and find out what it’s like to be
awakened in the middle of the night and
be told you'd better get down to the hos-
pital beacuse ome of your men has been
shot while on patrol—or listen to the rock-
ets hitting your base camp at night—or see
some hootches blown up by sappers with
American bodies lying around. Maybe then
they'd realize why we here are anxious to
return to the ‘world’ where freedom and
democracy reign. No one here looks foward
to a ‘violent' life back there like it's hap-
pening. For those who disagree with the Pres-
ident’s policy, let them disagree, but peace-
fully, and In an educated manner, like a
free soclety as ours permits, whether it be
by letters, books, magazine articles or poli-
tics—because they elected our politicians,
A divided country is what the Communist
world wants—because that's the only way
they will ever reign over a free and demo-
cratic society as ours.”

David is a four-year ROTC man, a grad-
uate of St. Norbert's College. He recently
received a citation which reads in part: “The
Bronze Star Medal is presented to Lt. David
M. Becker, who distingulshed himself by
outstanding meritorious service in con-
nection with military operations. against a
hostile force in the Republic of Vietnam.”

We, his parents, want to see the end of
this war as do all right-thinking Ameri-
cans, But we also feel that it is our place
as Americans to stand by our President in
these very difficult times.

Mr. and Mrs. Don D. BECKER.

MARQUETTE.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered-
Mr. BELLMON obtained the floor.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. BELLMON. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Oklahoma be recognized
for not to exceed 25 minutes.

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

THE DEVELOPING CRISIS IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, as de-
bate on the Cambodian involvement has
developed in the Senate, I have been im-
pressed by what appears to be a widely
held feeling among Members that our
actions in Southeast Asia were begun
and have continued without sufficient
debate and full understanding of the
ultimate results of our step-by-step in-
volvement. I believe it is fair to assume
that the present mood of the Senate is
such that if we could turn back the pages
of time to 1964, or 1960, or even 1954, we
would have chosen a vastly different
course of action in Southeast Asia.

In light of this feeling, Mr. President,
I feel it is timely to call attention to
certain aspects of the developing crisis in
the Middle East, hoping that by doing so
a more balanced debate on the situation
there will result which could prevent the
tardy second thoughts many now enter-
tain about Southeast Asia.

My remarks this morning are pre-
cipitated by news reports that more than
a majority of the Members of the Senate
have joined together in signing a letter
to the President urging immediate sale
of additional planes to Israel.

Mr. President, as a marine combat vet-
eran of World War II, I have deep admi-
ration for fighting men who demonstrate
skill and valor on the fleld of battle as
the Israelis did in the 6-day war of June
1967. My personal admiration and the
admiration of this Nation went out to
the Israelis as a result of their defense
of their country on this occasion. This
feeling still persists.

However, I rise to question the feeling
that seeking a military answer in the
Arab-Israel conflict is in the long-range
interest of any of the countries con-
cerned.

The dispute between the Arab nations
and the State of Israel over Palestine has
embroiled that area of the world in mili-
tary turmoil for over 20 years, resulting
in great loss of life and property, causing
economic stagnation because of the heavy
expenditures for defense, postponing the
economic and social development vital
to the region’s peoples, adding to world
tension and creating in its course what
may become insurmountable animosities.
There is also the impending danger that
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the Arab-Israel dispute will draw the
great powers into a confrontation, per-
haps even a nuclear war that could de-
stroy human life on this planet.

Even though the United States has di-
rected its efforts toward finding a peace-
ful settlement of this vexing and com-
plex problem and has engaged in a series
of discussions with the major powers and
with the parties to the conflict, I feel that
we have not exerted all of the means at
our disposal in bringing this dispute to
a just settlement. For this reason I rise
to call attention to certain aspects of
the Arab-Israel dispute which I feel de-
serve consideration.

It is necessary that the United States
keep open all lines of communication
with all of the interested and involved
nations. No cause is served by reducing
contacts or by turning a deaf ear to the
entreaties and legitimate complaints of
the Arabs or the Israelis and no peace
will be found among nations whose lead-
ers have closed minds.

It is essential to continue this
search for peace, within the framework
for a settlement as outlined in the
United Nations Security Counecil resolu-
tion of November 22, 1967, along with
every available avenue in the United Na-
tions, through neutral mediation in con-
sultation at every level, with every na-
tion, until a reasonable and workable
solution to the Arab-Israel problem is
found.

The hour is late. Each day brings re-
ports of clashes, of new battles, of more
deaths, more injuries, more destruction,
of innocent people sent fleeing from their
homes, of an ever-increasing arms spiral
that appears to have no upward limits
of more hatred, more blood, more war.

A solution can be found, and that
solution should include the following pro-
visions:

As the first and foremost step, all
troops and military equipment should be
withdrawn to the armistice lines that
existed prior to the war of June 5, 1967.
This point is mentioned in the U.N. Se-
curity Council resolution of November
22, 1967, and it is clear that no peace can
come as long as territory is being oc-
cupied as a result of conquest by armed
forces. Both President Johnson and
President Nixon have recognized that
boundaries should not reflect the fruits
of conquest,

Second, recognition of the State of
Israel by the Arab nations and recog-
nition of Israel’s free right to transit
the international waters of the Red Sea
and the Gulf of Agaba. The State of
Israel exists and it must continue to
exist. It is not enough to recognize the
reality of Israel, as some Arab lead-
ers have said, but all the Arab nations
must recognize the State of Israel as a
sovereign and free member of the family
of nations. As a sovereign nation, Israel
must have the right, as is guaranteed to
every other nation, to use the waterways
of the Suez Canal, the Red Sea, the Gulf
of Agaba, and the Strait of Tiran.

Third, the Gaza Strip and the Golan
Heights should be neutralized and the
city of Jerusalem should be interna-
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tionalized. The Gaza Strip and the Golan
Heights have long served as launching
points from which attacks against
Israel have originated. By neutralizing
these crucial areas, the threat of Israel
will be minimized.

The city of Jerusalem is sacred to the
three great monotheistic religions of man
and should be completely free of fac-
tional control. Only by internationalizing
this great city and its venerated shrines
can all people be assured that the city
will remain an international center, open
to all without discrimination and with-
out fear of recrimination.

Fourth, the Arab refugees should be
given the choice of returning to their
former homes or receiving compensa-
tion for their losses. For over 20 years,
the Palestinian Arab refugees have been
confined to tents in squalid camps, wait-
ing for justice, and it is in keeping with
the United Nations resolutions on the
matter that the refugees be offered the
choice of repatriation or compensation.
Since it is Israel that has realized the
greatest advantage from the dispersal of
the refugees, it is incumbent on Israel
and in fact it is their duty to offer this
choice of compensation or repatriation.

Most certainly, these ideas are not
new. Many reasonable people, people in
position of stature and power have said
these same words more eloguently and
in greater detail. Unfortunately, their
efforts have fallen on deaf ears or have
gone unheeded because each of the par-
ties to the conflict continue to harbor
certain illusions.

First is the illusion held by Israel that
superior military power will overwhelm
the Arab nations. Experience should
show that this policy will not succeed.
This was evidenced by the November
1956 Israel war. Nothing was settled by
that war. The Government of Israel felt
that because of the interference of the
United States and the Soviet Union, Is-
rael was denied the fruits of victory.
More important, Israel seemed to think
that its military superiority has not been
clearly demonstrated, since the Arabs
seemed convinced that the Arab defeat
was caused by the intervention of British
and French forces.

Again, in June of 1967, war was be-
lieved to have settled the issue once and
for all. In the aftermath of the Israeli’s
6-day victory there was euphoria gener-
ated by the belief that the Arabs had
finally been convinced of the futility of
armed confrontation with Israel, and
that the Arabs would thereafter submit
to the fate which had befallen them.
However, we have seen that neither of
these wars brought the desired settle-
ment that Israel sought, they did not
bring peace to the area, and ironically,
the vanquished powers seemed even more
determined to strike a belligerent pose
and regain what they believe to be their
just rights.

Mr. President, I submit that these as-
sumptions by Israel are ill founded—that
no war, regardless of the damage it may
cause to the Arabs, will bring about tran-
quillity and peace, that greater destruc-
tion wrought on Arab States will be fruit-
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less. In the light of past history, the
present policy of the Government of
Israel is wholly unrealistic and it could
in the long run cause great harm to the
very fabric of the State of Israel. A coun-
try which was formed on the noblest
ideals of Judeo-Christian tradition ecan-
not forever withstand the daily stress and
demands required in a perpetual armed
camp environment. Indeed, there are
many friends of Israel who are fearful
that the constant need to demonstrate
military prowess will render the nation
into a modern Sparta, a nation devoid of
a soul.

The Arabs have also entertained cer-
tain illusions. Regardless of the merits
of the arguments of the Arabs concern-
ing the establishment of the State of
Israel, the Arabs must realize that Israel
has a right to exist and no responsible
country in the world would be prepared
to relinquish its moral obligation to
maintain the independence and exist-
ence of Israel.

In any analysis of the Middle East sit-
uation, a certain burden for the lack of
resolution in this matter must rest with
the world powers. The actions of the
Soviet Union in this area have often been
bafiling and at times have shown a total
lack of concern in using their influence
to bring about a just and lasting settle-
ment. At times it also appears that the
Government of the United States, either
through its preoccupation with other
areas of the world or with unnecessary
sensitivity toward domestic political is-
sues, has missed opportunities to exer-
cise its full powers and failed to maxi-
mize its efforts to bring about peace
following the June 1967 war. Further-
more, our pronounced support of the
November 1967 resolution has often not
been pursued with sufficient resolve and
diligence. o

In the interest of peace, the leaders of
the belligerent countries must act to dis-
pel long held illusions and arrive at a
settlement of the conflict. I, for one, was
dismayed at the negative reaction of the
Israelis toward the attempt of Nahum
Goldman to visit Egypt. That visit would
have served the interests of peace, and
might have been a very effective first
step. In this connection, I believe it is
highly unrealistic for the Israelis to in-
sist on direct confrontation prior to the
implementation or at least a firm under-
taking of the withdrawal to the pre-June
1967 armistice line.

If the Arab and Israel leaders are un-
able or unwilling to resolve this con-
flict, major power governments must
vigorously seek a settlement. In this
effort, it is incumbent on the Govern-
ments of the United States and the
Soviet Union to use every reasonable
means available to them to effect a
settlement. Any successful settlement
will require sincere efforts by both gov-
ernments. There is some indication that
this time has come, judging from ap-
parent demonstration of good will on
the part of the Soviet Union toward
rg:}ntributlons to the success of the SALT

ks.

It is with some optimism that we ob-
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serve a decrease in the level of hostility
and heightened prospects for peace in
certain turbulent areas of the world.
However, in the midst of these encourag-
ing signs, it appears that the Middle East
situation is getting worse. The present
course, if followed, can only mean that
the hostilities between Israel and the
Arab world will not remain isolated, but
may ultimately bring about direct in-
volvement of the United States and the
Soviet Union.

It is gratifyins, however, to notice that
certain countries ir. the Middle Eastern
world which have not been embroiled in
this self-destructive conflict have enjoyed
a great measure of economic stability and
prosperity. I refer to such nations as
Iran and Turkey.

The policy suggested here will not in-
flict great hardships on the Arabs or the
Israelis. Pzaceful settlement demands
coempromise, and if peace is tc be found,
compromises must be made. Elements of
these suggestions have appeared in state-
ments by prominent leaders of the
Middle Eastern nations as being neces-
sary for peace: For example, the United
Arab Republic has said that demilitariza-
tion of border zones is possible, Mr.
President, at this point I ask unanimous
consent that a recent interview with
President Nasser of Egypt in U.S. News
& World Report be printed in the Recorb.

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

[From U.S. News & World Report,
May 18, 1970]
NEw CrisIis 1N MIDEAST—EXCLUSIVE INTERVIEW
‘WriTH PRESIDENT NASSER OF EGYPT

Q. Mr. President, do you consider the re-
cent attacks by the Egyptian Air Force the
beginning of a military effort to recover the
Arab territories lost to Israel?

A, Frankly, yes. The United Nations resolu-
tion of 1867 asked that Israel return these
territories. Israel refused. We must accept
the Israell conquest or we must fight to get
back these territories. This is what we are
trying to do now—recover what all agree is
ours.

Q. Do you think these Arab lands can be
won by a war of attrition against Israel, by
air attacks and ralds and artillery fire? How
long would that take?

A, Who knows how long it will take? We
Arabs have no cholce. Israel leaves us no
choice.

Israel is trying to force a settlement. To
win a viectory is one thing, to force a settle-
ment is another. A third and quite different
thing is real peace. This cannot be attained by
selzing a man's property and demanding that
he come hat in hand to negotiate a settle-
ment that pleases the one holding the
property.

Q. Mr. President, the Arabs and the Israelis
appear to be headed inevitably toward an-
other all-out war—can't anything be done
about 1t?

A. That depends entirely on the attitude
of Israel on two very simple points—their
continued occupation of Arab territory selzed
in the 1967 war and their refusal to do any-
thing about the Arab refugees.

The United Nations Security Council res-
olution covered both points in 1967. The
resolution also required us to grant Israel
the status of a nonbelligerent, assumed our
acceptance of Israel as a nation. We agreed to
this, but Israel refused. The Israelis de-
manded direct negotiations, with no assur-
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ances whatever either on withdrawal or on
the matter of refugees.

Also, the Israelis will tell you that I said
last year that the cease-fire was ended, that
Egypt unilaterally declared an end to the
cease-fire. This is not true. There never was
& cease-fire. The shooting never stopped.
Their attacks against wus increased in
magnitude. Now there is a difference. We can
answer these attacks.

Recently Israel said that our planes at-
tacked Israel. This is not so. Up to now we
have not attacked Israel. We have attacked
only the Arab territories occupied by Israel.

Q. Do you refrain from air attacks on Israel
proper as a matter of policy?

A. Now, yes. But if Israel continues to re-
Tuse to withdraw from our territories or, as
Mrs. Meir (Premier of Israel) says, to deny
the very word “withdrawal,” then what
choice have we? Certainly we have the un-
deniable right to attempt to liberate our
territory from Israeli occupation, to seek to
recover lands which all agree are rightfully
ours.

Q. Does Egypt accept the existence of a
Jewish state in Palestine?

A. We are contesting that state's occupa-
tion of our territories, that state's refusal
either to let Arab refugees return to their
homes or to compensate them for the loss of
these homes.

Q. Do you consider these points negotiable?

A. Why didn’t the United States negotiate
after Pearl Harbor? The Japanese asked you
to do so, but you refused. You refused be-
cause you were being invited to a table of
capitulation and surrender, not to negotia-
tions.

That's just how we feel today. No Arab can
negotiate with Israel when they occupy one
seventh of our territory, our Egyptian terri-
tory. Every Arab knows that Israel wants to
negotiate now directly as the victorlous
power, still In possession of our Arab terri-
tory. To accept negotiations under such con-
ditions is not to negotiate, but to capitulate.

These lands the Israelis hold—they are not
my personal property. They are the property
of my people and have been so for thousands
of years.

Q. Do you think some agreement can be
found to meet Israel’s concerns if these ter-
ritories are returned to the Arabs? Could you
guarantee freedom of passage in Sharm el
Sheikh to Israel to their satisfaction?

A. Certainly—and you can add Suez to
that. We will guarantee free Israeli passage
of both Suez and Sharm el Sheikh.

Q. But the Israelis say you gave such guar-
antees before, and violated them—

A. Not so. We agreed that the United Na-
tions forces should take their place in Sharm
el Sheikh and in the area between us in
1957. In 1967, when we asked U.S. forces to
withdraw, we cited specifically the area from
Rafah to Elath. We did not ask U.N. troops
to withdraw from Sharm el Sheikh, nor from
all the other areas. Because they did with-
draw, this created a problem.

Q. How about Jerusalem?

A. Nobody can give up Jerusalem. But if
there is peace then all can have guaranteed
freedom of access to the holy places,

Q. Would some international solution be
acceptable for Jerusalem?

A. It's a strange thing that whenever there
is talk of internationalizing Jerusalem the
only part people seem to talk about is the
Arab part. Nobody talks about international-
izing the Israell part—new Jerusalem. Again,
free access to the holy places could be guar-
anteed Internationally to all.

Actually, Israel appears to think that they
can withdraw from those Arab territories
they do not particularly want and can re-
main in those they desire. This is not how
we see things. Mrs, Meir has said there 18
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no problem about returning Egyptlan Si-
nal—eventually, when it pleases her. As you
have seen, we are now in a position to carry
the war by air into Sinal.

Q. When you attack Sinal, aren't you at-
tacking Arab territory—even though it Is
occupled?

A. Yes, but there Is nothing there—only
desert. In this whole area, roughly one sev-
enth of Egyptian territory, there were only
some 25,000 people in two or three towns. We
are not attacking these towns. But to hold
the area, the Israelis have established their
own defense posts as strategic points—their
own military settlements. These we are
attacking.

Q. Can you or any Arab government leader
be free to negotiate any sort of peace as long
as the Arab commando leaders threaten to
assassinate any Arab who tries to make
peace?

A. First, we must understand who these
commandos are, These are the people, or
their sons, who were expelled from thelr
homes in 1948 and in 1967. These are the
Arabs who lived in the Palestine which Mrs.
Meir says no longer exists. These are the
people who want to go back to their homes
or want to be glven just recompense for the
loss of their homes. The 1967 resolution of
the Security Council of the United Nations
says they have a right to this.

How can any Arab leader deny Justice to
these Arabs? You ask whether Arab govern-
ments can “control” them. We cannot seek
to “control” them if this means denying
them the right to seek justice. It 1s Israel
alone that can right this wrong.

This is not a problem I created, but one
I inherited, this problem of the refugees. It
is Israel that has created this problem.

The United States, the greatest sountry in
the world, cannot “control” the people who
seek soclal and economic justice. Instead
you seek to meet thelr needs, to right the
wrongs.

So when the commandos find justice, they
will no longer be a problem.

Q. Do you expect the Egyptians to learn
how to handle all the advanced MIG’s and to
man the SAM-3s and other missiles now
avallable to you so that the Russian tech-
nicians can all be withdrawn?

A. No. As long as the war lasts we will
need Russian technicians here.

It was not the Russians who wanted to
come here. There was a time when I wrote
a letter every week to Brezhnev [Soviet
Communist Party chief]. We desperately
needed their help, their weapons, their
techniclans—and we sald so.

We needed Russian help and we asked for
it because the Americans gave Israel the
equipment they needed to fight electronic
warfare—something quite new in this part
of the world—new to them, new to us. We
were really surprised that the United States
did this, for the obvious result was that we
had to ask Russia for the technology to
match it—and the techniclans.

We were simply not equipped to fight that
kind of warfare. But America gave such
equipment to the Israelis. So, in the 1967
war, they jammed our radar equipment.
They had the electronic means to Interfere
with our SAM-2s. That's why they did not
work.

Now, of course, thanks to the Russians,
we do have this technology. Now we have
missiles that will work. But for this reason
we cannot do without Russlan technicians
as long as we are at war with Israel, as
long as there is no peace.

We have even asked the Russians for more
such equipment, more technicians to operate
it.

Q. Why more?

A. Before the 1967 war our army was 100,-
000 men. Now it is 600,000. Our defense bud-
get used to run to 160 milllon Egyptian
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pounds. Now it has reached 550 million
pounds.

We learned in 1987 that we must not be
conceited and think we know everything. So
now we need to learn, and the Russians are
our teachers.

Some say that the Russians Interfere with
the way we run things here, that they mix
into other things. I have had many years of
experience in dealing with them and I have
not had such problems with them.

Q. Do you think that Egypt, with all this
new Soviet equipment and the Soviet planes,
will be able to keep Israell planes out of its
skies, off its territory?

A. Certainly not. Neither the U.S. nor the
Soviet Union, the greatest powers in the
world, can keep low-fiying aircraft out of
their territory.

The distance from Suez Canal is only about
65 kilometers [about 40 miles]—three min-
utes by jet. Such ralds will continue if the
Israelis desire to make them.

What we can do is to take similar raids
to them. This we are dolng now. We have
shown that we are completely capable of at-
tacking their positions in occupied Arab
territories by ailr and by land. This is no
longer a one-sided affair. This is quite likely
to be escalated, and who can say what the
end will be?

We would, of course, prefer a peaceful solu-
tion, but that may well be impossible if the
United States continues to give full support
to Israel in a military way.

Q. The Israells say they need more U.8.
arms to match those you are getting from
Russia—

A, Of course they say that. But look at
the record: In the two years since the 1967
war, in a period when Israel was refusing
to return Arab territories or to seek an
answer to the Arab refugee problem, as the
U.N. requested, the United States gave Israel
150 warplanes—50 Phantom Jets and 100 Sky-
hawks.

Now, because we are finally carrying the air
war back into the Arab territory they oc-
cupy, Mrs. Meir wants still more arms from
the U.S.

All this is done on the supposed basls of
balancing out the power on each side, mak-
ing Israeli strength equal to Arab strength.
That is nonsense. It was the U.S., before
1967, that gave Israel the power to wage the
electronic warfare that was so effective
against us In 1967. It is the U.S. that gave
Israel the Skyhawks one year after the 1967
war, the Phantoms two years later.

Q. How about an agreement between the
U.S. and Russia on what really represents
& balance of power between Egypt and Is-
rael—would you go along with such an agree-
ment, if it could be reached?

A. Not now. That would be an effort to
freeze things as they are. This would delight
the Israelis, who hold Arab territory and will
not give it up, who have expelled Palestinian
Arabs from their home so they work bitterly
against this injustice in every Arab land.

Let the Israelis return the Arab lands and
face the refugee problem. Then Egypt will
offer all these arms for sale to anyone who
will buy.

Q. Mr. President, how is this new round of
war golng to differ from the old in terms of
arms and technigques? Will there be more
emphasis on the new arms and alr power?

A. Once again, I no longer consider my-
self a military man. Things have changed a
great deal since my day. Oh, I do read up on
things—your American military reviews, ar-
ticles on strategy and such.

I would expect continued greater emphasis
on air power, but there is nothing new in
that. Germany was able to take Europe, in-
cluding Crete, by air power and the Allies
liberated Europe by alr power. Right now, we
in Egypt have been made aware of the need
to develop strike alr power and defensive
antiaircraft weapons, including missiles that
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are safe against the electronic weaponry you
give Israel. Fortunately, thanks to the Soviet
Union, we now have the capacity to matech
these. But there is, of course, still no sub-
stitute for the conventional tanks and men
who must occupy land. In our case they
must move back into liberated Arab lands.

Q. Do you think the U.S. and Russia
might become involved in the next phase of
all-out war between the Arabs and Israel?

A. I see no reason for it. This time we
Arabs are trying to recover what all agree 1s
lawfully ours and should be returned to us.
We are not trying to crush Israel, to elimi-
nate Israel. We want our lands. You would
think the U.S. and Russia would help us
recover these lands.

Q. Dr. Goldmann, president of the World
Jewish Congress, said in Bonn that time was
working for the Arabs, not for Israel—do you
agree?

A. I certainly do. It would spare us all a
lot of bloodshed and agony if Israel were to
understand that fact and realize that the
return of Arab territories and settlement of
the refugee question are today the key to a
period of real peace, a chance for reasonable
agreement.

Q. Can Egypt continue indefinitely on a
war basis and hope to develop its internal
economy at the same time?

A, Our economy, as you can see, is a great
deal stronger than everyone thought it could
ever be. You in the West were writing us off
as a hopeless case not so long ago. But if
you look around our marketplaces you will
find all the essential goods there at reason-
able prices, with quite a few consumer goods
that could be classed as nonessentials also
available.

The Aswan Dam s finished an« in opera-
tion. That opens vast areas to cultivation
that were wastelands before. We are now
exporting rice—currently second only to cot-
ton as an export earner. Previously we im-
ported rice.

A major factor is that we now are produc-
ing most essentials within Egypt. One new
steel mill will soon be producing 1 million
tons annually. That doubles our production
and makes us nearly self-sufficlent in steel.
There is a new aluminum plant on the way,
too, and many other plants.

True, our plan is not being fulfilled. There
iIs a decrease In Investments in industry.
We have excess power going to waste In
Aswan because the investment required for
new Industry to soak up this power is going
into the armed forces, the war effort.

But we are getting along quite well—
thanks in large part to Soviet help.

Q. Aren't you running up a pretty big
debt to the Soviet Union—nearly 2 billion
dollars? Doesn't that give the Soviets a pret-
ty strong grip on your economy?

A. I think the one in debt is in a stronger
position than the one who makes the loan.
What is true of individuals is true of natlons,
too. The debtor just refuses to pay if he
feels he is under unjust pressures.

We were In debt to the U.S. when our
relations were strained. We just quit paying
on those debts. Now we are renegotiating, but
we went four or five years without paying
anything.

There Is a lot of nonsense written about
the relation between a debtor country and
the other. Europe's debts to the United
States gave you no great hold over Europe.
You have a lot of experience in that area.

Actually our experience with the Soviet
Union has been very good. They bullt our
high dam at Aswan. They give us large loans
at low rates of interest. In many cases our
repayment is in production from the plant
that the Russlans install for us. That steel
mill, for example, costs 200 million Egyptian
pounds, but we pay nothing until the mill
begins producing. Then we pay less than the
value of the production.

Look at the case of the Aswan Dam: From
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1960 to 1970 there were 5,000 or more Soviet
technicians and others working there. Much
was made of this in the Western press. But
only 70 Soviet citizens are there now. The
rest have gone home.

Q. What are the chances of improving
relations between the U.S. and the United
Arab Republic?

A, Good, as far as we are concerned. There
is no direct conflict between the U.S. and
the U.AR. The problem is that the US.
supplies Israel with everything it needs to
hold on to Arab lands and to keep war go-
ing.

ghe ralds against our lana are flown in
American plan:s that kill our men, women
and children. The electronic-warfare instru-
mentation in Israel's possession is not of
Israell manufacture—this is supplied to Is-
rael by America. In Jhe United Nations the
American representative always supports the
Israell point of view, never ours.

Given a balanced U.S. policy toward the
Arab states and Israel, our relations could
return to normal. The U.BS. view of Arabs
s distorted.

Q. In what way?

A, The Israeli leaders always portray us as
people who want war. This 1s not so. We not
only want peace; we are the ones who accept
U.N. resolutions about peace. They are the
ones who reject them.

Understand this: Nasser wants peace, I
want peace. I do not want war for war's sake.
I am not a blocodthirsty military conqueror.
I have not been an active soldier for 18 years.
Before that time I learned to hate war as
much as or more than any man.

In 1948 I saw enough war. I burled my
Egyptian comrades in the field. I buried Is-
raell men, too. I do not like war, I hate it.

The Israelis tell you: Nasser does not want
peace. I certainly do, but what I want is not
the peace of capitulation and surrender to
expanding Israeli power. I want peace with
dignity, a peace that can be obtaiged between
reasonable men.

All Arabs want peace no less than all Is-
raelis, perhaps much more. But we cannot
and will not reach any kind of just peace
while the other man holds our lands under
occupation and turns our people into angry
refugees.

Mr. BELLMON. An Israel organization,
the Movement for Security and Peace,
has advocated the return of the occupied
territories. King Hussein of Jordan said
that free navigation through Suez and
Tiran would be guaranteed to all. The
time has come for the Governments of
the Soviet Union and United States to
use every reasonable means available to
them in actively seeking the development
and implementation of policies of peace
in the Middle East.

Mr. President, my concern is that no
exact balance of power suitable to both
sides can soon be reached in the Middle
East. An action-reaction syndrome is
likely to develop that will escalate the
war there, as has occurred in Southeast
Asia. In Southeast Asia, our Nation
gambled on the side of the war. We have
paid an enormous price. In the Middle
East, until the picture is more clear that
the balance of power has shifted. I urge
that this time we take a chance on the
side of peace.

I yield the floor.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF JOINT MEET-
ING OF THE TWO HOUSES TO-
MORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the leadership wishes to announce
that tomorrow, at 12:15 p.m., the Sen-
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ate will proceed in a body to the Hall of
the House of Representatives, to attend
a joint meeting of the two Houses which
will be addressed by the President of
Venezuela.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

COMMODITY CREDIT
FROM

REPORT OF
CORPORATION—MESSAGE
THE PRESIDENT
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore (Mr. Eacreron) laid before the

Senate the following message from the

President of the United States, which,

with the accompanying report, was re-

ferred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Foresiry:

To the Congress of the United Stales:
In accordance with the provisions of

Section 13, Public Law 806, 80th Con-

gress, I transmit herewith for the infor-

mation of the Congress the report of the

Commodity Credit Corporation for the

fiscal year ended June 30, 1969.

RicHARD NIXON.

TrHE WHiTE Housg, June 2, 1970.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the bill
(S. 3339) to authorize the Public Printer
to fix the subscription price of the daily
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which is requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 12758. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to establish a volunteers
in the park program, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 12860. An act to establish the Ford's
Theatre National Historical Site, and for
other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bill and joint res-
olution, and they were signed by the
Acting President pro tempore (Mr.
EAGLETOI?) &

H.R.11628. An act to transfer from the
Architect of the Capitol to the Librarian
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of Congress the authority to purchase office
equipment and furniture for the Library of
Congress; and

H.J. Res. 1069. Joilnt resolution extending
for four years the existing authority for the
erection in the District of Columbia of a me-
morial to Mary McLeod Bethune.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs:

H.R.12758. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to establish a volunteers
in the park program, and for other purposes;
and

HR. 12860. An act to establish the Ford's
Theatre National Historlcal S8ite, and for
other purposes.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET FOR
Fiscan Year 1971 (S. Doc. 91-87)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting amendments
to the budget for fiscal year 1071 in the
amount of $750,000 in budget authority for
the Council on Environmental Quality and
Office of Environmental Quality and the
Department of the Interior (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

APPROPRIATION REQUEST To PAy CLAIMS AND
JUDGMENTS RENDERED AGAINST THE UNITED
States (S. Doc. 91-86)

A communication from the President of
the United States asking for the considera-
tion of an appropriation request of $16,887,-
055 to pay claims and judgments rendered
against the United States (with accompany-
ing papers); to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and ordered to be printed.

APPROVAL OF LoAN To CENTRAL ELECTRIC
Power COOFERATIVE OF JEFFERSON CITY,
Mo.

A letter from the Administrator, Rural
Electrification Administration, Department
of Agriculture, reporting, pursuant to law,
on the approval of a loan to Central Electric
Power Cooperative of Jefferson City, Mo, In
the amount of $11,636,000 for the financing
of certain transmission facllitles (with an
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Appropriations.

REPORT ON Loans 1N CONNECTION WITH

U.S. EXPORTS TO YUGOSLAVIA

A letter from the Secretary, Export-Import
Bank of the United States, Washington, D.C,,
reporting, pursuant to law, that the amount
of loans in connection with U.S. exports to
Yugoslavia, issued in January, February, and
March 1970, totaled $17,717,466; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.
AMENDMENT OF NORTHWEST ATLANTIC FIsH-

ERIES ACT OF 1950, AS AMENDED

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations, Department of State,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Northwest Atlantic Fisherles
Act of 1950 as amended, the North Pacific
Fisherles Act of 1954 as amended, and for
other purposes (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Commerce.
MaP ENTITLED “MaJOoR NaATURAL Gas PIrE-

LINES, AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1969"

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Power
Commission, Washington, D.C., transmitting,
for the information of the Senate, a map
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“Major Natural Gas Pipelines, as of Decem-
ber 31, 1969” (with an accompanying map);
to the Committee on Commerce.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK AcCT

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the Inter-American Devel-
opment Bank Act to authorize the United
States to participate in increases in the au-
thorized capital stock and resources of the
Fund for Special Operations of the Inter-
American Development Bank, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORT ON PROPOSED U.S. PARTICIPATION IN A

REPLENISHMENT OF THE RESOURCES OF THE

INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
and Chairman, National Advisory Council on
International Monetary and Financial Poli-
cles, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report on proposed U.S. Par-
ticipation in a replenishment of the Re-
sources of the Inter-American Development
Bank, dated May, 1970 (with and accom-
panying report); to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

PETITION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. EacreTron) laid before the
Senate a resolution adopted by the City
Council of Buffalo, N.Y., praying for the
enactment of legislation (H.R. 15424) to
amend the Merchant Marine Act to in-
clude the Great Lakes, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

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

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry:

Eenneth N. Probasco, of Ohio, and E,
G. Schuhart II, of Texas, to be members
of the Federal Farm Credit Board, Farm
Credit Administration.

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce:

Rear Adm. Thomas R. Sargent III (1670),
U. 8. Coast Guard, to be Assistant Comman-
dant of the U.S. Coast Guard with the rank
of vice admiral; and

Helen D. Bentley, of Maryland, to be a
Federal Maritime Commissioner (Reappoint-
ment).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. STEVENS:

5.3899. A bill for the relief of Angelina R.

Reyes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. METCALF':

S.3900. A bill to amend section 14 of the
Natural Gas Act; to the Committee on Com-
merce,

By Mr, METCALF (for himself and
Mr. MANSFIELD) :

5.3901. A bill to provide compensation to
the Crow Tribe of Indians, Montana, for
certain lands embraced within the present
boundaries of the Crow Indian Reservation,
for the validations of titles, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MATHIAS:

5.3902. A bill for the relief of Ana Leonor
Lopez Rivera; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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By Mr. EAGLETON (by request):

S.3903. A bill to provide additional reve-
nue for the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes;

8. 3904. A bill to authorize the District of
Columbia to issue obligations to finance Dis-
trict capital programs, to provide Federal
funds for Distriet of Columbia institutions of
higher education, and for other purposes;

5. 3905. A bill to authorize the District of
Columbia Council to fix the rates charged
by the District of Columbia for water and
water services and for sanitary sewer serv-
ices; and

S. 3006. A bill to authorize the Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia to fix cer-
tain fees; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

5. 3907. A bill to amend section 3013 of
title 38, United States Code, in order to pro-
vide that the effectlve date of any increase
in a subsistence or educational assistance al-
lowance award under chapter 31 or 34 of
such title, because of a change in dependency
status, shall be the date of such change with-
out the necessity for an application if proof
is timely filed; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare,

(The remarks of Mr. CRawsTON When he
introduced the bill appear later in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr, STEVENS:

S. 3908. A bill for the relief of the widow
and children of Thomas Fillifant; and

S. 3009. A bill for the relief of Marta Chvas-
tasova and Josef Chvastasz (Joe Chvastas);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 8910. A bill providing for minimum
grades for U.S. deputy marshals under chap-
ter 61 of title 5, United States Code; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BAKER:

S. 3911. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to provide an exemption
from excise tax for certain boxes and con-
tainers used in connection with certain ve-
hicles; to the Committee on Finance.

S. 3907—INTRODUCTION OF BILL RE-
GARDING EFFECTIVE DATE OF GI
BILL ALLOWANCE INCREASES FOR
ACQUISITION OF DEPENDENTS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce today, for appropriate reference
S. 3907, a bill to amend section 3013 of
title 38, United States Code, in order to
provide that the effective date of any
increase in a subsistence or educational
assistance allowance award under chap-
ter 31 or 34 of such title, because of a
change in dependency status, shall be
the date of such change without the
necessity for an application if proof is
timely filed.

The purpose of this bill is more fully
to effectuate congressional intent under
chapters 31 and 34 with respect to the
increase of an eligible veteran’s GI bill
allowance—either vocational rehabilita-
tion subsistence allowance under chapter
31 or educational assistance allowance
under chapter 34—by virtue of changes
in dependency status. Presently, under
section 3013 of title 38, United States
Code, effective dates of such increases
are to correspond, to the extent feasible,
to those relating to awards of disability
compensation under chapter 11 of that
title. And section 3010(a) of title 38 pro-
vides that such claims for increased de-
pendency compensation shall be payable
no earlier than the date of application
therefor. By regulation, the Veterans’
Administration has required—by anal-
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ogy to section 3010(b)—that proof of
the dependency status be received within
1 year of acquisition of the dependent.

So application of this disability com-
pensation rule would deprive a veteran
of receiving the increase in his GI bill
allowance, which Congress intended fo
help him meet the additional costs of
maintaining a household with a wife or
child, until such time as his application
for such an increase was received. If, for
example, a veteran is unaware of that
requirement and delays a few months in
filing an application for increased al-
lowance, he will lose the amount Con-
gress intended him to have to meet those
additional dependency expenses. Since he
has those expenses from the time he
actually acquires those dependents—the
date of marriage, birth, or adoption gen-
erally—not from the date he applies to
the VA, it seems far more reasonable in
effectuating the purpose of the depend-
ency augmentation of GI bill allowance
for such increases to be payable from
the date the dependency status and ex-
penses therefor actually arise, as long
as he files timely notice of such status.
Timely notice of such status under the
bill I am introducing would retain the
VA’s regulatory determination that ap-
plication recived within 1 year from the
acquisition of the dependency status.

Further evidence of the illogic of the
present effective date is a ruling of the
General Counsel’s office of the Veterans’
Administration that if a veteran, even
casually, mentions in writing to the VA
before he acquires a dependent, that he
plans to do so in the future, his allow-
ance will be increased for the change in
dependency status from the time it
actually occurs. Although I am not in any
way criticizing this ruling—which is
beneficial in giving the veteran every
benefit of the doubt—there would seem
to be no reason for distinguishing be-
tween such an advance notice case and
the case in which notification is given
and proof submitted 2 months after
the dependent is acquired. For in neither
case can the VA take any action to in-
crease the allowance until it receives the
actual proof of dependency—the copy of
birth certificate, adoption decree, or
marriage certificate.

The new effective date would also more
nearly accord with a number of other
effective date provisions for disability
compensation which yield retroactive re-
sults. For example, the effective date of
an award of disability compensation filed
to begin from the date of discharge would
be retroactive to that date as long as re-
ceived within 1 year of discharge. The
same retroactive treatment is accorded
to a person disabled by VA medical
treatment or while pursuing vocational
rehabilitation under chapter 31; it is the
date of the disablement or injury, not of
the application, that governs in those in-
stances. And the same is generally true
with respect to deatk compensation and
dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion effective on the first of the month in
which death occurs if application there-
for is received within 1 year of death.

Finally, the effective date rule in the
bill I am introducing merely establishes
the counterpart of the effective date al-
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ready in section 3012(b) (2) of title 38,
for a reduction of benefits by virtue of
marriage, divorce, or death of a de-
pendent. Such a reduction takes effect
upon the actual disestablishment of the
dependency status, not when the VA re-
ceives notice of it. Further examples of
retroactive benefits and a strong brief
for the approach taken in this bill are
set forth in a December 15, 1969, letter
to me from VA Adjudicator Robert Cal-
vin, writing as a concerned citizen. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the full text of this very public spirited
letter be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

DECEMBER 15, 1969.

Dear Sm: I would like to bring to your
attention a gross inequity which exists in our
law.

I am an adjudicator for the Veterans Ad-
ministration. As I administer the VA laws,
almost daily I see an injustice occur. 38
U.S.C., paragraph 3010a provides that bene-
fits for a new wife or child can only be paild
from the date we receive a claim for that wife
or child instead of from the date of marriage
or of birth.

Would you consider sponsoring and sup-
porting legislation to change this law so that
benefits would be payable from the date of
marriage or of birth if a claim is received
within one year of the date of marriage or of
birth?

Most of our veterans benefits are so pay-
able. Bome examples from CF.R. 3.400-3.403
are:

1. Death benefits: benefits payable from
first of month of death If a claim is received
within one year of the date of death.

2. Posthumous child: benefits payable
from date of birth if claim filed within one
year of date of birth,

3. Increased pension: payable if claim is
received within the same or the succeeding

ear.
¥ 4, Disability compensation: payable from
day following separation from active duty if
claim Is recelved within one year after sepa-
ration from service,

5. Claims for apportionment: where pay-
ments to vet have been interrupted, appor-
tionment will be effective the day following
the date of last payment if a claim is received
within one year after that date.

6. Disability or death due to hospitaliza-
tion: benefits payable from the date the in-
jury was suffered or from the first of the
month of death if claim is received within
one year after that date.

7. Annulled marriage: death benefits are
resumable from the date the annullment de-
cree becomes final if a claim is filed within
one year after that date.

8. Chlild's helplessness: in continuation of
payments, from the 18th birthday if claim
is received prior to or within one year after
the 18th birthday.

Although this proposed change is a simple
one, it is vital. I have seen hundreds of sad
cases where veterans missed months of bene-
fits for dependents because they did not
realize they had to file a claim the day the
event occurred in order to get benefits for
that dependent from the earliest possible
date.

When a guy is getting married or having a
child, can you expect him to remember to
send us a claim that day or even within the
week thereafter? Yet the burden of finan-
cial support falls on the veteran from the
date the event occurred.

It seems reasonable in the light of the
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other similar VA laws that this law should be
as considerate, so that benefits for a new wife
or child would be payable from the day
the dependency began, if a clalm is filed
within a year of the marriage or birth.

Please seriously consider this proposal to
sponsor and support such a measure. I have
no selfish ends in requesting this, Because
of a physical disability I could not serve in
the armed forces and so I am not a veteran.
I only make this request because I am dedi-
cated to helping veterans. The inequitable
law which now exists rubs my consclence
every day as I see it deprive veterans of bene-
fits which they need due to dependents and
which they deserve in the light of other
similar Veterans Administration laws.

In sum, please help to change the law so
that benefits for wives and children would
be payable not from the date we receive the
claim, but from the date of marriage or
birth, if a claim is filed within one year of
the marriage or birth.

Sincerely, A concerned citizen,
ROBERT COLVIN.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish
to point out that the bill I am introduc-
ing would change the dependency status
effective date for GI bill purposes only
and not for disability compensation pur-
poses. Although I fully recognize the de-
sirability of uniformity in these two
areas, the Subcommittee on Veterans’
Affairs, of which I am chairman, has no
jurisdiction over the compensation pro-
gram. I would urge, however, that the
Veterans’ Legislation Subcommittee of
the Finance Committee and the House
Veterans Affairs’ Committee, give seri-
ous consideration to an amendment to
section 3010 to change the dependency
status effective date across the board, in
which event my bill would not be needed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the Recorbp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLimon), The bill will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3907) to amend section
3013 of title 38, United States Code, in
order to provide that the effective date
of any increase in a subsistence or edu-
cational assistance allowance award un-
der chapter 31 or 34 of such title, because
of a change in dependency status, shall
be the date of such change without the
necessity for an application if proof is
timely filed, introduced by Mr. Crans-
TON, was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

8. 3907

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 3013 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by deleting the period at the end
thereof and inserting the following: *; ex-
cept that the effective date of an Increase
in the award of subsistence allowance under
chapter 31 of this title, or of educational
assistance allowance or training assistance
allowance under chapter 34 of this title, by
reason of marriage or the birth or adoption
of a child, shall be the date of such event
if proof thereot is received within one year
from such marriage, birth or adoption.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS
8. 388

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YaArBOROUGH) be added as a cosponsor of
S. 366, to extend the well-established
concept of the free public school system
to provide the broadest educational op-
portunities possible to all students as a
matter of right by authorizing the U.S.
Commissioner of Education to award
scholarships to undergraduate students
to enable them to complete 2 academic
years of higher education.

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

5. 19689

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YarBoroUGH) be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1969, to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to provide for
basic educational opportunity grants and
for cost of instruction allowances, and
for other purposes.

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

S5. 1883

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the junior Senator from
California (Mr. CranNsTON) be added as
a sponsor of S. 1993, a bill to require
public disclosure of financial interests by
top officials in all three branches of gov~-
ernment.

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

Mr. CASE. The addition of Senator
CransToN brings to 21 the number of
Senators who sponsor this bill. All of us
had hoped that by this time committee
hearings could have been held on the bill.
At one point the chairman of the Privi-
leges and Elections Subcommittee did
schedule hearings but they were subse-
quently canceled because of lack of
availability of witnesses.

Since then the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. Hart) and I have been in touch
with the other sponsors and more than
half, including the majority leader, have
indicated their interest in testifying for
the bill.

8. 3354

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), I ask unanimous con-
sent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. Mercarr), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YareoroUGH) be added
as cosponsors of S. 3354, to amend the
Water Resources Planning Act (79 Stat.
244) to establish a National Land Use
Policy.

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

8. 3780

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
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printing the names of the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. Packwoob), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. SmiTH), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GUrRNEY), the Senator
from New York (Mr. GoopeLL), the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. StevENs), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
monNDp), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
PEARSON), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Biere), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. Corron), and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. SponG) be added as
co-sponsors of S. 3760, to establish a
commission to consider a merger of the
transportation regulatory agencies.

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

8. 3835

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
jdent, at the request of the able Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHEs), I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the names of the Senators from Mary-
land (Mr. Typimngs and Mr, MATHIAS),
and the Senator from Washington (Mr.
Jackson) be added as cosponsors of
S. 3835, to provide a comprehensive Fed-
eral program for prevention and treat-
ment of alechol abuse and alcoholism.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 415—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION URGING
THE PRESIDENT TO CALL UPON
THE SOVIET UNION TO REMOVE
ALL RUSSIAN PERSONNEL FROM
THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

Mr. SCOTT (for himself and Mr.
Monnare) submitted a resolution (S. Res.
415) urging the President to call upon
the Soviet Union to remove all Russian
personnel from the United Arab Repub-
lic, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations,

(The remarks of Mr. Scorr when he
submitted the resolution appear earlier
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 667 AND G668

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia submitted
two amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H.R. 15628) to amend
the Foreign Military Sales Act, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 670

Mr. BAYH submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 15628, supra, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Bavye when he
submitted the amendment appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 671

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GravEL) I ask unanimous consent that
an amendment submitted by him and
other Senators to H.R. 15628, be printed,
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together with some remarks prepared by
him, in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
MoN). The amendment will be received
and printed, and will lie on the table;
and, without objection, the amendment
and other material will be printed in the
RECORD,

The amendment
follows:

(No. 671) is as

AMENDMENT No. 671

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

“Sec. 14. No funds authorized or appro-
priated pursuant to this or any other law
may be used to transport chemical munitions
from the Island of Okinawa to the United
States. Such funds as are necessary for the
detoxification or destruction of the above
described chemical munitions are hereby au-
thorized and shall be used for the detoxifica-
tion or destruction of chemical munitions
only outside the United States.”

The material, presented by Mr. Ken-
NEDY, is as follows:

STATEMENT INTRODUCING GRAVEL AMENDMENT
RE: NErvE Gas LocaTion IssuE

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I am sending to
the desk an amendment to the bill pending
before the Senate (H.R. 156628) and ask that
it be read.

Mr. President, I have offered this amend-
ment to the Military Sales Act (H.R. 15628)
because I oppose any shipment of nerve gas
from the storage depot in Okinawa to Alaska,
Hawall, or the continental United States.

My amendment differs significantly from
amendment No. 649 to the act proposed by
the distinguished senior Senator from Wash-
ington on May 21 of this year and on which
I am a cosponsor, That amendment would
prohibit the use of funds appropriated under
the Military Sales Act for the “transport of
chemical munitions from Okinawa to the
United States.”

My amendment does that, but goes an
important step further by requiring the de-
toxification or other destruction of the chem-
ical munitions now stored in Okinawa at a
location outside the United States. In this
way we would be rid of this particular stock~
pile of nerve gases once and for all. They
cannot be of much pricrity in our weapons
arsenal if the military itself has proposed to
store them In Oregon or alternatively at
Kodiak, Alaska. It is difficult to imagine just
how this particular stockpile would thereby
add to the defense posture of the Nation
when it is located far from any point of
possible usage.

Furthermore the one-way transport costs
of moving the nerve gas has been estimated
at 86 to $11 million. Add to this the ongolng
storage costs in perpetulty and it is clear
that the most efficient and least costly course
to follow is to detoxify and dispose of these
particular chemical materials now. Sclientists
tell us that this can easily be accomplished
with no harmful effects on the air and water
environments.

This ill considered decision on the part of
the administration raises a still larger ques-
tion; namely, Should the United States con-
tinue to maintain chemical weapons of this
type in its arsenal?

On November 25, 1969 President Nixon
issued a statement on chemical and biological
defense policies and programs. He announced
that the United States was renouncing the
uee of lethal biological agents, weapons, and
all other methods of biological warfare.

He also called for the disposal of our exist-
ing stocks of bacteriological weapons and
asked the Department of Defense to make the
necessary recommendations for their dis-
posal.
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Six months have elapsed since the Presl-
dent’s statement. However, no public state-
ment has been Issued as to the progress of
the disposal of these bacteriological weapons
stockpiles.

President Nixon further announced that
the United States would not use lethal chem-
ical weapons or incapacitating chemicals
unless they were used against us first.

The President also advised that he would
submit to the Senate, for its advice and con-
sent to ratification, the Geneva protocol of
19256 which prohibits the use in war of
asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and
of bacteriological methods of warfare.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Geneva protocol of 1825 be printed
in the REcorp at this point.

Burely slx months is long enough to wait
for the President to act. Therefore, I call
upon the President to immediately submit
the Geneva protocol of 1925 to the Senate for
ratification and to extend his decision to dis-
pose of our bacteriological weapons to in-
clude our chemical warfare agents.

I would further suggest that the military
begin the detoxification and disposal of these
chemical agents with the nerve gas inven-
tories in Okinawa.

President Nizon stated in his November 256
statement, and I quote, “Mankind already
carries in its own hands too many of the
seeds of its own destruction.”

President Nixon has the power to order the
destruction of these lethal chemical weapons.
He has not chosen to do so.

Yet it Is generally recognized that chemi-
cal weapons are tactical in nature and can-
not be used effectively and decisively on a
strateglc basis. It is questionable that we
would ever risk the wrath of world public
opinion by employing them merely for tacti-
cal considerations.

In other words, if we ever reached a crisis
situation where chemical weapons might be
considered, it is much more likely that the
decision would be to use other types of
weapons,

Although it is conceivable that some un-
usual strateglc situation might call for the
use of a mix of chemical and nuclear weap=-
ons, I believe our interests are better served
and the cause of peace strengthened if we
eliminate chemical weapons from our mili-
tary stockpiles.

Therefore, I ask the Senate to support my
amendment to destroy the deadly chemical
warfare gases planned for movement to the
United States from our Okinawa arsenal, and
I urge the President, with our advice and
consent, to implement the spirit of the
Geneva protocol.

PROTOCOL FOR THE PROHIBITION OF THE USE
IN WAR OF ASPHYXIATING, PoISONOUS OR
OTHER GASES, AND OF BACTERIOLOGICAL
METHODS OF WARFARE—SIGNED AT GENEVA.
Juwe 17, 1925

The undersigned plenipotentiaries, in the
name of their respective Governments:

Whereas the use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous
liquids, materials or devices. has been iustlv
condemned by the general opinion of the
civilized world;

Whereas the prohibition of such use has
been declared in Treaties to which the ma-
fority of Powers of the world are Parties;
and

To the end that this prohibition shall be
universally accepted as a part of Interna-
tional Law, binding alike the conscience and
the practice of nations;

Declare:

That the High Contracting Parties, so far
as they are not already Parties to Treaties
prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition,
agree to extend this prohibition to the use
of bacteriological methods of warfare and
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agree to be bound as between themselves ac-
cording to the terms of this declaration.

The High Contracting Parties will exert
every effort to induce other States to ac-
cede to the present Protocol, Such accession
wil] be notified to the Government of the
French Republic, and by the latter to all sig-
natory and acceding Powers, and will take
effect on the date of the notification by the
Government of the French Republic,

The present Protocol, of which the French
and English texts are both authentic, shall
be ratified as soon as possible, It shall bear
today's date.

The ratifications of the present Protocol
shall be addressed to the Government of the
French Republic, which will at once notify
the deposit of such ratification to each of the
signatory and acceding Powers.

The instruments of ratification of and ac-
cession to the present Protocol will remain
deposited in the archives of the Govern-
ment of the French Republic.

The present Protocol will come into force
for each signatory Power as from the date
of deposit of its ratification, and, from that
moment, each Power will be bound as re-
gards other Powers which have already de-
posited thelir ratifications.

In witness whereof the Plenipotentiaries
have signed the present Protocol.

Done at Geneva Iin a single copy, the
seventeenth day of June, One Thousand
Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five.

e T ——

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AFPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, 1970—AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 669

Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. BrooKe, Mr, CRANSTON, Mr. EAGLE-
TON, Mr. GoobpELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
MonpaLE, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. NELSON,
Mr. PacKwoobp, Mr. PELL, Mr. WILLIAMS
of New Jersey, Mr. ScorT, Mr. STEVENS,
and Mr. TypinGs) submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to the bill (H.R. 17399) making
supplemental appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1970, and for
other purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Javirs when he
submitted the amendment appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

VA HOME LOANS—AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT NO. 672

Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. President, on
April- 7, 1970, I introduced for myself
and Senator ScHWEIKER, the ranking
minority member of the Veterans Affairs’
Subcommittee of which I am chairman—
by request—S. 3683, a bill to amend title
38 of the United States Code, in order to
authorize the Administrator to make ad-
vance educational assistance payments to
certain veterans; to make improvements
in chapter 37 of such title; and for other
purposes.

Today, I am submitting, for Senator
ScuwEIKER and myself—by request—an
amendment to that bill in order to re-
move time limitations on the duration of
eligibility of veterans for guaranteed and
direct loans. On April 16, 1970, the Vet-
erans’ Administration requested that a
bill to this effect be introduced, and we
are adding the requested provisions to
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S. 3683 which already contains proposed
amendments to chapter 37 of title 38, re-
garding home, farm, and business loans,
by arrangement with the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration in order to include all Ad-
ministration proposals within one bill—
S.3683.

There is presently pending before the
Veterans' Affairs Subcommittee a bill,
S. 3656, which I introduced on March 31
containing in sections 3, 5, and 6 pro-
visions accomplishing the same result
as would be achieved by the adminisira-
tion amendment we are introducing.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the REcorp
at this point the full text of the amend-
ment followed by the full text of the
April 16, 1970, Administration transmit-
tal letter and its enclosure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
moN). The amendment will be received
and printed, and will be appropriately re-
fered; and, without objection, the
amendment and other material will he
printed in the REcorp.

The amendment (No. 672) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 672

On page 4, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

“Sec. 4, (a) Section 1802(b) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out the last sentence thereof.

*{b) Bection 1803 of such title is amended
by striking out subsection (a) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“*(a) Any loan to a World War II or
Eorean conflict veteran, if made for any of
the purposes, and in compliance with the
provisions, specified in this chapter is auto-
matically guaranteed by the United States in
an amount not more than 60 per centum of
the loan if the loan is made for any of the
purposes specified in section 1810 of this title
and not more than 50 per centum of the
loan if the loan is for any of the purposes
specified In section 1812, 1813, or 1814 of this
title.' "

(e) Subsection (h) of section 1811 of such
title is amended to read as follows:

*(h) No loan may be made under this sec-
tion to any veteran after January 31, 1975,
except pursuant to a commitment issued by
the Administrator before such date.”

(d) Section 1818 of such title is amended
(1) by striking out subsection (c); (2) by
redesignating subsections (d) and (e) as (¢)
and (d), respectively; and (3) by amending
subsection (e), as redesignated subsection
(d) in (2) above, to read as follows:

*(d) Notwithstanding any of the provi-
sions of this section, a veteran deriving en-
titlement under this section shall not be
required to pay the fee prescribed by sub-
section (c) and such entitlement shall in-
clude eligibility for any of the purposes spec-
ified in sections 1813 and 1815, and business
loans under section 1814 of this title, if (1)
he derived entitlement to the benefits of
this chapter based on service during World
War II or the Korean conflict, and (2) he
has not used any of his entitlement derived
from such service.”

On page 4, line 5, strike out “Sgc. 4" and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 5".

On page 8, strike out lines 18 through 19,
and insert in Heu thereof the following:

“Sec. 6. Sections 2 and 3 of this Act shall
become effective on the first day of the sec-
ond month following the date of enactment
of this Act, and section 5 shall become effec-
tive on the first day of the third month fol-
lowing the date of enactment of this Act.”
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The material presented by Mr.

CransToN is as follows:
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., April 16, 1970.
Hon. Sriro T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. PresIDENT: There is transmitted
herewith a draft of a bill “To remove time
limitations on the duration of eligibility of
veterans for guaranteed and direct loans”,
with the request that it be Introduced in
order that it may be considered for enact-
ment.

Prior to July 6, 1961, World War II vet-
erans, as well as Korean veterans, were lim-
ited in their use of VA loan benefits to a
period terminated by a fixed date. This ter-
minal date had been extended several tlmes
s0 that as to World War II veterans it was
then fixed at July 25, 1962, and as to Korean
conflict veterans at January 31, 1965,

Public Law 87-84, approved July 6, 1961,
established a phase-out formula, gearing the
entitlement period to the length of the vet-
eran's war service and the date of his dis-
charge, with emphasis on those who served
longest and were most recently discharged.
Under the formula, each veteran was glven
entitlement of ten years from date of sep-
aration from his last perlod of duty which
included service in the war pericd, plus an
additional period of one year for each three
months of active duty performed during the
war or conflict. Under current law (38 U.S.C.
1803), the eligibility of World War II and
Eorean confliet veterans cannot extend be-
yond July 25, 1970 and January 31, 1975.
respectively.

The foregcing entltlement formula applies
also to veterans of the post-Eorean period
having loan entitlement under section 1818
of title 38, except that the final date within
which the phase-out formula operates for
that group is twenty years from the date of
the veteran's separation from his last period
of active duty.

Terminal dates for the eligibility of World
War II veterans have been extended several
times. Extensions have been made at or just
prior to the statutory cut~off dates which has
created a strong climate of uncertainty for
veterans and other program participants. Re-
moval of the phase-out criteria and the group
cut-off dates would eliminate the element
of urgency by veterans in using their eligi-
bility, which becomes critical in perlods of
credit stringency.

Ellmination of the delimliting dates on ell-
gibility for the GI loan program would be in
line with the eligibility criteria for the FHA
veterans' loan program. Such a change would
also simplify the administration of the VA
loan programs. Further, veterans could adjust
the timing of their home purchases and
mortgage credit needs to coilncide with favor-
able private market conditions, when sellers
and lenders are willing to participate in the
loan guaranty program. No veteran would be
denied use of his entitlement because it had
expired at a time when guaranteed loans were
unavailable.

Our legislative proposal would amend 38
U.S.C. 1803(a) to eliminate the basic phase-
out criteria and cut-off dates for World War
II and Korean veterans and would make sim-
flar changes in 38 U.S.C. 1818(¢) for veterans
who serve after January 31, 1955. Correspond-
ing changes would be made in sections
1802(b), 1811(h), and 1818(e) to delete sec-
ondary references to the entitlement expira-
tion dates thus eliminated. The terminal date
for the direct loan program (January 31,
1975) now prescribed in section 1818(c) has
been retained by Incorporation in section
1811(h) which deals specifically with the di-
rect loan program.

If this proposal is enacted, it is estimated
that In the first year there would be 35,000
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loans closed which otherwise would not be
made under the VA loan program. In five
years, the cumulative additional loans would
approximate 179,000. It is estimated that the
additional cost for the first year, i.e., admin-
istrative expenses and operational losses and
expenses, would be about $5.3 million and
that the aggregate cost for the five year pe-
riod would approximate $26.56 million.

We are advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that there is no objection to the
presentation of this proposed legislation and
that its enactment would be in accord with
the program of the President.

Sincerely,
DowaLp E. JOHNSON,
Administrator.

8 —

A bill to remove time limitations on the
duration of eligibility of veterans for guar-
anteed and direct loans
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

1802(b) of title 38, United States Code, is

amended by striking out the last sentence

thereof.

Sec. 2. Section 1803 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“(a) Any loan to a World War II or Ko-
rean conflict veteran, if made for any of
the purposes, and in compliance with the
provisions, specified in this chapter is auto-
matically guaranteed by the United States
in an amount not more than 60 per centum
of the loan if the loan is made for any of the
purposes specified in section 1810 of this title
and not more than 50 per centum of the
loan If the loan is for any of the purposes
specified in section 1812, 1813, or 1814 of this
title.”

SEc. 3. Subsection (h) of section 1811 of
title 38, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

“(h) No loan may be made under this
section to any veteran after January 31,
1975, except pursuant to a commitment is-
sued by the Administrator before such date.”

Sec. 4. Section 1818 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended (1) by striking out
subsection (c¢); (2) by redesignating subsec-
tlons (d) and (e) as (c) and (d), respect-
ively; and (3) by amending subsection (e),
as redesignated subsection (d) in (2) above,
to read mas follows:

“(d) Notwithstanding any of the provi-
slons of this section, a veteran deriving en-
titlement under this section shall not be re-
quired to pay the fee prescribed by subsec-
tion (¢) and such entitlement shall include
eligibility for any of the purposes specified
in sections 1813 and 1815, and business loans
under section 1814 of this title, if (1) he de-
rived entitlement to the benefits of this
chapter based on service during World War
II or the Eorean confiict, and (2) he has not
used any of his entitlement derived from
such service.”

AMENDMENTS OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT—AMEND-
MENT NO. 667

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on last Thursday, the majority
leader asked unanimous consent that,
immediately following the vote on the
Dole amendment on tomorrow, I be rec-
ognized to call up an amendment.

That amendment—which I shall prob-
ably call up on tomorrow, under the
previous order—will be No. 667.
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MANPOWER TRAINING ACT OF
1869—ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
OF AMENDMENTS =

NOS. 635, 636, AND 637

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. BELLmon), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. Muskig), and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr) be
added as cosponsors of amendments Nos.
635, 636, and 637 to S. 2838, the Man-
power Training Act of 1969.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 656

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at the next print-
ing that names of the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) , the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WiLriams) be
added as cosponsors to my amendment,
No. 656, to add $28,050,000 to H.R. 169186,
making appropriations for the Office of
Education for construction of facilities at
4-year institutions of higher education.

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

NOTICE OF HEARING ON DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA BILLS S, 3828, H.R.
17711, H.R. 15381, S. 3903, S. 3904,
8. 3905, and S. 3906

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Fiscal Affairs Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Committee on the
District of Columbia, I wish to give notice
of a public hearing to be held at 12
o'clock noon on June 8, 1970, in room
6226, New Senate Office Building. At the
hearing the subcommittee will hear testi-
mony on the following legislation:

S. 3828 and H.R. 17711, bills to amend
the District of Columbia Cooperative As-
sociation Act;

H.R. 15381, a bill to amend the District
of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax
Act of 1947 with respect to the taxation
of regulated investment companies;

And on four bills I am introducing to-
day at the request of the District of
Columbia government:

S. 3903, a bill to provide additional
revenue for the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes;

S. 3904, a bill to authorize the Distriet
of Columbia to issue obligations to fi-
nance District capital programs, to pro-
vide Federal funds for District of Colum-
bia institutions of higher eduecation, and
for other purposes;

S. 3905, a bill to authorize the District
of Columbia Council to fix the rates
charged by the District of Columbia for
water and water services and for sanitary
sewer services; and

S. 3906, a bill to authorize the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia to fix
certain fees.

Individuals and representatives of or-
ganizations who wish to testify at the
hearing should notify Mr. Ted Maeder
at 225-4161, prior to June 3, 1970.

June 2, 1970

Written statements, in lieu of personal
appearance, are welcomed and may be
submitted to the assistant chief clerk,
room 6218, New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C., 20510, for inclusion in
the hearing record.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS
OF SENATORS
PRIVATE INDUSTRIES ALERT TO
POLLUTION DANGERS

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, at long
last our Nation has awakened to our en-
vironmental problem. There is a wide-
spread feeling that industry which has
been a substantial factor in causing pol-
lution is inclined to be indifferent to its
dangers and not prepared to make the
necessary sacrifices to remedy condi-
tions. This may be true in many cases,
but there are outstanding exceptions.
Some private industries were alert to the
dangers of pollution long before the Gov-
ernment and the public became aware of
them and were pioneers in striving to
avert conditions that are so alarming
to us today.

One such instance is the well-known
pharmaceutical firm of Johnson & John-
son, which has its headquarters and orig-
inal plant at New Brunswick, N.J, Re-
cently my attention was called to a state-
ment entitled “The Earth Is What We
Make It,” issued by Mr. Philip B. Hof-
mann, chairman of the board, which
traces the long struggle ever since 1886
by this corporation under the original
leadership of General Johnson against
pollution and filth in all its forms.

_ I found this message encouraging and
inspiring. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorbp.

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

THE EARTH Is WHAT WE MARE It

Some observations on our environment are
particularly in order on this April 22, 1970.
These observations far exceed the realm of
interested concern, however.

Since Johnson & Johnson was founded on
the banks of the Raritan River 84 years ago,
we have sterilized so many products essential
to the protection of health and life that our
desire for clean, wholesome surroundings is
a long-standing preoccupation.

General Johnson stood strong for a clean
and wholesome environment in every sense
of the word. He would never settle for medi-
ocrity—neither will I.

We are all aware of Johnson & Johnson's
traditional and unexcelled standards of in-
dustrial environmental control. But let’s take
& close look at our record of participation in
protecting three of the most vital elements
of this earth of ours—our water, our air, and
ourland...

WATER QUALITY AND SUPPLY

Johnson & Johnson backed the campaign
for the trunk sewer system with leadership,
money and the film “River At Your Door.”
In 1958, after years of endeavor, we saw the
system, which serves parts of Union and
Somerset Counties and most of Middlesex,
built and placed in operation in the lower
Raritan River. Today, a Johnson & Johnson
executive heads the sewerage authority as
well as the current enlargement project for
increasing the system's waste treatment ca-
pacity and trunk lines. At an estimated cost
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of £125 million, this project will be financed
by grants from the federal and state govern-
ments in addition to local-user charges.

Johnson & Johnson refused to permit the
Delaware and Raritan Canal to be abandoned
or filled in before World War II, and together
with other forward-looking organizations and
individuals, we kept it open as a water sup-
ply. The Canal became a facility of the state
in 1945 and will long be a vital asset to cen-
tral New Jersey.

In 1958, Johnson & Johnson gave leader-
ship and money to the Water Bond Referen-
dum, which created, among others, the
Round Valley and Spruce Run Reservoirs.
Last November we filled a similar role of
successful leadership in supporting a clean-
water bond issue, which won $242 million
for pollution abatement and $29 million for
reservolr sites.

General Johnson always kept a watchful
eye on the Delaware River, New Jersey's larg-
est water resource. In 1954 his legal assist-
ants contributed to the protection of the
downstream states by stopping New York
City from making huge withdrawals of water
in New York State without being made to
compensate the stream from stored water.
Out of this came a four-state federal compact
commission to develop the Delaware Basin’s
water resources. A Johnson & Johmson man
has represented the Governor and the State
of New Jersey on this commission for the past
eight years.

It is particularly interesting to note that
the Delaware River may now supply the
Delaware and Raritan Canal with 100 million
gallons of water daily, as authorized by law.

The Delaware’s Tocks Island Reservoir will
supply northern and central New Jersey with
300 million gallons of water daily. This can
be delivered via the Raritan’s Round Valley
Reservoir and by open stream in the Raritan
River to intake pipes at Manville.

Johnson & Johnson and our family of com-
panles took a strong and adamant position
against locating a major international jet-
port on the Solberg site, at the confluence
of the South and North Branches of the
Raritan. Some of the reasons for our posi-
tions are economic, but paramount in our
thinking is the damaging effect such a jet-
port would have on the area's environment—
particularly the obvious gross pollution of
the drainage area and the streams them-
selves, as well as the extensive development
a jetport would bring into this potable wa-
ter area. For, remember, the Raritan River
and its reservoirs will not only store and de-
liver Raritan water, but also 300 million gal-
lons of Tocks Island water daily. We must
keep this Solberg area clean . . .

AIR POLLUTION

Our company has fought filth in all its
forms since 1886 ... and this applies to
air pollution. Our performance in the pre-
vention of industrial air pollution is gen-
erally far ahead of any existing regulations.

Johnson & Johnson companies in the New
Brunswick area were among the first to switch
to low-sulfur fuel oils in the early 1960's.
Fuel-burning controls have constantly been
improved, and a number of plants have
switched to gas service and installed meter-
ing devices to monitor emissions and equip-
ment performance. The corporate program
to upgrade air pollution control equipment
is constantly reevaluated in the light of new
technical developments.

In 1967, Governor Hughes requested that
General Johnson have one of our executives
set up task forces to revise and modernize
the air and water pollution abatement struc-
tures in the state government. The basic ex-
pertise for this program was supplied by the
federal government, and these combined
efforts resulted in the establishment of the
Division of Clean Air and Water in the New
Jersey Department of Health under a strong
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administrator. This structure has been rec-
ognized by federal officials as outstanding
among the states.

LAND CONSERVATION

Johnson Park, known so well to so many
of you and your families, extends from High-
land Park along the Raritan River almost
to Bound Brook. In the mid-1930's, this
Middlesex County park originated through a
land gift from Robert Wood Johnson and his
family. The total acreage of the park has
since been increased by the Johnson family,
by the company, by other generous citizens
and, more recently, by the Green Acres
Program.,

In Somerset County, it was Johnson &
Johnson leadership that launched the suc-
cessful Somerset County Park Commission.

It was a Johnson & Johnson man, on leave
of absence from the company, who, as Com-
missioner of Conservation and Economic De-
velopment for the State of New Jersey, helped
lead the Green Acres referendum campaign
in 1961.

And one has only to eyewitness a plant
built by the Johnson & Johnson family of
companies in the last quarter century—im-
pressive architecture on expensive landscaped
grounds—to agree with General Johnson that
“factorles can be beautiful.” A lot of other
manufacturers now think so, too!

All of us in the Johnson & Johnson family
may look with unqualified pride on our
record to date and may be assured with
certainty that our dedication to particlpat-
ing citlzenship in the best interests of our
environment will remain as firm as it has
always been . . .

HEALTH BUDGET CRISIS MIGRANT
HEALTH PROGRAM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, each
year approximately 1 million agricul-
tural workers and their families migrate
from State to State in response to sea-
sonal demands for farm labor. For brief
periods they live and work in nearly one-
third of the Nation’s counties.

These migrant farmworkers are not
commuters. They travel so far from their
home that they are, in effect, temporary
residents of the areas in which they
work. These people are too poor to pur-
chase the medical care they need. Yet,
they generally fail to qualify as legal
residents in their temporary work com-
munities and are thus excluded from the
community service available to other in-
digents.

The health problems of these migrants
are much greater than those of the gen-
eral public. The nature of their work and
their migratory patterns result in a very
high incidence of such ailments as ear
infections, allergies, hernias, nutritional
deficiencies, poisonings, diarrhea, and
intestinal parasites. Despite the high in-
cidence of disease, visits to health prac-
tioners are much fewer for the migrants
than for the general public. For ex-
ample, visits to physicians are only about
one-seventh the national average, and
visits to dentists are only about one-
twentieth the national average. More
significantly, deaths among migrant
workers and their families resulting
from infectious diseases, accidents, and
diseases of early infancy are from one
and one-half to three times the national
average.

To meet these obvious health needs,
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Congress in 1962 enacted legislation pro-
viding for grants to State agencies for
family health services. This program of
aid now supports 117 single or multi-
county projects located in 35 States and
Puerto Rico. An estimated 325,000 mi-
grants lived for at least part of last year
in counties served by these projects. A
total of 210,000 medical visits and 28,000
dental visits were made, 3,600 migrants
were hospitalized, and 160,000 case-find-
ing and health-counseling visits were
made by nurses and other agencies.

Much more needs to be done, and with
more money much more could be done,
under this program. Less than one-third
of this Nation's migrants have access to
these health services, because there are
simply not enough funds allocated to
the program.

On March 12 of this year a bill was
signed into law extending this program
and authorizing increased appropria-
tions for the next 3 fiscal years: $20 mil-
lion is authorized for fiscal year 1971,
$25 million for 1972, and $30 million for
1973. Despite these increased author-
izations, and despite the obvious need for
more funds, the administration 1s pro-
posing to keep the migrant health pro-
gram at its current level. Only $15 mil-
lion is requested by the administration
budget for 1971 instead of the $20 mil-
lion which is authorized.

Mr. President, the health needs of mi-
grant agricultural workers and their
families are among the greatest of any
socioeconomic group in this Nation. I
therefore urge that the migrant health
lfgggram be fully funded for fiscal year

THE AMERICAN PRISONERS OF
WAR

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, as rep-
resentatives of the people of the United
States, we must continue to exert every
effort at our command in behalf of the
1,500 men who are held prisoners of war
by North Vietnam, and in behalf of the
suffering families here at home.

Our hearts and minds can never be
closed to the tragedy of the situation
which faces these people.

The men involved served their country
and served it with devotion while on
active duty with the Armed Forces of
the United States in a far land and in a
dirty war. Then they were captured by
an enemy which has demonstrated over
and over again that he is totally lacking
in every common decency.

Now they are in the hands of the
enemy and at the mercy of that enemy.

Over the past year private individuals,
American citizens, have made a contin-
uing and strong drive to help both the
prisoners and their families. Some
Americans have actually gone to Hanoi
in an effort to bring about reason in
the North Vietnamese attitude toward
the prisoners they hold. The effort has
not succeeded.

Other Americans, notably men like H.
Ross Perot, of Texas, have tried in other
ways to make contact with the prison-
ers, to get mail to the prisoners and
from them to their families.
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The Federal Government through its
worldwide diplomatic corps has been
making similar strong moves to get a
more rational arrangement concerning
war prisoners. At the Paris talks where
our representatives have had a long
series of face-to-face confrontations with
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong
the subject has been raised repeatedly.

But our diplomats have not confined
their efforts to Paris. In more informal
discussions with Communist diplomats
in other world capitals, our people have
tried to bring pressure on the North
Vietnamese to take a positive step to
ease the situation.

Our diplomats in Moscow have also
been at work in this area.

In short, every conceivable channel
has been opened including direct dis-
cussions.

So far these attempts have not suc-
ceeded. But their lack of success is not
due to a lack of trying.

All of us here recognize that we have
not the same approaches to the problem
open to us.

Because we are elected officials of the
U.S. Government, we cannot do what
men like Mr. Perot have done. We also
do not have the same access to the
enemy’s representatives that our dip-
lomats have in the normal course of their
daily activities.

But our hands are not tied. There are
things we can do, and there are doors
which we can help to open.

Each of us has contact from time to
time with citizens of other countries. In
these conversations I suggest that we
bring up the subject and help mold world
opinion.

* Each of us from time to time has con-
tact with foreign journalists, In these
contacts the idea of building a powerful
world opinion in support of the Ameri-
can prisoners of war can be put forward.

Businessmen in our home States fre-
quently have contact with their counter-
parts abroad. We can suggest to these
people that they take part in this opin-
ion-making process.

It is obvious that the Communists of
North Vietnam care not one whit what
the American people or the American
Government think about them and what
they are doing. However, they must have
concern for their image held by the rest
of the world, particularly by the so-called
unalined nations of the world from which
they have in the past drawn consider-
able support.

It is possible for us, as Senators, and
as citizens, to help foster in the minds of
that unalined populace the true picture
of the situation in the prisoner of war
camps.

I grant, Mr. President, that this is not
a dramatic move. It is not a glamorous
activity. It does not attract the attention
that private citizens who do spectacular
things attract. But it is nonetheless a
helpful activity on our part.

And in a situation as extraordinarily
delicate as this one, every ounce of weight
placed on the scales tends to tip the bal-
ance in our favor. Eventually, I am con-
vinced, world opinion can make the
difference.
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RAILROAD RETIREMENT BENEFITS
SHOULD BE PROMPTLY INCREASED

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on April 7 of this year, the House
of Representatives passed H.R. 15733,
which would amend the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1937 by providing for a tem-
porary increase in railroad retirement
monthly benefits of 15 percent for a pe-
riod of 215 years ending June 30, 1972.
The bill, which would be retroactive to
January 1, 1970, is currently pending be-
fore the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and I strongly endorse
a benefit inerease. The need for this leg-
islation is very evident. Our retired rail-
road employees need an increase in their
annuities to keep pace with the sky-
rocketing cost of living.

In the past, inereases in railroad an-
nuities have closely followed increases in
social security benefits. But last year, so-
cial security benefits were increased by
15 percent, without any parallel increase
in railroad retirement benefits.

Last month some 26 million Americans
began receiving their regular social se-
curity checks which included this 15-per-
cent increase, and in addition, they re-
ceived a second check with the retroac-
tive increase for the months of January
and February. Retired railroad employ-
ees received no such increases, and this
is unfair to them.

H.R. 15733 furthcr provides that the
Railroad Retirement Board make an over
all study of the retirement system with
recommendations to be made to Congress
for restructuring the entire program. As
the number of railroad employees con-
tinaes to decrease, and the number of
beneficiaries continues to increase, a new
approach is needed, so that adequate
benefits supported by a sound policy of
investment can be continued for the
benefit of present and future retirees.
There are at present 114 beneficiaries for
every working employee in the railroad
industry today, and this ratio is certain
to increase in the years to come.

Mr. President, the bill will begin to cor-
rect the present inequities which now
exist between the two retirement sys-
tems. By providing for an increase of 15
percent in benefits, railroad employees
and their survivors will again receive the
appropriate benefits when compared to
their counterparts in the social security
system. By providing for a major study,
a realistic approach to meet the in-
creased needs of present and future re-
tirees may be found.

In conclusion, I would like to point out
that in fiscal year 1969, an estimated 22,-
200 West Virginians received more than
$28.5 million in various benefits under
the Railroad Retirement Act. I urge that
the Senate promptly consider this most
needed legislation.

NATIONAL SECURITY: ISRAEL
VERSUS VIETNAM

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I re-
cently signed a letter, along with 70
other Senators, supporting the sale of
jets to Israel. I did so because I believe it
is important that the United States pur-
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sue its interests throughout the world,
when its interests are clear and apparent.
As former Under Secretary of State
George Ball stated recently before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee of the
Russian activity in Egypt:

For the United States, the implications of
these possible developments are immensely
serious; because apart from the sentimental
tles of the United States to Israel or the
support and encouragement we have given
the Israel pecple—and these cannot be disre-
garded—the prospect of the possible destruc-
tion of Israel with Soviet assistance is not
one that we could in our national interest,
accept. Such a disaster would turn the whole
southern littoral of the Mediterranean into a
Soviet sphere of influence; it would shift the
balance of power catastrophically against the
West.

Some constituents have asked why I
support the sale of jets to Israel, but op-
pose continued American involvement in
Southeast Asia. The reason is that I do
not believe the war in Southeast Asia ad-
vances the national security of the
United States; indeed, it detracts from it
in other parts of the world.

I believe that the United States does
have certain interests, and where they
can reasonably be pursued, they should
be. I believe the United States has an in-
terest in the Middle East.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the letter to the Secretary of State
regarding the sale of jets to Israel be
printed in the RECORD.

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

Max 26, 1970.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We feel compelled to
express our sense of urgency respecting the
deteriorating situation in the Middle East.
The decision by the Soviet Union to under-
take a direct military role in the Arab-Israel
conflict by fiying combat planes over Egypt
represents, in our judgment, a significant
change and a challenge to American strategic
interests and a growing threat to world peace.
Recent Soviet moves have encouraged Arab
belligerence, and are creating a growing mili-
tary imbalance in favor of the Arab states.

Your decision in March to hold in abeyance
the sale of additional jet combat aircraft to
Israel under the then prevailing conditions
has falled to induce the Soviet Union to
exercise reciprocal restraint with respect to
the arming of the UAR and the other Arab
states. In addition, the Soviet Union has
taken the unprecedented step of overtly in-
volving an increasing number of its own
military personnel in a state far from its own
borders.

We belleve, Mr. Secretary, that the United
States should now announce its intention to
provide Israel with the aircraft so urgently
needed for its defense. Such action will serve
as a significant element of a credible response
to the reckless Soviet escalation of the Mid-
east conflict. We feel that the strengthening
of Israel's military posture at this time is the
best guarantee against the outbreak of major
hostilities,

We also suggest prompt consultations with
our NATO allies because of the dangers posed
to their own security and economies by the
Soviet build-up in the Middle East. We urge
the United States to redouble its efforts to
reestablish the cease fire as a preliminary
step to eventual peace negotiations.

We would be grateful for an early opportu-
nity to meet with you at your convenience, so
that we may have a full exchange of views
on all aspects of the issue which we belleve
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15 warranted by the critical situation that
has now developed.
Sincerely,

Eennedy, McGee, Rlibicoff, Symington,
Talmadge, Young of Ohio, Allen, Bayh,
Bible, Burdick, Byrd of Virginia, Can-
non, Church, Cranston, Dodd.

Eagleton, Gravel, Harris, Hart, Hartke,
Holland, Hollings, Hughes, Inouye,
Jackson, Magnuson, McGovern, Mc-
Intyre, Metcalf, Mondale.

Montoya, Moss, Muskie, Nelson, Pastore,
Pell, Proxmire, Randolph, Spong,
Tydings, Williams of New Jersey,
Sparkman, Jordan of North Carolina,
Yarborough, Stennis, Democrats.

Scott, Javits, Brooke, Dole, Gurney,
Prouty, Schwelker, Packwood, Murphy,
Goodell, Percy, Smith of Illinois, Boggs,
Thurmond, Saxbe.

Tower, Goldwater, Mathias, Cooke, Ben-
nett, Case, Hruska, Baker, Fannin,
Stevens, Miller, Curtis, Fong, Repub-
licans.

SENATOR SAM J. ERVIN, OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, as a Na-
tion and as individuals we cannot afford
to lose sight of the fundamental prin-
ciples on which America has been built.
Often, in the course of our daily business,
we encounter proposals or policies which
seem to raise issues of basic rights or
challenge the letter or spirit of our free-
doms. When the matter at hand is small
or attractively expedient, it can be
tempting to brush such guestions aside,
or to give them little attention or em-
phasis.

One Senator who does not yield to such
temptations is the distinguished senior
Senator from North Carolina, Hon. Sam
J. Ervin. Throughout his long service,
Senator Ervin has been a consistent de-
fender of the Constitution and a stern
watchdog for the Bill of Rights. He is
justly renowned as a brilliant lawyer, an
articulate, persuasive advocate, and a
formidable adversary. J

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights, Senator Ervin has
been the author of many intelligent,
progressive bills, including the Bail Re-
form Act of 1966 and S. 782, the bill
which I was proud to cosponsor to pro-
tect Federal employees’ right to privacy.

In a column published in the Wash-
ington Sunday Star of May 31, Mr. James
J. Kilpatrick applauded Senator Ervin
for his efforts in analyzing the question
of preventive detention, one of the im-
portant criminal-law problems now be-
fore the Senate. Mr. Kilpatrick summa-
rizes one of Senator ErVIN’S recent
speeches on the subject, a speech which
is called “as brilliant as any senatorial
statement to come along in months.” Re-
viewing the Senator’s arguments against
preventive detention, Mr. EKilpatrick
concludes:

The answer to the dangerous criminal, he
is convinced, les in speedy trials, and he
argues persuasively that preventive deten-
tion hearings could only add to the delays
that now occur.

Mr. President, Mr. Kilpatrick’s column
deserves wide attention and close read-
ing, both for its review of this particu-
lar issue and for its timely accolade to
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the senior Senator from North Carolina.
I ask unanimous consent that the col-
umn be printed in the REcORD.

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

SENATOR SaM ErVIN, FOUNDING FATHER
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

Another statement turned up in the mail
the other day from Sen. Sam J. Ervin Jr., of
North Carolina. For some time now, the Sen-
ator has been out in front of those who op-
pose the concept of “preventive detention”
as an anti-crime weapon. Here he marshalled
his arguments in a single speech as brilliant
as any senatorial statement to come along in
months. He has earned a band of laurels.

Benator Sam, I am minded to say, is per-
haps the best we have on the Hill just now.
There are Senators with greater expertise in
particular fields—Stennis on defense, Pell on
railroads, Russell on parliamentary law—and
there are some walking encyclopedias in the
House: Mills on taxation, Patman on foun-
dations. But in his keen understanding of
the meaning of a free society, Ervin of North
Carolina stands alone.

The Senator's philosophy is cast in that
fine 18th century mold that produced &
Burke in England, a Jefferson here. If he
had lived in their time, he would have
ranked without question among the Found-
ing Fathers. Ervin understands, just as they
did, that the essence of wise civil government
is constantly to keep in balance the powers
of the state and the rights of free men. In
any doubtful issue, the balance must be
tipped toward freedom.

That is what Ervin is saying here. He is
as concerned as any man in public life with
the crime that plagues soclety today. Ervin
knows crime at first hand: He was for 14
years a judge, serving on both trial and ap-
pellate courts. There is nothing soft in his
view of the criminal who kills or rapes or
burns.

But Ervin is above all else a man of the
Constitution. The scheme of preventive de-
tention, embodied in Senate Bill 2600, would
permit trial judges to refuse ball to certain
arrested defendants on a judge's finding that
such defendants, if released, would be a
danger to the community. At a preliminary
detention hearing, the judge would have to
find a *“substantial probability” of the de-
fendant’s guilt. In this event, the defendant
could be imprisoned for at least 60 days
pending trial.

To the Justice Department, which has
sponsored the bill, the measure seems a
prudent device for protecting the law-abid-
ing citizen from violent criminals. Preventive
detention would be sought in a limited num-
ber of cases only. Defendants so held would
be separated “to the extent practical” from
convicted prisoners. The streets would be
somewhat safer by night.

Ervin's statement of May 20 demolishes
these arguments one by one. By the Depart-
ment’s own statistics, he notes, only five per-
cent of those arrested for dangerous crimes
commit new dangerous crimes while out on
ball. The effect of preventive detention would
be “to authorize the imprisonment and pun-
ishment of persons for crimes which they
have not yet committed and may never
commit.”

“If America is to remaln a free soclety,”
says Ervin, “it will have to take certain risks.
One is the risk that a person admitted to
bail may flee before trial. Another is the
risk that a person admitted to bail may
commit crime while free on bail.”

It is better in Ervin's view to take such
risks than to compromise great principles of
our law: The principle that a defendant is
presumed innocent until proved guilty, the
principle that a man shall not be put twice
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in jeopardy for the same offense, the prin-
ciple that reasonable bail must be permitted
except for capital crimes. The answer to the
dangerous criminal, he is convinced, lies in
speedy trials, and he argues persuasively that
preventive detention hearings could only add
to the delays that now occur.

Senator Sam's powerful cannonade is
bound to have effect.

In the long history of man's struggle for
due process of law, Ervin's effort may be no
more than a skirmish, the merest footnote,
But this is how that war is fought, in small
engagements on the outer borders of free-
dom. At 73, the senator is fighting as boldly
as he fought in France as a youth of 21; and
he will yet earn from us all a palm for his
Bilver Star.

WATTS MANUFACTURING CO.

Mr. MONDALE., Mr. President, the
decade just ended, one of the most tur-
bulent in American history, was one in
which national self-criticism became a
dominant life-style. All of us recognize
and are perplexed by the difficulties and
divisions which have issued from the
often strident criticism of the 1960’s.

Yet I think it is interesting to note that
even out of one of the earliest and most
shocking of the urban explosions of the
last few years—that which occurred in
the Watts ghetto of Los Angeles in 1965—
forward strides are still being made.

The Watts Manufacturing Co., created
in the aftermath of the Watts riots, has
become in recent years an outstanding
example of ghetto enterprise. The pur-
chase of the company by the Chase Man-
hattan Capital Corp., the small-business
subsidiary of the Chase Manhattan Bank,
further distinguishes the record of the
Watts Manufacturing Co. The Chase
Manhattan Capital Corp. has assured
that 80 percent of the company’s stock
will be sold to the minority group em-
ployees of the company within the next
T years. Thus, the Watts Manufacturing
Co. will soon become the Nation’s largest
enterprise owned, managed and staffed
by minority group members.

I commend the Chase Manhattan Bank
for its foresight and for its continuing
private sector leadership in the social
action flield. I ask unanimous consent
that an article describing this program,
written by Mr. Robert Wright, and pub-
lished in the New York Times of May 8,
be printed in the REcorb.

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

EMPLOYMENT AND MINORITIES: STAFF To OWN
Warrs CoMPANY UNDER PLAN
(By Robert A. Wright)

Los AwnceLEsS, May 7.—The ownership of
the Watts Manufacturing Company, which 1s
managed and manned by minority-group
employes, will be transferred to them under
a plan announced today.

The first step will be the purchase of the
company by the Chase Manhattan Capital
Corporation, a subsidiary of the bank, from
the Aerojet General Corporation. Chase will
place B0 per cent of the stock into a trust
fund for purchase by the employes of Watts
over the next seven years.

The plan would make the company, which
was founded by Aerojet In the wake of the
Watts riots of 1965, the largest manufactur=
ing enterprise in the nation owned and
managed by minority-group employes.
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DESTRUCTIVE RIOT

Contracts for the sale were signed today
in ceremonies at the Watts Manufacturing
plant, situated on the edge of this city's
Negro ghetto, the scene of one of the most
destructive racial riots in recent years.

Signing the contracts were Leon O. Woods,
president of Watts; James M. Woods, chair-
man of the company’s executive committee;
Louis L. Allen, president of Chase Manhat-
tan Capital, and Jack H. Vollbrecht, presi-
dent of Aerojet, a subsidiary of the General
Tire and Rubber Company. Also participat-
ing in the ceremonies, which were witnessed
by employes, were J. David Warfield, director
of the Office of Business Development of the
Economic Development Administration, and
Robert J. Brown, special assistant to Presi-
dent Nixon.

Since its founding in August, 1966, Watis
Manufacturing has received $1.8-million in
capital and many hours of management as-
sistance from Aerojet. Watts, which makes
postal equipment, canvas and metal prod-
ucts, packaging materials and housewares,
employs more than 200 persons, about 85 per
cent of them black and 10 per cent Mexican-
American.

Sales last year reached $3.9-million, with
70 per cent Government volume and 30 per
cent commercial orders.

A LEVEL OF MATURITY

In a joint statement, Mr. Allen and Mr.
Vollbrecht noted that Watts Manufacturing
was established after the riots demonstrated
the despair of the community to provide jobs
with the sole requirement of willingness to
work. “We feel now,” he sald, “that the
company has reached a level of maturity
through which . . . it can become a produc-
tive institution in the community, turning
out useful products, providing jobs and job
training and serving as the significant por-
tion of the economic base of the Watts com-
munity,”

Under the financial arrangements signed
today, Chase Manhattan capital will provide
$1.1-million, two-thirds as a 10-year loan
and one-third as equity to be liquidated as
the shares are sold to employes. A group of
Watts Manufacturing managers will make
an initial equity purchase totalling $100,000.
The Equitable Life Assurance Society of the
United States will provide a 15-year mort-
gage of $250,000.

Mr. Allen said the transaction was made
possible by the cooperation of the Small
Business Administration, which approved
several exceptions to its guldelines,

Last month, the company received con-
tracts totaling $1.6-million from the Post
Office Department and the General Services
Administration, the largest contract awarded
under the Government’'s minority business
procurement program. Mr. Woods sald today,
however, that the company planned to em-
phasize diversification into commercial prod-
ucts, including proprietary items.

The ceremonies ended with the presenta-
tion by Watts Manufacturing employes of a
sculpture dedicated to Aerojet employes.

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ANA-
TOMICAL GIFT ACT BECOMES
LAW

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, May 26, President Nixon signed
into law, S. 2999, the District of Colum-
bia Anatomical Gift Act. As the sponsor
of this legislation, I am delighted by its
swift passage by Congress.

The purpose of S. 2999 is to provide in
the Distriet of Columbia a comprehen-
sive and uniform legal environment for
organ donation and transplantation.
The bill is based upon a model statute,
known as the Uniform Anatomical Gift
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Act, which was approved by the National
Conference of Commissioners on Uni-
form State Laws in July 1968. This mod-
el statute has been approved by every
major legal and medical association in
the United States.

When I introduced the District of Co-
lumbia Anatomical Gift Act on October
7, 1969, 38 States had already passed leg-
islation based directly on the model act.
Since that time, nine other States have
also passed such legislation, including
my own State of New York. With the
signing of S. 2999 by the President, the
District of Columbia becomes the 48th
jurisdiction to have passed such a law.

Nationwide uniformity of the laws
governing organ donation and transplan-
tation is vitally needed in order to fur-
ther medical advances in this field. The
passage of the Uniform Act in almost all
of our States, in less than 2 years after
its adoption by the National Conference
of Commissioners on Uniform State
Laws, is compelling evidence of its need
and importance.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that S. 2999 contains a model donor card
which can be considered a valid form of
organ donation under the bill, This card
can be carried by an individual, and,
therefore, has tremendous potentialities
for facilitating donations.

Consider, for example, the situation of
a person who is killed or rendered un-
conscious in an automobile accident
and whose next of kin does not know
whether the accident victim has made a
will. If that person is carrying a duly
witnessed donor card and there is an ap-
propriate donee able to receive a dona-
tion in the vicinity of the accident, a
transplant could be effected with a mini-
mum amount of lost time,

A number of medical organizations—
Eye Bank Association of America, Fal-
coner Foundation, Ine. Living Bank,
Medic Alert, National Kidney Founda-
tion, National Pituitary Agency, U.S.
Naval Tissue Bank, and United Health
Foundations, Inc.—have now launched a
nationwide campaign to distribute this
card.

Mr, President, I am confident that the
residents of the District of Columbia
will benefit from the comprehensive legal
framework provided by the act. At the
same time, we have made a contribution
toward the nationwide legal uniformity
so needed in this field.

A PRETENSE TO OMNISCIENCE

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I was
intrigued by a headline in the Washing-
ton Post this morning which said: “Post-
war Budget To Free $17 Billion.”

This is a considerable sum of mone7,
Mr, President, and naturally I was curi-
ous to see who in the White House had
announced that the postwar budget
would free $17 billion.

I was surprised upon reading further
down in the column to discover that the
statement was made by the former
Budget Director, Charles L. Schultze,
while offering his valuable opinions to a
congressional committee,

It will be remembered that Mr.
Schultze was Director of the Bureau of
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the Budget from June 1, 1965, to Janu-
ary 29, 1968.

The budget deficit for 1966 was $3.796
billion.

The budget deficit for 1967 was $8.702
billion.

The budget deficit for 1968 was $25.161
billion.

Mr. President, I have no objection to
the fact that former officials of the
former administration come forth rather
frequently to give us the benefit of their
wisdom.

In this case, however, I am reminded of
the ancient saying that no more pious
man exists on earth than a reformed
sinner.

I hope it will be possible to free a very
large sum—perhaps as much as $17 bil-
lion—when President Nixcn's Vietnam-
ization program is complete.

But I suggest that ex-officials of the
very administrations which involved U.S.
forces in the war, and which were re-
sponsible for those deficits, have very
little claim to omniscience.

CAMPUS LAWBREAKERS MUST EBE
TREATED AS SUCH

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we were
all saddened by the death of four young
persons at EKent State University in
Ohio earlier this month, I think it is fair
to say that to a certain extent these
deaths were avoidable and unnecessary.
I fervently hope and pray that no such
tragedy as this will occur in the future.

I confess that I am shocked by the
statements of Dr. Benjamin Spock, re-
cently reported in the press. At the fu-
neral of one of the people who died at
Eent, Dr. Spock is reported to have said
that that young man’s death was “the
best thing” that ever happened for the
antiwar movement in America. That
statement is a new low even for Dr.
Spock, who in the last few years has
made a practice of coming out with out-
landish and incredible statements.

While I very much sympathize with
the families of the students who lost
their lives in this tragedy, I am con-
strained to observe that it is not suf-
ficient simply to brand the National
Guardsmen as reckless and mark the
file closed.

Kent State, in the days preceding the
tragedy, was in a riotous condition. The
building which housed the Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Unit had been burned.
The hoses of the firemen who tried to
put out the blaze were cut, and the fire-
men themselves were stoned. This is
hardly the work of a band of youthful
idealists. Bands of roving students had
descended on the town of Kent, breaking
windows and committing mayhem.

All the facts are not yet in: We do not
know whether the troops were fired on,
or if they were, by whom. It is not, as I
say, an open-and-shut case of brutality
and irresponsibility on the part of the
National Guard. Ohio is not a police
state. The view that these students are
martyrs whose deaths are attributable to
President Nixon or Vice President
AGNEW, is a simplistic view and a wholly
false view.

I suggest that were Mr. AcNEwW to give
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up public speaking for the duration of
his term in office, the revolutionaries
would still be with us on our campuses.
So far as the revolutionaries are con-
cerned, Cambodia is an excuse, a cause
which they can rally around and exploit.
Genuine criticism of President Nixon’s
Cambodian decision is acceptable and, to
a degree, even understandable. But I sug-
gest that the revolutionaries have bigger
things in mind, and they are using the
admittedly sincere dissent of many young
people to further their revolutionary
aims. In the process, they are willing and
indeed anxious to intimidate other stu-
dents and faculty members who disagree
with them. They resort to intimidation,
assaults, vandalism, and arson to pros-
per their sinister notions of virtue.

While I will continue to defend the
right of students to dissent from official
Government actions and to protest those
actions peaceably, I must and will con-
tinue to resist the idea that violence is
a necessary or proper form of protest.
Criminal conduct is criminal conduct
whether it is committed by a student or
anyone else. We cannot tolerate arson
or felonious assault on policemen sim-
ply because those depredations are com-
mitted by students who assure us that
they are idealists or pacifists. Criminal
conduct must cease on the campuses. To
stop it, we must recognize that those re-
sponsible for eriminal conduct are in fact
criminals.

We must make no mistake about it:
The revolutionaries are working for vio-
lent revolution. They are seeking to en-
list the decent young people who are
sincerely exercised about Vietnam and
Cambodia. The revolutionaries are look-
ing for violent confrontations, provoking
them, contriving them. I suggest that the
revolutionaries are utterly without com-
passion and have not the slightest feel-
ing of guilt or sorrow for the deaths
which in no small measure are and will
be attributable to their madness.

It is, of course, a mistake to put all
college students in the category of rad-
icals; similarly, we cannot -correctly
classify them all as youthful zealots and
idealists. Like most human institutions,
we have good and bad. In my estimation
the vast majority are reasonable and
reasoning youth. In the months to come,
we should try to separate and isolate the
criminals and the advocates of violent
revolution from the mass of responsible
and thinking students.

The New York Times for May 21 re-
ports that rampaging students at Fresno
State College, Fresno, Calif., firebombed
a building housing a new $1 million com-
puter center, causing $750,000 worth of
damages.

At Antioch College, in Yellow Springs,
Colo., plateglass windows were smashed
and other damage done after the college
administration rejected striking students’
demands for a $50,000 contribution to
the Black Panther defense fund. Each
day we read of similar depredations, vio-
lence, arson, and mayhem.

In my judgment, college administra-
tors must begin now to restore order. For
openers, I would suggest the immediate
expulsion of any student who engages
in violence, arson, or unlawful physical
occupation of any campus or portion

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

thereof. Similarly, students who disrupt
classes, threaten, or intimidate their fel-
low students must be disciplined. There
is nothing new or extraordinary in this
proposal: the power of expulsion as a
sanction and a means of enforcing order
is as old as university life, dating at least
from the 12th century.

Furthermore, criminal acts by students
must be prosecuted as criminal acts. Ad-
ditionally, offending students should be
made to answer civilly for the harm
they cause as individuals and by this I
mean the payment of money damages.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR HIGH-
ER EDUCATION GIVES ITS VIEWS
ON CAMPUS UNREST AND THE
WAR IN INDOCHINA

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the American Association for Higher
Education is an independent organiza-
tion, of faculty members, students, ad-
ministrators, trustees, and others con-
cerned with matters affecting the wel-
fare of the academic community. Re-
cenfly, the board of directors of this or-
ganization adopted a statement on cam-
pus unrest and the war which merits the
attention of all of us. A key sentence in
this statement, lucidly points out the
central cause of current campus unrest;
it reads in part:

The basic causes of these tragedies lie in
the continuing war in Indochina and the lack
of equal opportunity and full justice for
individuals in our society.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement by the board of di-
rectors of AAHE on the war and campus
violence of May 19, 1970, be printed in
the REcORD.

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

STATEMENT BEY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF

AAHE oN THE WAR AND CaMPUS VIOLENCE

The death of students at Jackson State
College, following so closely similar violence
at Eent State University, fills us with horror
and revulsion and with foreboding about the
future of colleges and universities. It is too
late to save the lives of the young people
who died on these campuses but it may be
possible to prevent further tragedy and it is
that possibility to which we speak.

Although we recognize and deplore the
actions of lawless and irresponsible persons
on some of our campuses, we belleve that
the basic causes of these tragedies lie in the
continuing war in Indo-China and the lack
of equal opportunity and full justice for in-
dividuals in our soclety.

Until the war in Indo-China is ended and
the nation turns its will and its resources to
a reordering of its priorities toward eliminat-
ing social Injustices, the possibility of further
disasters looms large, a prospect which must
be avoided lest further destruction come both
to the nation and to higher education. This
Board therefore calls upon the President and
the Congress to bring to an early end Ameri-
can participation in the war in Southeast
Asls and to commit the nation to pursue the
cause of human justice and equal oppor-
tunity.

DR. ROBERT McCAN'S PLANS FOR
A NEW COLLEGE IN COLUMEIA,
MD.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in the
fall of 1971, it is anticipated that a
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unique college will open in Columbia, Md.
It will be an institution founded with
the stated purpose of promoting peace
and understanding in the world.

Its opening will be the result of the
extensive planning of Dr. Robert McCan,
who first conceived the idea in 1963 while
a postdoctoral student in international
higher education at Harvard University.

His hopes for an institution to aid in
the promotion of peace have taken the
shape of a college with an international
faculty and student body. In his words,
the school will “put considerable empha-
sis on learning rather than on teaching”
in that it will rely on the students’ own
initiative to provide a maximum under-
standing of other cultures.

The new city of Columbia, Md., a
planned “total environment,” has been
specifically selected as the site for Dag
Hammarskjold College. This city, de-
signed by the Rouse Co., is seen as an
exciting place for a new college because
of its location near Washington, D.C., as
well as its own creative nature.

Dr. McCan’'s plans for Dag Hammarsk-
iold College were discussed in an inter-
view with the Reverend Wesley Yamaka
in a recent issue of Columbia Today, a
publication of the Rouse Co. The U.S. In-
formation Agency chose to reprint the
article in its own magazine, Topie, which
is published each month for distribution
in Africa.

I ask unanimous consent that the in-
terview be printed in the REcorp.

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

A New EIND oF COLLEGE

Following World War II, Dr. Robert McCan
began thinking that a lot had to be done to
promote peace and understanding in the
world, It was not until 1963, however, that
he decided a college would be one of the
best ways to accomplish this. Since that
time, the 43-year-old former Baptist min-
ister has been working to establish Dag
Hammarskjold College in Columbia, Mary-
land. In the following interview, conducted
by the Rev. Wesley Yamaka, Dr. McCan,
president of the innovative new college,
answers questions about its structure and
purpose.

Yamaxa, What can we anticipate about
the styles of academic and campus life at
Dag Hammarskjtld College when it opens its
doors in autumn 197172

McCan. There are many facets to the ques-
tion, but basically we will be a four-year,
co-educational, liberal arts college. Students
from various parts of the world with many
backgrounds will be living together on a
campus and we will be teaching and learning
from each other. We want to have a strong
relationship with, and involvement in, the
community of Columbia, Maryland.

For example, we are projecting the possi-
bility that, for the first month students are
in our college, they would live with families
in the community. During this month, his
community family would introduce the stu-
dent into the life of the city and then, hope-
fully, serve as his family away from home.
Also, we are hoping that at various times,
students will have jobs in the community.
We will have a strong academic program and
a deep concern for aesthetic sensitivity and
commitment to social purpose and social
responsibility.

Yamaxa, How did you decide that this
would be the style of college life you wanted
to offer?

McCan. This grows out of a long period of
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study, evaluation and planning. The incep-
tion of the idea for this college began when
I went back to Harvard University in 1963
for two years of post-doctoral study in in-
ternational higher education specifically to
plan for this college.

Then I moved to Boston University and
became a professor in the philosophy of
higher education, comparative education
and cultural foundations of education. There,
many students prepared doctoral thesis and
term papers and other projects on particu-
lar aspects of the college.

More recently, since coming to Washing-
ton, D.C., to organize under the sponsorship
of the Church of the Saviour (Ecumenical),
we've had 30 to 40 professional education
consultants contribute to developing the
design. Some 70 to 80 persons, whom I would
call non-professionals in other fields, have
also contributed on a regular, intensive ba-
sis to the planning. A large prospectus was
developed and we sent it out to consultants
for evaluation and suggestion, We studied
creative colleges all over the world and se-
lected facets of these colleges that we
felt would fit into this design.

Yamaxa, Why did you chose Columbia as
the site for Dag Hammarskjold College?

McCan. We declded that the most exclting
and significant place for the new college
to be near would be Washington, D.C. The
new city of Columbia, just 25 miles from
the capital, offered additional exciting pros-
pects. We had the international communi-
ty of Washington close at hand with all of
the embassies and International associations
and organizations. But in addition, Colum-
bia is a new town, planned by architects
and urban speclalists in the context of “to-
tal environment.” We could participate In
all the creative structures of the new city,
and we could use it as a teaching mechanism
for our students. They would have the op-
portunity of dealing with and being involved
in the problems of urbanization, new pat-
terns and ways of living.

Yamaxa, In the past, you have spoken
about Dag Hammarskjold College having
more of a “learning” environment than a
“teaching” environment. What exactly do you
mean by that? o

McCaxn, We plan to put considerable em-
phasis on learning rather than on teach-
ing. We're saying first that students will
use their own initlative in the learning ex-
perience—they will set their own goals and
objectives regarding what they want to ac-
complish.

All students will be required to take
courses in four general areas during their
first year. The second part of their study
will be aimed at vocational preparation, The
final year iz made up of completely inde-
pendent study, so that during the final
year, the student simply has a faculty ad-
visor and tutor. He studies on his own. Then,
it is almost completely a learning process as
opposed to a teaching process, Higher educa-
tion is moving in this direction rather rapid-
1y.

Yamaxa. Students and faculty members
will be coming from many countries. We
understand these countries have been se-
lected. On what basis were they chosen, and
would you list them?

McCan. We have chosen countries in wide-
ly scattered geographical areas. We are in
the process, as a matter of fact, of re-evaluat-
ing the criterla for the selection of the
countries, which means we may conceivably
also re-evaluate some of the countrles them-
selves and decide to change to others, We
want to concentrate on a few countries in
the beginning simply because we don't have
the resources to be related to every country.
‘We want to study their languages, their cul-
tures and their histories. We want to have
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centers in these countries for our students
to go to for study, travel and work.

What were the criteria for selection? We
have looked for widely scattered, representa-
tive countries that are world leaders and have
a great sense of influence and power. We
want others to be in the developing parts of
the world. We looked to countries which had
universities that were adequate for cross-
exchanges of various kinds. As of the mo-
ment, the following countries are on our
list: Colombia, Germany, Sweden, the Soviet
Union, Yugoslavia, Nigeria, Israel, the Pan-
Arab countries as a group, India and Japan.
Forty percent of the students will be from
the United States.

Yamaxa. Tell us more about the cross-
cultural aspect of education.

McCaw. First, a cross-cultural life will im-
mediately derive from the fact that 60 per
cent of the faculty and students are from
countries outside the United States. The
whole structure of the curriculum and the
co-curricular activities—work, travel and
study-abroad programs—is designed to pro-
vide a maximum understanding of other
cultures, Each student will be able to study
about the problems and needs of his own
culture and not simply that of American
problems and needs. We expect that biased,
ethnocentric ways of thinking will begin to
disappear.

Each student will concentrate on under-
standing one culture in addition to his own.
To do this, he will learn the language of
that culture, live in a house on campus which
will be designed and lived in by people from
the other culture. There will be a Japanese
house, for instance. A student who wants to
concentrate in Japanese culture will live in
this house, where Japanese students are
hosts. He will have time there, before living
in Japan, to absorb a great deal of the cross-
cultural emphasis. On the other hand, there
are specific courses designed to ground one
in his own culture.

Yamaxa. Who are the students who will be
attending and in what areas will they be
studying?

McCaN. This is very much a liberal arts
college, and we're proposing that every stu-
dent would get a bachelor of arts degree. We
also have two fields of vocational prepara-
tion: one 1is public-private 1nanagement,
which might be called business administra-
tion, and the other is education.

What kinds of students will come? Gen-
erally, those in the upper fourth of their
graduating classes in secondary school, but
not necessarily. We want a cross-section and
we will expect some students to have lower
academic standings.

Yamaga, How is Dag Hammarskjéld Col-
lege going to be financed?

McCan. We've had, do date, a very impres-
sive core of volunteer workers—professional
and non-professional—who have given sev-
eral thousands of hours of time over the last
three years in bringing the school this far at
a minimum of financial cost. We are pro-
jecting a capital gifts campaign which will
operate over a two-year period and for which
we have a goal of $6.5 million. We are very
confident that we can raise the money that
is required.

YamagA, We understand that the goal 1s to
open the school in the fall of 1971, Is that
right?

McCan. Yes. We are proposing to open in
September 1971 with a class of 120 first-year
students. Each of the permanent faculty
members will specialize in one general area
of study-—communications, social relations,
natural sciences and the humanities. Their
work will be supplemented by other part-
time faculty members and by outstanding
guest speakers who will visit and lecture.

Yamaxa. How do you see the problem of
student unrest, and are you planning any
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built-in processes whereby students will ac~
tively participate in policles affecting the
school?

McCan. We belleve that we are planning
a school that deals with the basic causes of
student unrest. On the other hand, the moods
of a volatile soclety may very well affect our
campus. There will be a strong degree of stu-
dent participation in the life of the school.
We will have an evaluation annually in which
the students will participate and in which
they can have an input into the way things
are going and how they need to be changed.

We're deliberately bullding an academic
community which will avoid the mass im-
personal school. We believe the curriculum
is relevant to real life and the interest of
each of the students. They will have a large
share of participation in policy and plan-
ning of our life together. Community will
be important to us and we hope to deal with
the problems of identity which are very im-
portant to students now as they seek to
know who they are and what their role In
our world is.

There will be work experiences related to
the world beyond the college and we'll use
creative educational techniques which are
wide-ranging and personalized to help meet
the particular needs of students. I am sure
we will make some mistakes and there will
be some unhappy students, but we do be-
lieve that this model which we have developed
is extremely relevant in terms of student
unrest.

YaMaga, One final question. Why did you
choose “Dag Hammarskjéld"” as the name of
your college?

McCan. Dag Hammarsk]6ld’s life was based
upon & strong emphasis on his inner being,
his personal inner resources, his spiritual
strength, his at-homeness with himself, and,
of course, he had a strong sense of public
responsibility. We want to epitomize that
style in our college.

GENOCIDE CONVENTION REMAINS
AN ISSUE OF CURRENT IMPOR-
TANCE

Mr. PROXMIRE. When the section of
individual rights and responsibilities of
the American Bar Association was work-
ing last year on various aspects of the
Genocide Convention, it addressed the
question of whether the convention was
any longer of significance. The section
concluded that, indeed, it was of cur-
rent importance. The section included in
its report a statement pointing out that
although the Convention grew out of the
international reaction to the Nazi atroei-
ties, man’s inhumanity to man did not
cease with the cessation of World War
I1I. Unfortunately, we cannot be assured
that acts of “genocide,” even though on a
lesser scale, will never again be com-
mitted.

The statement goes on to point out
that ratifications and accessions con-
tinue to be received in the United Na-
tions, and lists the latest accession in
early 1969. To bring the list of accessions
up to date, yesterday I placed in the
Recorp the listing of 75 nations which
have now acceded to the Convention.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the committee, which high-
lights the reasons for the continuing im-
portance of the Convention, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
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THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION REMAINS AN
IssuE OF CURRENT IMPORTANCE

There may be some temptation to say of
the Genocide Convention that it is “fighting
the last war”, It is, after all twenty years old,
and it was stimulated by the atrocities of
World War II. But both in political terms
and in terms of the substance of the Con=-
vention, the issues are very current. * * *

Ratifications and accessions keep coming
in all the time—Nepal was the latest in Jan-
uary of 1069. America’s friends ask, “Where
are you?”; America’s foes say, “You see what
wWe mean, * * *"1

More important, more tragic, is the fact
that threats and acts of genocide are in no
sense remote, In Africa, in the Middle East,
BSoutheast Asia, in the Mediterranean, and
the Caribbean, it is clear that ethnic hatreds,
war and hunger and depredation as weapons,
brain-washing and torture are not of the
past. If the excesses of World War II have not
guite been repeated, the Genocide Conven-
tion may have had a part to play. No one can
say that the concerns of that treaty are mot
the concerns of today and tomorrow.

It may well be that the Genocide Conven-
tion has already been violated, even by those
who have joined it. Magna Carta was vio-
lated many times in English history; the
American Bill of Rights was violated many
times—indeed continues to be violated all
too often. So are the Fourteenth Amendment
and the Fifteenth Amendment. But none
could galnsay their importance, and their
overall effectiveness.

It is too early to tell whether the Genocide
Convention will take its place alongside the
Magna Carta and the Bill of Rights. It is too
late to pretend it does not matter.

AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR
AUTISTIC CHILDREN

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, we seem
to live in an age when far too many peo-
ple are prepared to rely more and more
on others for the answer to their prob-
lems. But Mrs. Leslie A, Grant of Somer-
set, Montgomery County, Md., has set
an example which merits the attention
of each of us.

She was faced within her own family
with the challenge of helping two autis-
tic teenage daughters. Instead of trans-
fering the responsibility to someone else,
she sought to aid her own children. Her
efforts led to the founding of the Ameri-
can Foundation for Autistic Children, a
nonprofit organization dedicated to pro-
moting research and education for chil-
dren with infantile autism.

Through the efforts of the foundation,
the community of Somerset, and Mrs.
Grant, a center for the treatment of a
mental illness which has been called
“the most severe and difficult to treat of
all childhood disturbances’ will soon be
completed.

Recently, the Sentinel, of Montgomery
County, Md., published a story on the
progress to date of the American Foun-
dation for Autistic Children. I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the RECORD.

i1In June of 1969 the Economic and Social
Council of the United Nations adopted a new
resolution which invited all states which are
parties to the Genocide Convention to trans-

mit information regarding implementing
measures, and calling upon states which have
not yet become Parties to the Genocide Con-
vention to do so as soon as possible. UN.
Doc. E/Res./1420/XLVI (June 17, 1969).
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Montgomery County (Md.)
Bentinel, Apr. 23, 1970]
MoTHER FACES CHALLENGE OF AUTISTIC
CHILDREN

“What is more challenging than trying to
create a human being?”

Mrs, Leslie A. Grant of Somerset, mother
of two autistic teenage daughters, has spent
her maternal lifetime responding to that
challenge. A painter, musician and lover of
beauty in all forms, sha put aside these in-
terests to harness her creatlvity into one
mammoth undertaking: to make her daugh-
ters as close to normal as possible,

In helping Mooza, 19, and Lynda, 16, to
learn to talk correctly and behave in a
soclally accepted way. Mrs. Grant has opened
the door to hope for parents of similarly
afflicted children.

Two years ago she founded the American
Foundation for Autistic Children, a non-
profit organization dedicated to promoting
research and education for children with
infantile autism. This mysterlous form of
mental illness has been called “the most
severe and difficult to treat of all childhood
disturbances.” The National Assoclation for
Mental Health estimates that some 500,000
children in the United States suffer from the
syndrome which it classifies along with
childhood schizophrenia and psychosis,

The foundation has established a center,
which operates in rooms donated by the
North Chevy Chase Christian Church. Here
youngsters are given therapeutic training,
parents are counseled and trained, research
Is accumulated and personnel are instructed
in working with autistic children,

The Town of Somerset has recently made
avallable to the center a house and grounds,
strategically situated just two blocks from
the National Institute of Mental Health.
Before the program can become operational,
funds are needed to complete repairs to the
house.

“Our greatest need,” sald Mrs. Grant, “is
a place to diagnose and service the child.
Our hope is to establish a residential research
clinical center patterned after the Warm
Springs Center of the March of Dimes.”

An additional $8000 is needed to complete
the cost of house repair. Persons interested in
alding this cause should contact Ann Brewer,
assistant director, 966-6849,

“You must impart a sense of confidence
to these children,” Mrs. Grant declared. “At
the Center we never raise our voices, get
angry or use the word ‘no’. A sense of com-
posure plus optimistic thinking is the key to
successful treatment.”

But progress is so minute in working with
autistic children that it discourages people.
“There is always development , ., , but it is
like grass growing. You just don’t see it,” she
explained.

The center admits children who are refused
admission to other schools or expelled from
private schools because of behavior problems.

The difficulties in finding help In caring
for her autistic children led Mrs. Grant on
her ceaseless quest for answers to the prob-
lem. “In the early years some pediatricians
refused to take my children into the waiting
room. We had to go through the back door
after hours. Even when treating your child
they often gave you the feeling that you were
wasting your time. I went from pillar to
post and worked with them at home, in the
dark, intuitively.”

Desperate for help and forced to face the
problem alone, for local schools and agencies
provided neither aid nor schooling for the
girls, she took them to the Menninger Clinic
and there they told her, “You are doing
such a good job, why don't you go home and
set up a school?”
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Mrs. Grant served for two years as radio
and TV chairman of the President’'s Commit-
tee on Mental Retardation. Dr. Leopold O.
Walder, formerly of the University of Mary-
land, now professor of psychology at Ameri-
can University, saw her on a TV program and
volunteered his services. For one year he
worked with the girls and their mother,
teaching them behavior modification. This
comprised learning academies, socialization
and occupations such as knitting, cooking,
sewing and cleaning.

Somerset House is the setting within which
these principles of behavior modification can
be practiced and learned so that each dis-
turbed child may reach the full fruition of
his capabilities. “Through these techniques,”
said Mrs. Grant, “we hope that other less
handicapped children will be helped as well.”

PRESERVING THE MODEL CITIES
PROGRAM

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the
successful redevelopment of our Nation’s
cities, particularly the older ones, de-
pends largely on the input of Federal
funds.

Clearly, the epidemic blight in our
cities can only be cured with a commit-
ment of more financial resources and
human energies, not less.

In fact, our cities, as never before,
need massive help.

For that reason, I was most gratified
to learn that the administration has de-
cided against siphoning funds away from
model cities and other urban programs.

The model cities program was con-
ceived by the Congress in 1966 in an
effort to improve the quality of life in
urban areas of this country. The objec-
tive of the program was to provide block
grants to local governments for allevi-
ating urban blight and upgrading urban
neighborhoods.

Despite my own initial reservations
about the program, I have become con-
vinced that model cities is working and
has become an essential tool for upgrad-
ing our core cities.

Unlike other urban improvement pro-
grams, model cities requires community
participation in the planning and action
phases of the program. This new in-
gredient gives the residents of the target
areas a “piece of the action”—an effec-
tive voice in the development of their
own neighborhoods,

1 believe strongly in this concept of
decentralization. In fact, I sponsored
in the House the Community Self-De-
termination Act, which provided for
new, locally controlled community de-
velopment corporations to promote the
self-development of low-income urban
and rural areas. The model cities pro-
gram utilizes the same concepts of
decentralized government—community
action, popular control, local leadership
and effective community choice.

No one can deny that the model cities
program has met with delays in program
planning and funding since its pas-
sage. The delays, however, have not been
caused by any basic flaw in the program
concept. Rather, they have been the
result of unrealistic program deadlines.
They have stemmed from a lack of co-
ordination among the Federal agencies
which contribute resources to the pro-
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gram and bureaucratic redtape on all
governmental levels.

Former Under Secretary of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Dr. Robert Wood, reported after
some study that model cities would be
a 6-year program—one planning year
and 5 years of implementation. Although
a time limit was not included in the legis-
lation, HUD subsequently promulgated
regulations requiring a 5-year compre-
hensive plan. Although one planning year
is normally sufficient for an urban re-
newal program, it is insufficient for the
planning of a brandnew program involv-
ing the untried concepts of block grants
and community participation. In New
York City for example, the planning
phases took between 1'% to 2 years to
complete.

Despite these delays, the model cities
program has served several critical func-
tions since its inception. The program
has succeeded in creating a new social in-
stitution to link the neighborhood to the
city government. For the first time, the
local community and the local govern-
ment cooperatively decide on a plan for
community services and development.

Equally important, the program has
also provided the marginal dollars for
services to the poor that cannot other-
wise be provided by the city because of
a decreasing municipal tax base.

As my colleagues know, many com-
munities spent considerable time formu-
lating comprehensive planning applica-
tions and State and local governments
have committed considerable funds to the
program. In New York City, for example,
the Federal-State-local commitment for
three model city neighborhoods totals
$390 million, of which $90 million has al-
ready been committed by the city
government. ;

I expressed my grave concern to HUD
officials about the proposed diversion of
funds from model cities. I felt that such
an arbitrary shift of policy would have
undermined the efforts of many people
on the local level to make this meaning-
ful program work in the cities. It would
have undermined the constructive dia-
logue now going on between city hall and
local communities, Furthermore, it would
have undermined and eroded the credi-
bility of the administration’s commit-
ment to urban programs.

The President and his staff are to be
commended for their decision to pre-
serve model cities and other urban
programs.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION: TEACHERS
COLLEGE RECORD REPORTS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the May issue of the Teachers College
Record of Columbia University contains
an impressive account of the history and
growth of bilingual education.

It was written by a prominent author-
ity in the field of language and educa-
tion. He is Francesco Cordasco, at pres-
ent professor of education at Montelair
State College, in Upper Montclair, N.J.
Mr. Cordasco is also an educational con-
sultant to the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and is author of several books in
this field. Most recent among them are
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“Minorities in the American City,” pub-
lished in 1970, “School in the Social Or-
der,” also published in 1970, “Puerto Ri-
can Children in Mainland Schools,” pub-
lished in 1968, and “Jacob Riis Revis-
ited: Poverty in the Slum in Another
Era,” published in 1968.

Mr. Cordasco’s article is entitled: “Ed-
ucational Enlightenment Out of Texas:
Toward Bilingualism.” The writer is
principally interested in the difficulties
encountered by children of Puerto Rican
ancestry, but his observations and em-
phasis on the importance of bilingual-
ism in teaching apply to every child from
a non-English speaking home.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

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

EDUCATIONAL ENLIGHTENMENT OUT OF TEXAS:
TowARD BILINGUALISM
{By Francesco Cordasco)

It has long been an ethnocentric illusion
in the United States that, for a child born
in this country, English is not a foreign
language and virtually all instruetion in the
schools must be through the medium of
English, Some of our states (New York in-
cluded) have mandated this ethnocentrism
in a plethora of statutes which expressly for-
bid Instruction in any language but English.
Of course this is not difficult to understand.
Despite the ideals of a democratic society In
which the schools were to serve as a basie
vehicle of cohesion, the schools instead be-
came the agencies of social disaffection, cul-
tural assault, and enforced assimilation, How
could it have been otherwise, since the schools
had to minister to children who brought with
them myriad cultures and a multiplicity of
tongues? More often than not (almost always
in the urban immigrant citadels) the Amer-
ican schools found their children in poverty
and neglect. If there is a common denomi-
nator which must be sought in the millions
of American children who presented them-
selves to a soclety's schools, it is poverty.
And its ingredients (within the parameters
of this poverty) were cultural differences,
language handicaps, social allenation, and
disaffection. In this sense, the Negro huddled
in the urban ghettos, the Puerto Rican poor
In search of economic opportunity on the
mainland, and the Mexican-American poor,
largely an urban minority, are not newcomers
to the American schools, nor do they present
American educators with new problems. The
American poor, traditionally, are the ingre-
dients out of which our social institutions
have fashioned the sinews of greatness.

In its efforts to “assimilate” all of its
charges, the American school assimilated
(and in consequence very often destroyed)
the cultural identity of the child; it forced
him to leave his ancestral language at the
schoolhouse door; it developed in the child
a haunting ambivalence of language, of cul-
ture, of ethniecity, and of self-affirmation. It
held up to its children mirrors in which they
saw not themselves, but the stereotyped
middle-class, white, English-speaking child
who embodied the essences of what the Amer-
ican child was (or ought) to be. For the
minority child, the images which the school
fashioned were cruel deceptions. In the en-
forced acculturation there were bitterness
and confusion; but tragically, too, there was
the rejection of the well-springs of identity,
and more often than not, the fallure of
achievement. The ghettoization of the Euro-
pean immigrant is, in substance, exactly
analogous to the ghettoization of the Negro,
Puerto Rican ,and Mexican-American poor.
Louis Wirth, a long time ago, called attention
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to the vitality of the ghetto in its mainte-
nance of the life-styles, languages, and cul-
tures of a minority people assaulted by the
main institutions of a dominant society.
When the Congress discovered poverty in
the enactment of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, and fashioned the cornucopia
out of which the schools have plucked end-
less “goodies,” the schools largely fashioned
programs born out of this new federal largesse
which reflected their continuing pursuit of
the stereotyped middle-class, white, English-
speaking child in whose image all of our
children were to be cast. And so Head Start
taught its children middle-class table man-
ners; the Neighborhood Youth Corps took its
social adventurers to museums and opera
houses whenever they could be found; Up-
ward Bound, too, became preoccupied with
the cultural refurbishing of its charges and
took for granted miraculous cognitive blos-
soming; and Title I Programs of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act did
a whole host of things which were designed to
elevate “culturally deprived” children ta
levels of middle-class conformism, de rigueur.

THE NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING CHILD

Those of us who have been concerned with
Puerto Rican children in our major cities
have for some time struggled with what was
actually a very old problem. If all children
presented themselves to the American schools
with many differences, how graphic was the
immediate difference epitomized in the non-
English speaking child. The history of the
American school has not been the evangel-
ical trlumph which the New England sage
and historian Ellwood Cubberley sketched in
such bold relief; rather, the non-English
speaking child (almost inevitably in a con-
text of poverty) was the easy victim of cul-
tural assault, and his ancestral language was
at once a target against which the school
mounted relentless resources.

Against this tragic background and
quixotic effort, largely unnoticed, has been
a “sleeper” amendment to the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act which in es-
sence would propose that we wash away the
haunting ghosts of ethnocentrism and cul-
tural affection, and turn to the meaning-
ful cultivation of individual differences
which better reflect the pluralistic base out
of which the children of an open soclety
truly come.

THE BLEEFER AMENDMENT

The history of this “sleeper"” amendment
is a good illustration of what EKenneth Clark
has characterized as ““the dilemmas of power."”
Where would one have sought the power in
the Congress to recognize the particular
needs of Puerto Rican children, if previous
Congresses had chosen largely to ignore those
millions of children who were non-English
speaking who had passed through the portals
of the school? The tactic here was obviously
to relate the Puerto Rican child to the needs
of another group long indigenous in our
soclety but equally long disenfranchised, and
for whom English was not the native lan-
guage. In the five state area of the South-
west (Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Arizona
and California) there are at least 1.75 million
school children with Spanish surnames,
whose linguistie, cultural and psychological
handicaps cause them to experience, in gen-
eral, academic failure in our schools, or at
best lmit them to only mediocre success.
The Mexican-American child classically
demonstrated that an almost inevitable con-
comitant of poverty was low educational
achievement. Thus, it was out of unlikely
Texas that an extraordinary amendment to
the ESEA was proposed: an unlikely prove-
nance, since one would have expected that
the provisions of this liberal and enlightened
amendment would have been born in the
great egalitarian citadels of the North.

On January 17, 1967 Ralph Yarborough
(D.-Texas) introduced in the Senate of the
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United States S. 428, which proposed “To
amend the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tlon Act of 1965 in order to provide assistance
to local educational agencies in establishing
bilingual American education programs and
to provide certain other assistance to promote
such programs.” At long last the Congress
had before it legislation which would legiti-
matize the cultivation of individual differ-
ences in our schools. Understandably, Senator
Yarborough was concerned with the problems
of his Mexican-American constituents, but
his bill explicitly noted that: “For the pur-
pose of this Title, Spanish-speaking ele-
mentary and secondary students means ele-
mentary and secondary school students born
in, or one or both of whose parents were born
in, Mexico or Puerto Rico, and, in states for
which such information is available, other
students with Spanish surnames.” The very
proposal of the bill was tantamount to the
recognition that Mexican-American children
had been neglected by American schools. But
Senator Yarborough’s legislation went far
beyond this elemental recognition. It pro-
posed (1) bilingual educational programs;
(2) the teaching of Spanish as the native
language; (3) the teaching of English as a
second language; (4) programs designed to
impart to Spanish-speaking students a
knowledge of and pride in their ancestral
culture and language; (5) efforts to attract
and retain as teachers promising individuals
of Mexican or Puerto Rican descent; and (86)
efforts to establish closer cooperation hetween
the school and the home. What extracrdinary
proposals! Those millions of children who
had been denied what a mature society was
now proposing might well have served as a
Greek chorus intoning soclal amens.

As was to be expected, Senator Yarbor-
ough's bill (which had as co-sponsors both
Mr. Javits and Mr. KEennedy of New York)
created a flurry of activity in the House
(though largely unnoticed outside the Con-
gress) and a veritable spate of companion
House bills were proposed, chief amongst
which was H.R, 9840 mounted by James H.
Scheuer (D.-New York). Congressman
Scheuer would have everything that Senator
Yarborough had proposed, but he chose not
to accept the Yarborough bill's limitation of
its provisions to Spanish-speaking students.
For Congressman Scheuer the school would
respond in much the fashion that Yar-
borough proposed, no matter what the stu-
dent's native language might be, and Con-
gressman Scheuer simply chose to increase
five-fold the allocations which Senator Yar-
borough had proposed ($25,000,000 as against
$5,000,000 for fiscal 1967-68), and further to
allow participation by full-time nonpublic
school students (children in parish schools).

TOWARDS BILINGUALISM

There are of course some objections which
have been ralsed against the legislation.
Some linguists have objected to the pegging
of the bill to the poverty context, and have
been adamant in proposing that the bill be
unrestricted in its provisions and allow the
cultivation of a vast bilingual resource. But
this is truly another problem. What the
legislation has really proposed (no matter
how awkwardly, and with full cognizance
of all the programming intricacles which will
have to be worked out) is that the soclal
institution which is the school and which
serves the children of an open society must
build on the cultural strengths which the
child brings to the classroom: to cultivate
in this child ancestral pride; to reinforce
(not destroy) the language he natively
speaks; to cultivate his inherent strengths;
and to give this child the sense of personal
identification so essential to his social matu-
ration. We can only lament the lost oppor-
tunities of other eras. The legislation pro-
poses that there 1s no excuse for fallure at
this juncture in our soclety. Senator Yar-
borough's “sleeper” legislation will have
thrust greatness upon him, and Texas will
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have become in educational history as il-
lustrious as Massachusetts, In August, 1967
his Senate Bill 428 was unanimously reported
out of the Senate Sub-Committee on Educa=
tion, and in the closing sessions of the 90th
Congress became law. In the long interim
which followed, a reluctant Congress finally
authorized $7.56 million for fiscal 1969.

Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Robert H. Finch said on February 12,
1969, that he considered prompt, massive
upgrading of bilingual education one of the
major imperatives confronting HEW. He an-
nounced at the same time that he was es-
tablishing a new post, Special Assistant to
the Commissioner of Education for Bilingual
Education, as a first step in meeting this
challenge. Proposals requesting some 847
million were received prior to the December
20, 1968, deadline from local agencies in
40 states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico. Following review of the pro-
posals by a panel of outside experts, selected
applicants were asked by the Office of Edu-
cation to submit formal proposals by May 5,
1969, for final evaluation. From a $7.5 million
budget for the program for fiscal 1969, direct
grants are to be made to those agencles that
propose programs and activities which pre-
sent innovative solutions to bilingual educa-
tional problems. Projects must focus on
schools that have a high concenfration of
children of limited English-speaking ability
and who come from families earning less than
$3,000 per year. Emphasis may be on planning
and developing research projects; conducting
pilot projects to test the effectiveness of
plans; developing special instructional ma-
terlals; and providing tralning for teachers,
teacher aides, and counselors. Bilingual edu-
cational activities may be designed to impart
to students a knowledge of the history and
culture related to their languages; establish
closer cooperation between the school and
the home; and provide preschool and adult
educational programs related to bilingual
education.

Seventy-seven public school agencies in 27
states have been invited by the U.S. Office of
Education to prepare formal proposals for
grants under the authority of the $7.5 mil-
lion Bilingual Education Program, Title VII
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, as amended. These education agencies
were selected from 312 which submitted pre-
liminary proposals to the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation by the December 20, 1968 deadline.
Approved projects will be operating during
the 1869-70 school year.

COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY THE
COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I re-
cently had the opportunity to read the
commencement address delivered at Mc-
Pherson College, McPherson, Kans., on
May 24, 1970, by the Comptroller Gen-
eral, Elmer B. Staats. It is an excellent
statement. It deserves the attention of
Senators.

Addressing the graduation seniors, Mr.
Staats makes a very fundamental point:

The question is not where do you go from
here—this day, from this campus—but where
do we all go—as a people and as a natlon.

This is a simple, but at the same time
a profound observation. Youth too often
think they must create a world which
is somehow separate from their elders.
Adults too often think of youth as being
concerned with problems which are
somehow unrelated to their own, We are
all in the same boat, so to speak. We are
all confronted with the most important
and fundamental question: Can we, in-
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deed, as Mr. Staats inquires, “govern our-
selves—rationally, efficiently, and effec-
tively”? This question is being tested as
never before.

Mr, Staats’ observations on the nature
of this challenge and what we may do
to meet it are appropriate and penetrat-
ing.

I ask unanimous consent that the ad-
dress, entitled “Where Do We Go From
Here?"” be printed in the REcorbp.

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

WHERE Do WE Go From HERE?

I appreciate the invitation to be here this
afternoon, but I must confess to a slight
element of surprise, I suppose I would have
to be categorized these days as a member
of the Establishment, coming as I do from
Washington; being the head of an agency;
being a member of the Board of Trustees;
and, most important, belng past the half-
century mark, age-wise.

McPherson College is fortunate in having
as its President a progressive, dedicated, and
energetic leader. Come to think of it, any
college is pretty lucky to have a president
these days!

It's “in"—or should I say “Mod"—these
days to criticize the college president if not
actually to physically oust him from his of-
fice. That happened at the American Uni-
versity in Washington recently. Dr. Wesley
Posvar, Chancellor of the Unlversity of Pitts-
burgh, remarked on this point, saying that
it is easy for any college president to be
criticized by the far left or the far right, for
that matter. “If he is particularly adroit,”
Dr. Posvar added, “he can even manage to
be criticized by both of them—simul-
taneously.”

There may of course be no such thing as
a typical college or a typical college presi-
dent. But, if college presidents are restless
these days, it is because they have a variety
of publics and constituencies, nearly all of
whom are restless: disturbed students,
alarmed faculty, inquiring trustees, con-
cerned alumni, annoyed parents, critical poli-
ticians, scolding news media, and a wor-
ried public which wonders—to put it mild-
ly—what is going on out there on the Ameri-
can campus.

I suppose this is why one college presi-
dent's wife recently stated: “The only peo-
ple who should be university presidents are
the friendless, the orphaned, and bachelors.”

The traditional commencement address
designed to inspire, to congratulate, and
to bid bon voyage has no place in this
year—the beginning of what may be the
most fateful decade in our Nation’s history.
President Eennedy once remarked that this
generation—your generation—has within its
power to be the best generation of all time
or it can be the last generation. He was, of
course, referring to the tools we have to
create a great society if we will but find the
way to use them.

These are puzzling, difficult, and sobering
days for all of us. They seem to defy ex-
planation, description, or rational analysis.
Each day we are confronted with new evi-
dence—carried in the press, on the radio
and television, and even in the theater and
arts—that not all is well, to put it mildly.
Protests, riots, growth of crime and drug
addiction, and the thwarting of mores of
soclety have become familiar and almost
standard daily news items, providing a sub=
ject of endless debate among commenta-
tors, psychologists, psychiatrists, sociologists,
and commencement speakers, end on end.

It would be simple if we could explain all
of this because of our frustration with the
war in Vietnam. Vietnam is certainly a ma-
jor factor, but similar unrest among younger
people has extended to Japan, Mexico, Can-
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ada, Europe, and elsewhere—countries which
are only remotely if at all involved with
Vietnam.

Some would say that the explanation
lies with concern over a possible nuclear
confrontation, a threat made more real be-
cause of the proposed deployment of the
antiballistic missile. Yet, why should youth
feel that it has a monopoly on this con-
cern? Youth is joined in this audible con-
cern by an estimated half of the United
States Senate, led by men in their 60's—
Fulbright of Arkansas, Gore of Tennessee,
Symington of Missouri, and Cooper of Ken-
tucky. And what about the President and
faculty of McPherson College? And what
about your parents? And what about the
deep concern of the vast majority of the
American people?

You on the college campus of today are
of a different time and a different world.
You were born and are being reared in the
atomic age where science can be our salva-
tion or our destruction. We are all in this
highly complicated and technical age to-
gether. Your speaker is in it with you, Your
parents and your friends are in it with you.
Here we all are, together.

The question is not where do you go from
here—this day, from this campus—but where
do we all go—as a people and as a nation?

The ubiquitous atom knows no such thing
as a generation gap. This point was well
illustrated by the late Senator Iobert F.
Eennedy in his memoir of the Cuban mis-
sile crisis called “Thirteen Days."” He recalls
that when President Kennedy called to-
gether a group of advisors at the start of
that crisis, General Shoup, then Command-
ant of the Marine Corps, said: “You are in
a pretty bad fix, Mr. President.” President
EKennedy—who was then 45 years old—re-
sponded to the older man: “You are in it
with me.”

Perhaps some would blame today’'s wide
unrest on the role of the news media—es-
peclally television—saying that the problem
is that two much publicity is given to a
fringe minority which, if ignored, would
probably grow tired of what appears to &
majority as senseless, juvenile acts designed
to attract attention by rebellion against au-
thority and encouraged to continue by the
attention given by the mass media and the
endless pictorial parade of these antics.

Still others would say that we are caught
up in a generation gap and that the solution
lies in placing students on advisory boards of
universities, providing more opportunities for
dialogue, and finding ways to make social
improvement more responsive against the
impersonality and unweildiness of big gov-
ernment, big universities, and just plain big-
ness, generally, which make democratic
institutions slow to respond to change.

There are others who would explain the
phenomena as stemming from the influences
arising from the revolution in communica-
tions that has taken place since the close of
World War II, and particularly the role of
television. Former President James Perkins of
Cornell, who was one of the first college presi-
dents to experience the direct effects of un-
rest firsthand—commented sometime ago
that today's student “has grown up eyeball
to eyeball with the world through TV." It
is easier to focus on what is happening in
Chicago, Berkeley, Tokyo, or Paris than what
is going on in our own communities. It is
easier to listen to the philosophy of Martin
Luther King or Eugene McCarthy or Abble
Hoffman firsthand on television than to con-
centrate on the writings of Socrates, Rous-
seau, or Thomas Jefferson. And don’t mini-
mize the influences that arise from the fact
that we are more and more an urban society.
‘This interpretation takes place when groups
organize or come into conflict, frequently
quite separate and apart from, and possibly
having far more influence than, those influ-
ences of traditional institutions of family,
church, bosses, or teachers,
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Some or all of these explanations may be
in order, and I have no clear-cut answers to
give; but answers—and action—are essential.
All of us are involved. And so must we all be
involved in seeking solutions.

The experlence of one group which be-
came involved is revealing—all members un-
der age 30—serving as assistant city manag-
ers in northern California. Now age 30 may
strike some of you as a pretty ancient age;
it seemed 50 to me when I was in college.
Interestingly, in a survey of 76 members of
this group—all only 3 or 4 years off the
campus—of the prlority problems and issues
heading their list as needing attention, what
do you suppose was the subject selected?
You guessed it: the difficulty in fully com-
prehending what seems to be a change In
the values and conditions of behavior of the
“now"” generation.

We all know that dissent is an American
heritage running back to our 17th and 18th
century beginnings. At the risk of oversim-
plification, let me mention that two of the
most popular characteristics in American fie-
tion, Tom Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn,
were dissenters in their own ways—especially
Huckleberry. Tom frequently ran away from
his mentor, Aunt Polly. And Huckleberry had
no use for Hannibal, Missourl, the Estab-
lishment of his day. Huck’s enemy was civi-
lization itself as is the case with some young
people now.

And, of course, it’s just possible you have
heard of the Boston Tea Party, the Whisky
Rebellion, and the labor riots of the 1870's.
Sound familiar?

Dissent and protest have been present
throughout histery, going back to the reaches
of time. Witness the following:

“Our youth now love luxury. They have
bad manners and contempt for authority.
They show disrespect for their elders and love
idle chatter in place of exercise. Children now
are tyrants—not the servants of the house-
hold. They no longer rise when elders enter
the room. They contradict their parents,
chatter before company, gobble up their food
and tyrannize their teachers.”

Yes, very familiar indeed! They are words
attributed to Socrates about 4560 B.C.

I was born in a world that never dreamed
of space satellites, that would have never
thought of a flight to the moon as even a
remote possibility. Lindbergh's flight to Paris
which seemed the acme of achievement took
place when I was age 14, and only in books
like George Orwell's '1984" was it imagined
that pletures might be sent through the
ether. No one conceived of a computer in a
more advanced stage than a hand-operated
adding machine or a Chinese abacus,

But you have never known a world without
these things. In that sense you did not have
to make radical adjustments in your accept-
ance of things that are. They were here when
you got here. They are normal to you. You
are making use of them already. You will
make much greater use of them as your
futures unfold. And those of your generation
in the world community will, I predict, find
ways to live in a world of nuclear weapons
by keeping them in storage or by rendering
them obsolete.

In this sense we all share the theme under-
lying Dr. Martin Luther King's “I have a
dream™ speech of 1964, for that was a speech
about the future, too. We all place our hopes
on our children and on youth. Those of us
who have spent our lives working, whether
in business, in Government, or in the univer-
sitles, can never stop working for a better
future.

So the real gap and the main thesis of my
remarks this afternoon is not so much the
generation gap as it is a “value” gap or an
“institutional” gap. We have not yet found
the counterpart to the Salk wvaccine, the
transistor, and the computer in our social
institutions. We have learned how to trans-
plant human hearts; we have not learned
to transplant new soclal values into obsolete
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local government and rigid

forms of
institutions.

It seems to me that the key must somehow
rest not with protest, but with participation
through organized soclety—Government and
nongovernment—Iif we are to have a reason-
able chance of defining our objectives ac-
ceptably for the diverse interests of soclety.
There is a corollary, and that is a willingness
to accept responsibility and a self-discipline
both of individuals and of groups to work
toward constructive solutions. Alexander
Hamilton sald in 1794 that “Government is
that power by which individuals In society
are kept from doing injury to each other,
and are brought to cooperate to a common
end.” This is equally true—especially true—
today.

For those who say that youth should work
through established channels to achieve
change, I say let's give the 18-year-old the
right to vote.

And for those of us who have the right
to vote, I say let's use it rather than having
candidates nominated and elected by a small
handful of voters.

And for those who want to get involved—
there are places for volunteer hospital aldes,
social workers, assistants in juvenile courts,
and literally thousands of other places where
those with a sense of purpose can build—not
destroy—a free society.

In the critical days of World War II, in
May 1944, a vast “I am an American Day”
ceremony was held in Central Park in New
York City. The thousands there included
many new citizens—escapees from Nazl Ger-
many and Communist Russia. The speaker
was Justice Learned Hand, who served for
40 years on the Federal Bench and who
came to be known throughout the world for
his defense of the principles of freedom and
of the rights of individual citizens.

Mr. Justice Hand’s comments on that oc-
casion need to be reread by all people, but
most of all by those who are engaging in the
open dissent so prevalent today, He sald in
part:

“What do we mean when we say that first
of all we seek liberty? I often wonder whether
we do not rest our hopes too much upon
constitutions, upon laws and upon courts.
These are false hopes; believe me, these are
false hopes. Liberty lies in the hearts of men
and women; when it dies there, no constitu-
tion, no law, no court can save it; no con-
stitution, no law, no court can even do much
to help it. While it lies there it needs no con-
stitution, no law, no court to save it. And
what 1s this liberty which must lle in the
hearts of men and women? It is not the
ruthless, the unbridled will; it is not freedom
to do as one llkes. That is the denial of lib-
erty, and leads straight to its overthrow. A
society in which men recognize no check
upon their freedom soon becomes a soclety
where freedom is the possession of only a
savage few, as we have learned to our
sorrow."”

The liberty that Mr. Justice Hand describes
will require better management of govern=
ments than anything the world has known
in the past. If man can improve his circum-
stances through technological invention, it is
logical to believe that he can—Iif he wishes
and as he wishes—Improve his capabilities
in the art of government. The famous Eng-
lish poet and historian Samuel Coleridge
wrote many years ago that “experience is like
the stern lights on a ship. It {lluminates only
the past.” We must understand where we
have been if we are to know where we plan
to go. Someone has said that we must look
back to see the longer view when going
uphill,

Many would agree that President Kennedy
was not a great political leader and certainly
not an experienced Government executive.
Rather, his great contribution was that he
symbolized and articulated a sense of dedi-
cation and of purpose not only for the United
States, but also for the entire world. When
he said in his inaugural address on that cold
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day in January 1961, “And so, my fellow
Americans, ask not what your country can
do for you: Ask what you can do for your
country,” he voiced a goal for those who
would build and not destroy. Out of this goal
came the Peace Corps which now numbers
more than 11,000, serving In 57 nations,
nearly 450 of these young people, inciden-
tally, came from the State of Kansas. Listen
to the words of the head of a newly inde-
pendent nation in Africa:

" .. When I read and hear of the grow-
ing disenchantment in the developed nations
over external ald and technical assistance,
when I learn of the international resources
which are being consumed in military con-
frontations, I cannot help wishing that there
were a few more people who could recognize
the impact which fifty-two young men and
women are capable of making in a country
such as mine , . ."”

Testimonials, such as this, can be testl-
monials for those of us here at home In our
communities, cities, and counties. Define
these goals we must, because the problems of
our society can only increase as we become
more densely populated, more urbanized,
more industrialized; and along with these go
a need for mass transportation and better
communication. These, in turn, create pow-
erful forces that tend to weaken the tradi-
tional roles of family, church, and town hall
as constructive disciplinary units in society.

In 1940, not long after I completed college,
the population of the United States was
about 130 million pecple. We are now a na-
tion of 200 million. In the year 2000 we will
have a population of nearly 340 million.

Accent on the positive that is a part of
our national character will continue to create
new products and new foods to meet the liv-
ing requirements of some 200 to 300 million
men, women, and children in the final dec-
ades of the 20th century. Our economic sys-
tem can provide not just the necessaries of
life for so many people but also a satisfying
degree of abundance as well.

Yet even in the United States with the
highest average income in the world, more
than 20 milllon people are living in poverty
under the income definition used by the
United States Department of Labor—40 per-
cent of whom are children under age 18.

We must take action to limit population
growth. The world’'s population of 3.5 billlon
will double in about 30 years unless drastic
new and additional steps are taken. About
one third of this total is already undernour=-
ished. One gloomy writer concludes from
that: “the human race has, maybe, thirty-
five years left. After that people will start
eating plankton—or people.”

The prospect and promise for more goods
and services, less polluted rivers, fewer high-
school dropouts, less racial tension, less-
crowded cities, and better health are based
on more than the explosion of science and
technology symbolized by the success of the
space program. They are related also to the
phenomena noted by Alexis de Tocqueville,
the French political observer of the American
scene 130 years ago. He saw in it the pattern
he called “political diffusion” and predicted
that In the United States the many would
demand what in other countries was reserved
for the few. His prediction has been validated
in mass prosperity, universal sufirage, mass
literacy, and mass higher education.

Alfred North Whitehead, one of the great
philosophers of our time, once remarked that
science as we know it could have arisen only
in the matrix of centuries of Christian civill-
gation, since only a profound faith in the
values of the natural order could have pro-
vided the motivation for Its dedicated and
total commitment to the elucidation of that
order.

But I remain deeply concerned about our
abllity to govern ourselves—rationally, effi-
ciently, and effectively. This is the more diffi-
cult problem. It will take all the excellence
that we can accumulate to meet the chal-
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lenge of mass soclety by maintaining sound
and solvent governments—Federal, State, and
local—capable of using our modern tech-
nology to meet our pressing social needs.

As John Gardner, Chairman of the Na-
tional Urban Coalition, said the other day
in a speech he was not allowed to deliver be-
fore the Illinois Constitutional Convention:

“But there is in us as Americans something
better than fear and anger and prejudice,
something better than selfishness, something
better than the lazy, comfortable inclina-
tion to blame others.

“There is in us, if our leaders will ask for
it, the courage and stamina to face our prob-
lems honestly, to admit that we ourselves are
partly to blame for them, and to identify
paths of constructive actlon.

. - - L L]

“It 1s essential that we bring about a ren-
aissance of politics in this country. We must
open up clogged channels. We must bring
a vitality to political life that will attract
good men and women. We must repair rusty
and outworn machinery. We must renew the
system.”

Against this kind of background it is only
natural that we think about the role of the
public service and the public servant—not
only the mayor, the governor, and the legis-
lator, but all those in Government who hold
particular responsibilities and have, there-
fore, a speclal opportunity to deal with the
problems which have given rise to the unrest
in our Nation.

Some of you undoubtedly will enter some
branch of the public service. You may do so
as administrators or in some technical or
‘professional capacity. One of the areas of
greatest need in the next decade will be in the
expansion of professional and technical skills
needed by Government. As we extend and
improve as rapidly as possible urban renewal
efforts, as we create new ground transporta-
tion systems to handle the growing popula-
tion, and as we develop our ocean resources
for new foods—as we do all these and many
more things on expanding scales—there will
be continuous and rising need for trained
professionals.

There is a story told by Brooks Hays, the
former Congressman from Arkansas, about
President Lincoln, which illustrates the
change in role of the Government employee.
Lincoln told of the king in Africa who had a
court minister whose main job was to fore-
cast the weather. It was important to know
what the weather would be when the king
wanted to go hunting.

One day the king wanted to go hunting,
and the minister told him it was a good day
to go. They got down the road a little ways
and came across a farmer. The farmer said,
“King, I wouldn't advise you to go hunting
today because it's golng to rain.” The king
turned to the minister and sald, “Is that
right?" “No,"” the minister replied, “It's go-
ing to be a fine day.” He got down to the
hunting area and it started to raln. It was
& terrible storm.

On the way back, the king found this
farmer and said, “Look, how did you know
it was going to rain? My minister was so sure
it was golng to be a good day.” “Well,” the
farmer replied, “don’t give me any credit. It
was really my jackass who always forecasts
the rain.” “How can he tell?” “Well, when-
ever he’s got those ears up forward, you know
it's going to rain.” The king thought about
this for a while and decided he would dismiss
his minister and hire the jackass as his
weather forecaster.

Lincoln sald that the moral of this story
is that the king made a great mistake. Ever
since that time, every jackass in the country
has been looking for a Government job!

Having been in the public service 30 years,
I know how necessary it is that the Federal
Government be served by highly trained pub-
lic servants. I don't want to suggest that
Washington has or should attempt to monop-
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olize talent. There must be able, devoted
people at all governmental levels.

The problems and challenges of Govern=-
ment are legion. They require the talents of
virtually all professional fields:

Conducting medical research at the labora-
tories at the Natlonal Institutes of Health,
Bethesda, Maryland;

Controlling jet aircraft nolse at NASA's
Lewis Laboratory in Cleveland, Ohio;

Supervising the development of a glant air
transport manufactured by the Lockheed Air-
craft Company at Marletta, Georgla;

Supervising Peace Corps staff in a remote
point in Africa;

Conducting operations research for a mass
transportation program for the corridor be-
tween Boston and Washington;

Reviewing research grant applications for
the National Science Foundation;

Developing experimental eduecation pro-
grams for underprivileged children;

Providing nursing care in a veterans' hos-
pital in Denver;

Teaching in an Indian school in Montansa;
or

Serving as a Forest Ranger in Idaho.

Each year the Junior Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States, more popularly
known as the Jaycees, makes 10 awards for
the outstanding young men in the PFederal
Government. I was pleased that one of the
young men In our Office received the award
this past year for the outstanding work that
he did in a study of the effectiveness of the
Government's anti-poverty programs, He is
a graduate of Creighton University in Omaha
and later earned a law degree.

Another winner, Robert Jordan, aged 33,
Speclial Assistant to the BSecretary of the
Army, has responsibility for the administra-
tion of civil liberties within the Army, As if
that i1sn't enough, he is responsible for su-
pervising the work of the Corps of En-
gineers for the entire country.

Eugene Kranz, aged 33, is the Chief of the
Flight Control Division of the space
program.

Richard Deslattes is a young physicist who
designed and constructed a device for meas-
uring the distance between atoms and is
one of the leaders in the field of X-ray
spectroscopy.

Records such as these could be listed in
the thousands—people doing important
work, interesting work, and—above all—
work which they find satisfying because they
are involved in the solution of problems, the
acute and difficult problems which we have
been discussing.

All these illustrations involve the Federal
Government, but the same challenges and
problems exist in State government and lo-
cal government, and a growing number of
not-for-profit, voluntary, and industrial or-
ganizations are concerned with programs for-
merly reserved exclusively to Government.

Over the next 4 years, the Federal Govern-
ment will need 30,000 more scientists and en-
gineers and 6,000 more specialists in health,
technology, and education,

Each year over the next decade, our Na-
tion will need 200,000 new public school
mi ers to keep up with the growing popula-
tion.

Whether we are concerned with Federal
Government, State government, local gov-
ernment, or participation in nongovernmen-
tal agencies, we must have highly trained
people and dedicated people.

These should be people who will work to
improve soclety, not destroy it; they should
be committed to the change of institutions
by making them better and more responsive
to the needs of people served by Government.

The meaning of what I have been trying
to say today 1s nowhere better expressed than
by John Gardner whom I quoted earlier.
Here are his words from a recent commence-
ment address:

“We now know beyond all doubt that na-
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tions die from within, and they are attacked
less often by traltors within the gate than
by traitors within the heart—complacency,
apathy, cynicism, intolerance, self-deception,
and an unwillingness on the part of the in-
dividual to lend himself to any worthy com-
mon purpose.”

H. G. Wells wrote in 1906 that Americans
were addicted to “a sort of optimistic fatal-
ism."” He was sa that Americans looked
upon difficulties and challenges as oppor-
tunities and not as obstacles.

This healthy philosophy is in sharp con-
trast to fatalistic statements heard too fre-
gquently today. One nuclear physicist recent-
1y defined an optimist as “someone who still
belleves the future is uncertain.”

The responsible citizen is one who 1is will-
ing to admit that he does not comprehend
the future in this dangerous era, yet he
knows he is called upon to deal with and
solve what he may not fully understand. We
can join, perhaps, with Charles Dickens in
his more balanced, although seemingly para-
doxical, opening lines of “A Tale of Two
Citles”:

“It was the best of times, 1t was the worst
of times, it was the age of wisdom, It was
the age of foollshness; it was the epoch of
belief, it was the epoch of incredulity; it was
the season of light, it was the season of dark~
ness; it was the spring of hope, it was the
winter of despair.”

Perhaps even more appropriate for you
graduates is a quotation attributed to a
Frenchman named de Grellet who died more
than 100 years ago:

“I shall pass through this world but once.
If, therefore, there be any kindness I can
show, or any good thing I can do, let me
do it now; let me not defer it or neglect 1t,
for I shall not pass this way again.”

In these days of discouragement and strife
it is worth recalling an inscription on the
wall of a bomb shelter, deep below the Co-
logne Cathedral in Germany, carved during
the height of the allled bombing:

“There is love in this world though it
cannot be shown;

“There is a yearning for peace if we can
but find a way to express it;

“God is in the world even when He is
silent.”

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 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.

To this end, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a list of
crimes committed within the District yes-
terday as reported by the Washington
Post. Whether the list grows longer or
shorter depends on Congress.

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

Two GEORGE WASHINGTON COEDS RAFPED,

ROBBED

Two George Washington University coeds
were raped and robbed at gunpoint early yes-
terday by four men who approached them

at their home in Northwest Washington,
police reported.

One of the victims, a 22 year old, told police
the men began talking to her and a friend
while they were sitting on the front porch
of the house shortly after 1 a.m. yesterday.

One of the men pulled out a gun and or-
dered, “Take us to the bedroom,” according
to police. The woman led them to the bed-
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room where her 21-year-old roommate was
in bed.

After forcing her friend to lie face down
on a bed and covering him with a blanket,
each of the four men raped the 22 year old,
police said. One of them then raped the other
coed, they said.

The victims told police their assailants
looted their pocketbooks and took a hair
dryer, a clock-radio, jewelry and other items.

In other serious crimes reported by area
police up to 6 p.m. yesterday:

STOLEN

A man’s wallet containing $180 in cash
and a pocketbook containing &70 in cash
and 8500 in traveler'’s checks were stolen
sometime between 2 and 7 am., Sunday
from a room at the Statler Hilton Hotel,
16th and K Streets NW., which was regis-
tered to Arthur Joseph and May Fox, of
New York.

A cash register and a quantity of ice
cream were stolen between 1 p.m. Satur-
day and 7 a.m. Sunday from Rabault Junior
High School, EKansas and North Dakota
Avenues NW., when the first-floor cafeteria
was burglarized.

A $1,150 gold chaln with a ruby and
diamond, a $400 gold bracelet, three gold
chains each worth $150, a gold watch, an
$800 gold pendant, a 8350 dlamond pin, an
$800 diamond ring and a $1,000 diamond
ring, with a total value of #4970, were stolen
from the dresser in the upstairs bedroom at
the home of Jerome Howitz, 3008 Corland
Pl. NW.

Approximately $515 in cash was stolen
sometime between 11:30 p.m. Saturday and
5:30 am, Sunday from Lucia and Anthony
Favuzzi, of Union City, NJ., when their
room at the Lafayette Hotel, 16th and I
Streets NW., was burglarized.

A television set and an adding machine
were stolen between 1 p.m. Friday and 7:30
a.m. yesterday from Langston Elementary
School, North Capitol and P Streets NW.

An amplifier and a tape recorder with a
total value of $900, were stolen sometime
between 3:156 a.m. and 10 p.m. Sunday from
Bixby's Warehouse, 1211 Connecticut Ave.
NW.

A wall safe was looted, an office ransacked
and the metal craft shop broken into some-
time before 6 a.m. yesterday when burglars
entered Hine Junior High School, Tth Street
and Pennsylvania Ave, SE,

STABEED

James Richardson, of Washington, was
treated at Freedman's Hospital for arm
wounds he suffered during a fight with two
young men about 11:50 a.m. Saturday in the
400 block of Neal Place NW. Richardson was
wounded when one of the men held him
while the other stabbed him with a razor.

ASSAULTED

Anthony Love, of Washington, was ad-
mitted unconscious to Hadley Hospital after
he was hit in the face and head during a
fight about 2 a.m. Sunday on Rte. 295 with
a man who knocked him to the ground.

James 5. Watkins, of 122 Tennessee Ave.
NE. was admitted to Rogers Memorial Hos-
pital with facial wounds he suffered when
he was struck in the head by two women
wielding an unidentified object during a
fight about 3:056 a.m. Sunday at his home.

John Black, of Washington, was treated
at Washington Hospital Center for injuries
he suffered during an argument with a man
shortly after 1 a.m. at the intersection of
8d and H Streets NW. Black was injured
when a man with whom he was discussing a
traffic accident struck him in the face and
fled west in the 300 block of H Street.

Arthur Moore, of 19256 13th St. NW., was
struck over the head with a pipe during
& fight with a young man in his apartment
shortly after 4 p.m, Sunday.
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ROBBED

Tuesday's American gas station, 2501
Nichols Ave, SE., was held up about 5:30 a.m.
by two youths, The palr approached the
attendant and one of them drew a handgun
demanding, “This is a holdup. Give me the
money."” The youths escaped with the cash.

Clyde Cecil Cassidy, of Washington, was
robbed about 1:20 a.m. by three teen-agers
who yoked him at 7th and O Streets NW.
‘While they held Cassidy, one of the youths
forced him to surrender his cash and radio,
then they all fled on foot.

Joseph Borzl, of Washington, was held up
shortly after midnight Sunday as he was
standing at 25th and R Streets SE. Seven men
surrounded Borzi, took his pants containing
his wallet, money, papers and keys, and
escaped.

A woman in the 1400 block of Kanawha
Street, Langley Park, was robbed yesterday
by a man who entered her apartment at 10:15
a.m. and attempted to rape her before fleeing
with money from the apartment, Prince
George's County police said.

Raymond S. Melvin, of Bradbury Helghts,
was beaten and robbed when he tried to es-
cape from two bandits. The men approached
Melvin from behind as he was walking in the
2400 block of Nichols Avenue SE and asked
for his money. As Melvin tried to flee, the
pair chased him and, when they caught him,
began hitting him over the head. One of
them drew a knife and forced Melvin to hand
over his wallet, The pair then fled.

Donna Lombardo, of Landover, was held up
about 7:156 p.m. Sunday as she was waiting
for a traffic light at 6th and H Streets NE.
Five men approached her and three of them
stood in front of the car, blocking her path.
The others reached through the car window
and forced her to surrender her pocketbook.

Augustus Edwin Rogers, of Washington,
was beaten and robbed by two youths who
confronted him as he was walking west in
the 300 block of E Street NE. One of them
hit him across the back with a club and de-
manded his money and watch. The pair then
fled on foot, heading north on 4th Street.

Lourdes Triana, of Washington, was held
up about 6:30 p.m. Sunday by a youth
brandishing a knife who approached her as
she was walking in the 1100 block of 20th
Street NW. The youth forced her to give him
the bills she was carrying then fled into an
alley In the 1000 block of 20th Street NW.

Roosevelt Morgan Hubbard, of Washing-
ton, a taxi driver for Eastern Cab Co., was
held up by a man who hailed his cab about
4:30 am. Sunday at Minnesota and Deane
Avenues NE, After the driver took him to the
1100 block of Neal Street NE, the passenger
held a hard object at the back of the driver's
head. He then removed the bills and change
from Hubbard's pocket and the watch from
his arm and escaped on foot.

John M. Schlabach, of Washington, was
held up about 1:45 a.m. Sunday in the unit
block of 9th Street NE by two young men
who asked him for a match and then for di-
rections. One of the men then drew a revolver
and sald, “Walt a minute,” while two more
men grabbed Schlabach from the rear and
knocked him to the ground. After removing
his wallet, the four fled on foot.

Bill Milton Shaw, of Washington, was
treated at Rogers Memorial Hospital for in-
juries he suffered during a robbery shortly
after midnight Sunday. As Shaw was remov-
ing clothes from the rear of his car at 3d
and A Streets NE, two men jumped him
from behind. After hitting Shaw in the face,
his assallants took his wallet, money, travel-
ers' checks and watch.

‘Willle Beard, of Washington, was held up
about 9:40 a.m. by two young men who ap-
proached him from behind as he stepped
off & bus at Nichols Avenue and Mellon
Street SE. One of them pulled out a hand-
gun and sald, “Hold it right there and give
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me all your money.” While the gunman held
Beard at bay, the other man took the cash
from his pockets. Both men escaped into an
alley off of Mellon Street.

Beatrice C. Haxton, of Washington, was
treated at Providence Hospltals for injurles
she suffered during a robbery about 5:15 p.m.
on May 15. Two teen-agers approached her
at 14th and Emerson Streets NW and tried
to grab her pocketbook. When she resisted,
one of them struck her over the head with an
unidentified object.

Vincent Penna, of New York, was held up
shortly after 3 aim. by a youth concealing a
gun under his sweater. The youth confronted
Penna outside a building in the 1300 block
of 10th Street NW, forced him into the build-
ing and led him to the second floor, where
he was robbed of his cash and travelers’
checks.

Hubbard House, 1800 M St. NW, was held
up about 5:10 a.m. by four youths who or-
dered ice cream from the clerk. When he
replied that he had none, one of the youths
asked for change for a $10 bill. As the clerk
opened the cash drawer, the youth pulled
out a handgun and said, “Give me the cash."”
The employee handed him the money, then
the four entered a car occupied by two other
youths and drove off.

Elizabeth Jane Connell of 240 M St. SW,
was beaten and robbed Sunday by three boys
who surrounded her near her home. One of
them yoked her and knocked her to the
ground. As a second assailant reached for her
pocketbook, Miss Connell asked him to take
the money but leave her wallet. Taking only
the cash, the trio fled into the courtyard of
a building in the 300 block of M Street.

Rosebud Mack, of Washington, was robbed
about 10:45 p.m. Sunday as she was walking
home from church in the 1100 block of Clif-
ton Street NW. Two youths stopped her and
forced her to hand over her pocketbook and
Bible, then fled on foot.

BIG THICKET OF SOUTHEAST
TEXAS INSPIRES FILMMAEKERS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the Big Thicket of southeast Texas is the
subject of a movie being prepared for the
Texas State Historical Association. Two
young men, Jim Seymour and James
Vowell of Seymour Associates of Austin,
Tex., are preparing the film under grant
from the Moody Foundation of Gal-
veston, Tex.

This film will be available for televi-
sion, to schools, and nature, conserva-
tion, travel, and civic groups. This is
certainly a commendable project, cap-
turing the beauty of the Big Thicket on
film for the enjoyment of all citizens.
Seeing a film of the area is the next best
thing to being there. With my bill, S. 4,
to establish a 100,000-acre Big Thicket
National Park, the arca will be pre-
served so that people can enjoy this
beautiful and unique part of America
in person.

This film of the Big Thicket will in-
spire even more interest in this outstand-
ing area. The makers of the film have
caught the enthusiasm for the Big
Thicket. A recent article in the Beau-
mont Enterprise describes this film
project.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
article by Kim McMurray, published in
the Beaumont Enterprise of May 10,
1970.

There being no objection, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
THICKET 15 APTLY NAMED Pam FouING
PicTuRE For HisTory UniT Finp OutT
(By Kim McMurray)

SOMEWHERE IN THE BIG THICEET—
Two Austin men have found out in recent
months that the Big Thicket is very aptly
named.

The pair, Jim Seymour and James Vowell
of Seymour Associates, are making a motion
pleture about the Thicket for the Texas State
Historical Assoclation under a grant from
the Moody Foundation in Galveston.

SPENT WEEE

They have spent about a week and a half
in recent months thrashing about in the
wilderness filming flowers, birds, creeks and
bayous and people and places.

It doesn’t take anyone who accompanies
them long to discover that film-making,
especially of the Thicket, is a very tedious
procedure.

It also creates sticky situations—especially
when Seymour has to lie on the briar-covered
ground to get just the right angle on a jack-
in-the-pulpit or some other uncommon
flower.

CAMERA, SOUND

Hauling 75 pounds of camera and sound
equipment into the dense woods doesn't
make things any too easy either, but it hasn’t
dampened their enthusiasm.

Beymour does the filming and Vowell the
producing. The former is president of Sey-
mour Associates and Vowell is vice presi-
dent.

They have about two and one-half weeks
of filming left, and release date for the film
is tentatively set for Oct. 1. The movie will
be avallable for television syndication, and
to schools, nature, conservation, travel and
civic groups.

As an example of how tedious the filming
is, it takes five days to put 60 minutes on
film. That 60 minutes will be cut to about
10 minutes in the final editing. The film will
be 50 minutes long.

OLD DRAWINGS

Besides capturing the human, plant and
animal life in today's Thicket, an impor-
tant part of the film will also be a montage
of old drawings and pictures dating from
the early days of the Thicket up through
the 1930s and 1940s.

The pair is very impressed with the Thick-
et, Seymour says, “It's an incredible place.
It's hard sometimes to separate the lore
and legend from the facts, but it is clear
that the Thicket is a kind of ecological
anachronism—a patch of wilderness that's
unique in the U.S.”

Although the film won't get embroiled
in the park-size controversy, Seymour is in-
clined to go along with conservationists who
favor one large park. “One large, contiguous
area could be kept, or restored, as a wilder-
ness; it's better ecology. But how big should
the park be? Our film is not going to take
sides on that.”

What the film will be concerned with is
the urgency for saving the Thicket, and
there is little argument on that point.

BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE
RESCUE SQUAD

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the Be-
thesda-Chevy Chase Rescue Squad is
considered one of the outstanding volun-
teer units in the United States. Their
story was carried in a recent issue of the
U.S. Information Agency’s magazine,
Topic, which is published each month
for distribution in Africa in English,
French, and Arabic editions.
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Far too often, the efforts of volunteers,
working virtually an extra workweek to
serve others, remain unnoticed. I am
pleased that the debt of recognition can
be paid to this group, which represents
thousands of similar squads throughout
the country.

In a story which I commend to every
Senator, James W. Baker, of the USIA,
follows the men on a rescue mission,
traces the history of the Bethesda-Chevy
Chase Rescue Squad, and describes the
10-year career of the group’s chief, W.
Donald Sheaffer.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REcCORD.

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

THE RESCUE SQUAD: VOLUNTEERS REMAIN ON
CoNsTANT CALL To HELP THEIR FELLOWMEN

(By James W. Baker)

It was a hot summer night in Bethesda,
Maryland, a suburb of Washington, D.C.
In the second floor bunk room of the Be-
thesda-Chevy Chase Rescue Squad bulld-
ing on Auburn Avenue, five young men slept.
The hands on the big clock on the wall
showed 12:48 A M. That’s when the call came
into the switchboard downstalrs.

Lights in the bunk room flashed on. The
switchboard operator’s voice boomed out
over the intercom set: “Automobile aceldent
with injuries! Southbound lane of Route
270 at Route 495."

Within seconds the five young men had
scrambled into their clothes. Racing across
the floor of the bunk room they slid in
swift file down the big brass pole in the
corner of the room, plunging in rapld suc-
cession to the emergency vehicle garage
below.

David Dowling, 23, who works as a drafts-
man by day, ran to an ambulance and
jumped in behind the steering wheel. He was
quickly joined by Bill Eberlin, a stocky
college student home for the summer, and
Stanley Dameron, an off-duty sailor who
is stationed in Washington.

Meanwhile, John Pearson, a tall, rangy

county policeman who does volunteer duty
with the rescue squad on his nights off, had
climbed into the driver's seat of the 15-ton,
heavy-duty squad truck. Joining him in the
larger rescue vehicle was Leo Rosetta, &
heavy-set young man who just three weeks
earller returned from WViet Nam where he
served as a medical corpsman.
° Rubbing the sleep from his eyes, Dowling
touched the siren button on his ambulance,
as the two emergency vehicles wheeled onto
the avenue and headed at top speed north=
ward toward the area of the accident.

Less than five minutes later, the five rescue
squad volunteers surveyed the grisly scene
at the intersection of two highways. An
automobile was overturned on a grassy ems=-
bankment, balancing precariously at a 45-
degree angle. One man, who had been thrown
clear of the vehicle, lay on the ground 10
feet away, his jaw, his right leg—and pos-
sibly his skull—fractured. His breathing was
extremely labored.

John Pearson and I.eo Rosetta, working
silently and efficiently, inserted an airway
in the man's throat and began administer-
ing oxygen. They splinted his leg, treated him
for shock, and then gently eased the half-
conscious victim onto a plywood backboard
used for moving persons with fractured
bones.

By this time, huge floodlights on the heavy-
duty squad truck, operated by a generator
with power enough to light a soccer field,
were illuminating the scene of the accldent.

An ambulance from another volunteer res-
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cue squad in the area had arrived on the
scene and roared off to Suburban Hospital,
three miles away, with the first casualty.

Meanwhile, David Dowling and his two
aides had been busy with the second injured
man who was pinned beneath the tilted and
overturned car, his arm crushed beneath the
car's fender. In a few harrowing minutes,
Dowling and the other two rescue squadsmen
gentley edged the victim from under the
auto as police and other rescuers on the
scene lifted the teetering car, which threat-
ened to tumble down the embankment.

Dowling discovered immediately that the
man's breathing had stopped and began re-
suscitation. This was made doubly difficult
by the fact that this man also had a frac-
tured jaw. The rubber resuscitation mask
had to be applied very carefully to his face.
Once the victim’s breathing was restored,
Dowling noted his other injuries—broken
right arm, broken right leg, a possible con-
cussion—and decided it best to get him to
the hospital without further on-the-scene
first aid, The rescuers eased him into the
ambulance and because there was practically
no traffic at this time of morning, raced to
the hospltal at 90 miles an hour.

At the hospital emergency room, the rescue
squadsmen remained on the scene for more
than an hour, assisting the doctors and
nurses. It was 2:54 a.m. when the five res-
cuers signed in back at the squad’s head-
quarters building, hosed down their vehicles,
drank coffee and went back to bed to catch
about three hours' sleep before the hot mid-
summer sun streaked through their windows.

“I suppose you could call this a typlcal
call, although many we get are much less
serious than this one,” says 26-year-old W.
Donald sheaffer, chief of the Bethesda-Chevy
Chase Rescue Sqguad. And Sheaffer is more
or less typcal of the thousands of men from
all walks of life who voluntarily serve In
rescue squads throughout the United States.
A plumber who says he does “a little bit of
everything" for a local tile company, Shaf-
fer jolned the Bethesda squad in 1859, when
he was 16, by glving a false age. (Normally
the minimum age limit is 18.)

“My older brother was in the rescue squad
and I sort of grew up hearing about the
squad,” he recalls. “There was never any
question about my joining when I got old
enough. I knew a lot of the boys in the
squad. And they were short of members
then. So I didn't walt until I was 18. By the
time I completed my six-month probationary
period, they discovered I was underage. I
guesss they figured it was too late then to
kick me out.”

During tnose six months of probation,
Sheaffer, like all members of the Bethesda
outfit, stood duty at least one night a week,
going on scor:s of calls, both routine and
emergency. But he did little at the scene
other than observe the more experienced
men and occassionally help them with some
routine task. There were first ald and rescue
training sessions every duty night. After six
months, he completed his probationary pe-
riod and was elected a private in the rescue
squad.

As the months rolled by, Sheaffer com-
pleted the advanced first aid courses. As he
developed more experience, he found himself
involved in readering first aid and filling
other useful assignments when he went on
rescue calls. By July 1962 he had qualified to
drive a rescue vehicle and lead a team of less
experienced men on emergency calls. It was
then he was elected sergeant. Sheaffer found
he was putting in more and more time at
headquarters during his o hours, accom-
panying the squad members on more and
more calls. As his proficiency and interest
increased, he was elected to higher offices.
Then, in 1968, he was elected chief of the
100-man rescue squad.
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As Chief, Sheaffer finds he has little time
to a: swer rescue calls, Leaving this aspect of
the job to the younger, newer members of
the squad, he devotes an increasing amount
of his time—about 25 hours a week—to ad-
ministrative matters.

Before he was elected head of the organiza-
tion, Sheaffer figures he roared out of the
garage in an emergency vehicle approxi-
mately 4,000 times, answering calls ranging
from the routine transport of an invalid to
a major disaster such as a plane crash, In
between there were calls to rescue children
from a raging river, give first ald to in-
jured fire fighters, provide emergency treat-
ment to auto accident victims, deliver babies
and even rescue an occasional kitten from a
tree. Over the years, most of the calls
Sheaffer has responded to have merged in
his mind, but a few experlences still stand
out.

His most satisfying call?

“About seven years ago I answered a call
to ald a man who had had a heart attack,” he
recalls. “We got there about 11 o'clock at
night and began administering oxygen. When
the doctor arrived he sald the man was too i1l
to be moved. Two other squadsmen and I
stayed with the man until 7 o'clock the next
morning, administering oxygen constantly.
We had to send the ambulance back to head-
quarters several times for more oxygen. After
eight hours the doctor said the man could be
moved safely. We took him to the hospital
then—and we got him there allve. We all
felt pretty good about that.”

Not all calls are so harrowing. Sheaffer sald
he once answered the telephone at the squad
bullding and heard a woman say breathless-
ly: “Come quick! It's my baby!" Realizing
that a choking baby can live only a few min-
utes without first ald, Sheaffer and two other
squadsmen raced to the home at breakneck
speed. There they found the elderly mother
with her "baby,” a six-foot-two-inch, 80-
year-old man with a nosebleed.

The rescue squad Sheaffer heads is con-
sidered one of the outstanding units in the
United BStates. The Bethesda-Chevy Chase
unit was formed right after World War II—in
1945—Dby a handful of veterans returning
from the military service who saw the need
for such a service in the rapidly-growing sub-
urbs around America’s capltal. The squad
started with two secondhand station wagons
for ambulances and 10 volunteers. Today
the unit has its own two-story brick head-
quarters bullding, seven fully equipped am-
bulances, two heavy-duty squad trucks, a
mobile kitchen, a boat for river rescues, the
loan of a helicopter and 100 volunteers,

The squad is run with military precision.
Ranking officers give commands that are fol-
lowed without question. The second-floor
squad room is spotless. Work details are post-
ed on the bulletin board. Duty rosters are
prepared and a crew of five to 12 men is on
duty each night from 7 p.m. until 7 a.m.
(During the day two pald men are on duty
and volunteers are on call at their jobs if
needed; the squad recently mobilized 60 men
at 5 a.m. when a fire broke out in an office
building next door to the rescue squad head-
quarters. “Also,” says Sheaffer, “we have
salesmen, students and others with irregu-
lar hours who can take duty during the day-
time when most people are at work.”

Despite the fact that practically all the
manpower is volunteer work, it still costs
the squad about $150,000 a year to operate
and maintain its building and fleet of vehi-
cles. (Last year the squad answered 6,641
calls, an average of 127 a week, or about 18
a day, 366 days a year.) The entire budget
of the rescue squad comes from contributions
from residents of the community, some who
have utilized the services of the squad, oth-
ers who may someday, without warning,
have to call upon them. Some donations are
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as small as $1. Others run into the hundreds.
Each is acknowledged.

Why do men choose to volunteer their
time and energy to work with the rescue
squads?

No doubt some are attracted by the prom-
ise of excitement. But most, although they're
reluctant to discuss it, have a more deep-
seated, sometimes personal, reason for lend-
ing a hand to their fellowman in time of
crisis.

One of the volunteers, David Dowling, says:
“One afternoon, at a practice session when
I was playing football for Walt Whitman
High School in the fall of 1961, I was run-
ning out for a pass. I had my head turned,
looking over my shoulder for the ball,” he
sald. I dldn’t see the football sled (a plece
of practice equipment) off to the side. I
crashed into it running at full force. My face
and head got cut up pretty badly.”

Within a few minutes three members of
the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Rescue Squad
were on the scene. They gave first aid, stop-
ped the bleeding and took him to the hos-
pital to have his cuts sewed up.

“After I left the hospital, I kept thinking
about those fellows from the squad,” he
sald.

In December he walked Into the sgquad
headquarters on Auburn Avenue and sald
he'd like to join the unit. Today, elght years
later, he's still answering the calls for help.

RESULTS OF THE CAMBODIAN
SANCTUARY OPERATION

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a summary of
the results of the Cambodian operation
as of 8 a.m. June 2, 1970, be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

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

24-hour

Total operations change

Number

Individual weapons
Crew-served weapons. ...

2,106
fstructures d

8,193

3,267,752
6,910, 336

Machinegun rounds.
Riffeouands_ . 11,211
Total small arms ammunition

(machine gun and rifle rounds)._. .. 10,178, 088

+42,121
101

Mortar rounds.....
Large rocket rounds _
Smaller rocket rounds
Recoilless rifle rounds
Rice (pounds).

Man months. _

02
Generators.
I'!“aeddips.i.....,r.,.(...,.a.j..........
ical supplies (pounds)__.__...._.
Enemy KIAp
POW's (includes detainees)

1 Uncllandg_aﬁ.
2 Field adjustments.

RUBELLA AND OTHER COMMUNICA-
BLE DISEASE CONTROL—WALL
STREET JOURNAL WARNS OF
DANGER

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the Wall Street Journal of May 25, 1970,
contains an excellent article written by
Mr. Elliott Carlson, concerning the trag-
ic consequences of the 1964 rubella epi-
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demic. Rubella is a common, usually
harmless, communicable disease. How-
ever, if contracted by a pregnant woman,
particularly during her first trimester,
it can produce catastrophic results. The
fetus may be aborted, or be horn with
crippling mental or physical disorders,
the most common disability being deaf-
ness.

The incidence of rubella peaks on
roughly a T-year cycle. This means that
during the next year, unless action is
taken by all concerned, we will be faced
with a repeat of the 1964 epidemic which
saw more than 20,000 children born with
congenital abnormalities. In addition to
deafness, these abnormalities include
heart defects, blindness, and mental re-
tardation. Approximately one-fourth of
those pregnant women who contract the
disease either abort the fetus or bear
infants with these congenital anomalies.
It goes without saying that the human
suffering as well as the very special and
expensive burden that these children
place upon their families and society in
terms of their education and rehabilita-
tion are incalculable.

Mr. President, in 1964 there was little
we could do to prevent what happened.
That unfortunate circumstance no longer
obtains. In the intervening years a vac-
cine has been developed which, if com-
prehensively and systematically admin-
istered to the prepubertal youngsters of
this Nation, can create what the medical
people call a “herd-immunity,” which
will all but wipe out rubella and thereby
prevent a repetition of 1964. However, let
me sound a caution. Rubella, like any
communicable disease, knows no geo-
graphic boundaries. In a highly mobile
society such as ours we cannot rely upon
a hit-or-miss program. To have an ef-
fective vaccination program in one
State, city, or county, but not in another,
will not suffice. In order to insure a
coordinated, national attack on rubella,
as well as other communicable diseases,
special Federal assistance will be re-
quired.

Both Houses of Congress have rec-
ognized this responsibility. Last Octo-
ber, the Senate passed S. 2264, the Com-
municable Disease Control and Vac-
cination Assistance Amendments of 1969,
which would enable the States and local-
ities to conquer rubella. Additionally, it
would enable them to continue or initiate,
as the case may be, programs to combat
measles, polio, diptheria, tuberculosis,
venereal disease, tetanus, whopping
cough, and hemolytic or RH disease. The
Vaccination Assistance Act, under which
many of these programs had been sup-
ported in the past, expired in the mid-
dle of 1968. Expectations that the States
and localities would comprehensively and
systematically continue those programs
under the permissive partnership for
health legislation has proven to be but
a vain hope.

Mr. President, I understand that the
House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce has reported favorably a
bill which is essentially similar to S. 2264.
Their bill now awaits action by the Rules
Committee, prior to being considered by
the full House.
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I am hopeful that the House will act
expeditiously and favorably on the meas-
ure before that body. We can then
quickly resolve any technical differences
between the bills and thereby enable the
appropriate public officials and health
professionals to do their job. It is abun-
dantly clear to me that the saying, “an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure,” certainly applies in combating
communicable diseases. And we in the
Congress would be remiss if we were to
not capitalize on this opportunity to both
prevent disease and enhance the quality
of life.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Carlson’s article, entitled
“Deaf Children, Born in Rubella Epi-
demic, Taxing Special Schools,” be
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 25, 1970]
MEASLES AFTERMATH: DEAF CHILDREN, BORN

IN RuUBeLLA ErPmeEmIc, TAXING SPECIAL

ScHoOLS; LIPREADING, SIGN LANGUAGE AD-

vocaTES DIFFER oN BEST WAy To TEACH

YouNGSTERS; SomeE HELP FrOoM TINY TiMm

(By Elliott Carlson)

Mrs. Barbara Tommasi’s kitchen sometimes
sounds more like a boiler factory. She often
bangs pots and pans and slams lids just to
see how much nolse she can make. There is,
of course, a reason. Mrs. Tommasli is trying to
teach her deaf four-year-old daughter to rec-
ognize a variety of sounds.

“I sit Diana near the sink while I clang
the pans-—anything to make her aware of
common, ordinary noises,” says the Nashville
mother. By teaching Diana to connect sounds
with their objects, Mrs. Tommasi is trying
to give Diana a learning experience that most
deaf youngsters miss,

Diana Tommasi is one of 16,000 youngsters
born with hearing impairments resulting
from their mothers’ confracting German
measles while pregnant during the measles
epidemic of 1963 to 1965. These children are
now of school age, and their education, at
home and in public and private schools, is
posing problems. Parents are sometimes un-
able to cope with the problems and, worse,
even to recognize in time that their children
have hearing problems. Public schools are
by and large ill-equipped to deal with a deaf
child, and private schools are finding it diffi-
cult to handle the large numbers resulting
from the epidemic of German measles, or
rubella.

Complicating the situation, the experts in
education of the deaf are divided into two
camps. There is a bitter controversy among
them about the best way to teach the deaf.
Some say the youngsters should be taught
only to lipread; others insist the deaf should
be taught sign language also.

A VACCINE FOR RUBELLA

Rubella itself is now preventable. A vaccine
has been developed that is highly effective,
and drives are under way in many communi-
ties to wipe out the disease completely. Deaf-
ness won't be wiped out, of course—rubella
is a big cause but not the only cause of deaf-
ness—but the strain on the schools for the
deaf probably will never again be what it is
now,

Health officials warn that there may be an-
other epidemic of rubella next year unless
the vaccination program is broadened. But
even if deafness does again increase, the par-
ents of the children will have an advantage
that parents of the 1965 rubella babies didn't
have. Hospitals now routinely test the hear-
ing of the newborn with various electronic
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devices. If that had been done during the
last rubella epidemic, many of today's chil-
dren would be far better off.

“There are critical time periods. Unless you
reach a deaf child when he is very young,
you may further limit his capacity to learn
and fit into society,” says Kay Horton, chief
of the language department of the Bill Wil-
kerson Hearing and Speech Center in Nash-
ville. She and other experts say parents of
some of the rubella bablies didn't know the
children were deaf until they were two years
old or older.

RISING ENROLLMENT

The rubella babies’ hearing impairments
range from moderate to severe. The thou-
sands of these children with serious prob-
lems are now enrolled—or trying to enroll—
in the nation's 1,180 schools and preschool
facilities for the deaf. In all, these schools
enrolled about 44,000 students in 1968, up
from 32,000 in 1964.

At some schools, enrollment has risen
nearly tenfold in recent years as a result of
the rubella children. This year, for instance,
the number of preschoolers at the San Fran-
cisco Hearing and Speech Center soared to
107, up from an average of 12 children be-
fore the epidemic. The New York City School
for the Deaf, where preschool enrollment has
jumped to 193 from 65 in 1965, recently in-
troduced half-day, double sessions.

Once a child is admitted to a special school,
he is hooked up, plugged in and turned on
with various science fiction-like devices. The
wealth of new electronic equipment is one of
the few advantages that the young rubella
children have over deaf youngsters of the
past. They are given new hearing aids that
can be worn in all kinds of situations—on
the playground, for instance—and that also
bring them a wider range of sound. Oscillo=-
scopes enable them to watch sound grada-
tions on TV-like screens and thus better
control their voices. Videotapes enable them
to watch themselves when they speak and
thus better control their sometimes wild
gyrations,

DANCES AND BASKETBALL GAMES

Typical of the schools is the Clarke School
for the Deaf, a private, residential school
founded 103 years ago in Massachusetts. A
close look at Clarke reveals much about the
problems of educating the deaf.

Situated on a bucolic 30-acre hillside over=
looking Northampton, Clarke tries hard to
resemble a school for ordinary children. The
220 children, once totally isclated, now min-
gle freely with townspeople. Students par-
ticipate in sports and cultivate the social
graces. Clark’s basketball team regularly
plays teams from local high schools (breaks
are indicated by unusually loud buzzers and
by flashing red lights). Older students at-
tend dances. (They can't hear the music but
pick up the vibrations.)

Most of Clarke’s students are between six
and 17 years old. They were lucky to get in—
the school has room for only about 50% of
the applicants—and their education is cost-
ing $4,000 a year. (The students come from
around the country, and thelr home states
often pick up part or all of the bill; the
school has scholarship funds that help stu-
dents, too.) The fee is rising to $5,000 next
fall, When the Clarke students graduate at
age 17, it is hoped their speech will be good
enough to let them enter normal high
schools as freshmen,

Clarke founded oralism—the lip-reading
movement—Tfor the deaf in America. School
officials feel strongly that lip-reading is the
best way for deaf people to get along in the
world. “Our job is to equip deaf youngsters
for the hearing world. You can't do this with
manual techniques, which tend to 1isolate
deaf persons from outside contacts,” asserts
George T. Pratt, president of the school. (Mr.
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Pratt is not deaf and neither are any of the
50 teachers at the school.)

Most schools for the deaf favor the oral
approach, in which youngsters first learn
to read lips and then to mimiec the action
and try to speak like normal children. But
critics say this deprives the deaf of their
“natural and normal” language—sign lan-
guage. Also, critics cite a 1960 study at Chi-
cago hospitals that blamed the heavy
emphasis on lip-reading for poor scholastic
achievement among the deaf.

McCay Vernon, professor of phychology at
Western Maryland College in Westminster,
contends that few deaf persons can truly
master lip-reading and speaking. Those who
can't, he asserts, remain ‘“social isolates”
all their lives because of thelr inability to
communicate. He maintains that “most deaf
youngsters drop out of school at ages 14 to
17, functionally illiterate and unable to speak
or use the language signs.” He says the main
problem is that so many English sounds look
alike that accurate lip-reading is almost
impossible.

LEARNING TO SPEAK

Most critics favor combining all methods
in a single program, an approach already fol-
lowed by some schools. In Washington, Gal-
laudet College, the only college for the deaf
in the world, practices “total communica-
tion” in which sign language and oral tech-
nigues are used together.

But advocates of oral training, such as the
people at the Clarke school, argue that the
combination doesn't work because young-
sters tend to become dependent on the
simpler manual methods, and, as a result,
never learn to speak. The oralists reject the
criticism of their methods and contend that
their technique is getting better all the time
as new equipment becomes available to help
children learn to read lips and speak.

Normal children learn to speak by imitat-
ing the sounds of others. Deaf children, of
course, can't hear these sounds, so at Clarke
and other schools that belleve in oralism the
deaf children rely on powerful earphones or
hearing aids. These still don’'t enable most
youths to hear normally—or even close to
normally—but they do at least let them hear
some sounds. The teacher then tries to get
the youngsters to watch the lip movements
and facial expressions of those about him.
Eventually, the teacher hopes, the child will
begin to imitate, however, imperfectly, the
movements in an attempt to express himself.

To speed the process, some schools use
phonetic symbols. They also use cards that
i{llustrate the manner and production of vari-
ous sounds and models and diagrams that
show the position and movement of speech
organs. In time, children are taught vocabu-
lary, multiple meanings of words and abstrac-
tions that are difficult to illustrate, such as
hate and love.

Even when youngsters emit sounds resem-
bling speech, they have a long way to go
“Many deaf children mimiec their teachers in
an exaggerated way. They try so hard to em-
phasize their words, they inadvertently wave
their hands and bob their heads a lot,” says
Ralph White, audiovisual director at the
Clarke school, Clarke has solved this problem
by installing videotape machines that en-
able youngsters to see themselves making the
unnecessary, wild gesticulations.

Many schools hope to motivate youngsters
to improve their oral performance through
closed-circuit TV shows in which the stu-
dents star. At Clarke, students recently wrote
and acted out a Walter Cronkite-type news-
cast, complete with an anchorman and roving
reporters. At 10 o’clock one recent morning,
classes were interrupted for the five-minute
newscast, which brought a roundup of local
news, weather and sports and even a com-
mercial for a fictitious hearing aid.

“Reporters will have to do well or the stu-
dents viewing won't be able to read their
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lips,” says Mr. White, “So you can bet they'll
be motivated, because if they do poorly they’ll
get a terrible ribbing.”

HELP FROM TINY TIM

One big problem after the youngsters learn
to speak is that they tend to talk in a falsetto
that is unpleasant to the ears of normal hear-
ers. To get youngsters to speak in a more
natural way, the Lexington School for the
Deaf in New York uses a variety of tech-
niques. Among other things, it has a young-
ster speak in front of a contraption in which
12 light bulbs are placed in a vertical row.
As the volice ranges, different numbers of
lights light up; if he lights up nine, he knows
he is speaking properly.

But just getting some youngsters to speak
at all can be the biggest problem. This year
Lexington discovered it could spark chatter
by mixing deaf preschoolers with normal
children from the neighborhood. The pre-
schoolers quickly acquired words like “hey”
and “yeah” and, according to a teacher,
sounded a lot more like typical kids. Another
teacher found that deaf preschoolers became
downright gabby after listening to highly
amplified records of the Beatles and Tiny
Tim.

“Tiny Tim is good because his volce has so
many variations,” says Marjorie Held, a Lex-
ington teacher. “After hearing him, even
babies begin making bubbly sounds of their
own.”

TRICENTENNIAL DEDICATION OF
HUDSON'S BAY TRADING POST,
GEORGETOWN, MINN.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on May
2, I had the privilege of participating in
the tricentennial dedication of the Hud-
son's Bay Fur Trading Post at George-
town, Minn.

Several hundred persons from Clay
County and the surrounding area joined
that day in recalling the colorful days
of Clay County’s past. Fur traders,
steamboats, and the historic Red River
oxcart trails—they all played a part in
the development of this rich and beau-
tiful farming area in the famed Red
River Valley. The remarks appearing on
the historical marker which was unveiled
at the dedication give us a brief sum-
mary of Georgetown history, and I am
asking that those remarks be printed in
the RECORD.

The Clay County Historical Society,
under the leadership of Mr. Glenn E.
Johnson, has done a remarkable job of
researching and preserving the history
of this area. This is exemplified by the
fine brochure Mr. Johnson prepared for
the tricentennial dedication. I would also
like to call attention to the remarks made
at the dedication by Mrs. Evelyn Probst-
field Gesell. Mrs. Gesell is the grand-
daughter of Mr. Randolph Probstfield,
who in 1864 became the first postmaster
in Clay County. Her statement gives us
an exciting glimpse into the flavor of life
in early Georgetown. I ask unanimous
consent that Mrs. Gesell’s remarks, the
message on the historical marker and
the tricentennial dedication brochure be
printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

REMARKS oON Historic MArRKER: HUDSON'S
BAY Fur TRADING PosST, GEORGETOWN, MINN.

Hudson’s Bay Company was chartered by
King Charles II of England on May 2, 1670
on its agreement to pay “two Elkes and two
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Black Beaver"” in rent for rights of trade,

commerce, and governmental powers over

the territories lying within the entrance of

Hudson Strait. The region encompassed the

drainage basin of the Red River of the North,

an area equal to 14 North America. Rents
were to be pald whenever the reigning sov-
reign of England set foot on “Rupert's Land."”

First immigrants to Minnesota were Scotch~-

men from Red River Settlement established

near present day Winnipeg in 1812,

Fur trading and barter were the way of
life of the territories. Five trading posts were
built on Red River, the one on this site
being erected in 1859. Reconstructed around
this marker is the warehouse in which furs
were stored for transportation by dog team,
oxcart, pirogue to York Factory on Hudson
Bay and shipped by sailing vessels to London.

Georgetown was named after Sir George
Simpson, Governor-in-Chief of Rupert’s
Land. It marks the confluence of the Red
and Buffalo Rivers and a crossing of the first
overland highways in Minnesota—the Red
River Oxcart Trails.

REMARKS MADE AT THE TRICENTENNIAL DEDI-
CATION OF THE HuDSON’S BAY FUR TRADING
PostT AT GEORGETOWN, MINN. Max 2, 1970,
AT THE UNVEILING OF THE COMMEMORATIVE
TABLET IN THE RESTORED WAREHOUSE SHEL-
TER

Mr, Chairman, Honorable Senator Mondale,
Mayor Paseka, Mr. Johnson, Members of the
Clergy, Pioneer Sons and Daughters and Dis-
tinguished Guests: About 40 years ago, I was
privileged to help dedicate a monument to
the memory of three men, who played an
important role In the development of the
early days of the Hudson Bay Trading Post
here at Georgetown, The inspired concept for
this granite monument with the engraved
plague upon it originated with Mrs. Alice
Eastwood whose dream it was to perpetuate
the memory of these three courageous, gal-
lant pioneers and all the other valiant men
who followed after them.

Picture, if you can, a vast area of prairie
land inhabited by only a handful of settlers,
Indians, French Canadians and oxcart train-
men—with buffalo grass as far as the eye
could see—with the only man made sounds,
the occasional squeaking of ox cart wheels
or an infrequent river boat whistle—then
gradually, when the terror of possible Indian
attacks had subsided—the coming of the
settlers—some of whom along with the
United States Government were not as kind
to the Indians as they should have been

The three men whose names appear on
that historic plaque are Edwin Hutchinson,
Adam Stein, and Randolph Probstfield. All of
them came to the territory of Georgetown
during the early part of 1859. Mr. Hutchin-
son was a ship builder and he did much of
the constructing of the first steam boat on
the Red River—the Anson Northrup and he
helped to build a number of other steam
boats. He was also employed by the Hudson
Bay Company in various capacities at var-
fous times as late as 1871. Mr, Probtsfield was
with the party which brought the steam boat
bollers to Lafayette City—at the mouth of
the Sheyenne in the early winter of 1859. The
Sheyenne was where the Anson Northrup
was assembled. Mr. Probtsfield was the first
Postmaster of Georgtown and the Postoffice
Desk which he built out of an old shipping
crate is on display here today along with
some of his records showing shipment of
goods through the Company when he was
in charge of the Company during the years
1865-1868. Adam Stein helped to build the
first Hudson Bay Company Ware House and
he assisted In cutting and fashioning the
logs which are now incorporated in our pres-
ent restored Hudson Bay Building.

Much could be sald about the early days
at the Post concerning these three men who
faced danger and hardship—shoulder to
shoulder during those trying years. It was a
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case of dedicated togetherness for survival.
For example, during the Indlan uprising in
1862, Mr. Hutchinson came late at night with
& horse and wagon to move the Probtsfields
to the Post as he had been tipped off by an
Indian that the Indians were planning an
attack on the settlers, In addition to these
three, there were many brave and stalwart
pioneers who paved the way to the devel-
opment of this great valley and their trials
and accomplishments are a matter of History.

So 40 years later, continuing with that
initial dream of Mrs. Eastwood, we find out-
serves at the culmination of that dream—
celebrating and commemorating the 300th
anniversary of the establishment of the Hud-
son Bay Company in Canada and in the Red
River Valley.

It was the policy of this great company to
instill honesty in all of its employees re-
garding its dealings with the Indians whose
confidence they gained by keeping their word
in all transactions with them. It was because
of this policy that Georgetown though
threatened by Indians was never attacked by
them.

What a wonderful accomplishment it is
that the people of Georgetown together with
the Clay County Historical Association un-
der the leadership of Mr. Glenn Johnson,
the Clay County Commissioners and the
State of Minnesota have had the foresight to
establish this park—the Hudson's Bay Fur
Trading Post at Georgetown—in order to pre-
serve, to honor and to perpetuate the Trad-
ing Post of those early days. The people of
Georgetown are to be commended for all the
work they have done in making this Tricen-
tennial Celebration a reality.

The spirit of those indomitable and in-
trepid pioneers is within us to-day. May that
spirit remain with us to inspire and guide
us in the years to come.

I think that our American poet, Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow has expressed how we
feel s0 well in the following words:

“Lives of great men all remind us
We can make our lives sublime

And departing leave behind us
Footprints on the sands of time,
Footprints that perhaps another
Sailing o'er Life's solemn main

A forlorn and shipwrecked brother
Seeing shall take heart again"

GEORGETOWN
(By Glenn E. Johnson)
PREFACE

The design and purpose of thi: brochure
is to accurately describe the origin, devel-
opment, and place Georgetown, Minnesota
occupled in the fur trading industry of
Hudson's Bay Company and the develop-
ment of the Red River Valley in Minnesota.
In addition to the sources of information
listed in the bibliography we have derived
considerable knowledge from the records
and biographies of early ploneers and set-
tlers in Clay County.

In the preparation of this history of
Georgetown, our efforts have been neither
to state false things nor suppress the truth.
To have done so would defeat the purpose
for which Hudson's Bay Fur Trading Post
Park at Georgetown, Minnesota is being
dedicated.

GLENN E. JOHNSON,

Pregident, Clay County Historical Society.

SITE AND NAME

Minnesota was organized as a territory in
1849 and admitted into the Union May 11,
1858. Hudson’s Bay Fur Company with pro-
prietary powers over its administrative of-
ficers and all the people living in “Rupert’s
Land,” an area covering !4 of North Ameri-
ca, was chartered by King Charles II of
England May 2, 1670, The site at the con-
fluence of the Buffalo and Red Rivers In
Minnesota was chosen by James McEay, a
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representative of Hudson’s Bay Company in
8t. Paul, He established the post on August
12, 1869 and named it Georgetown after Sir
George Simpson, Governor-in-Chief of Ru-
pert’s Land from 1821 until his death In
1860. Previous to having been named George-
town, the area was referred to by the Eng-
lish as “Shayenne” and “Chienne Riviere.”
Mr. McEay was the named agent at the
post. A year later, he was succeeded by Alex-
ander H. Murray.

PURPOSE OF POST

Alexander Grant Dallas became Gover-
nor-in-Chief on Mr. Simpson's death. He
arrived at Fort Garry (Winnipeg) on horse-
back from Georgetown on Sunday afternoon
May 18, 1862, His family and servants came
down the river later on a steamboat. One
of the first administrative acts of Governor
Dallas was to Issue orders to his subordinates
in the service directing them to discontinue
the system of paying cash for “country pro-
duce.” The latter was the general term used
for all meat, agricultural produce, and other
articles produced in the colony, with the
exception of furs. Instead of cash, articles
of English or American manufacture, im-
ported by the Company and exposed for
sale in their shops, were to be bartered. As
the Company’s notes composed the grand
medium of local circulation, and had, till
then, always been paid in exchange for the
produce indicated, a vast quantity of which
was annually bought, an immediate outcry
from the settlers followed the promulgation
of the new edict.

Up to the effective time of Governor Dallas’
order Hudson's Bay Company post at George-
town was “used as a storing place for their
goods in process of transhipment from the
carts running between it and St. Paul, on
the one hand, and the steamer running on
Red River, between it and Fort Garry, on
the other”. Mr. Murray was succeeded as
agent for the post at Georgetown by Norman
W. Kittson in June 1862. When Mr. Kittson
moved to St. Paul in 1863, R. M. Probstfield
was appointed agent in his stead and served
continuously until 1870. W. J. S. Tralll was
placed in charge of the post in 1870 and so
served until instructed to close the store In
April 1875. The property belonging to the
fur trade was transferred to Grand Forks
and about a year later to Fort Gary.

It is sald McEay selected the location for
the post at the confluence of the Buffalo and
Red Rivers because it was the place where
the timber belts of each of the rivers jolned.
The trees protected the point from the west
and south winds while to the north and east
one could look over endless pasture and hay
grounds for horses, cattle, and sheep. The
fresh, cool waters from the Buffalo seemed
pure, refreshing, and plentiful for both man
and beast.

In 1817, Lord Selkirk who had acquired
about 74,000,000 acres of land in the heart
of America from Hudson's Bay Company
visited the Red River Settlement near Fort
Garry. He was particularly interested in
extinguishing the Indian titles on that part
of his property intended for immediate use
as the American free trader was encroaching
upon these territories. The areas in question
belonged to the Chippewa and Cree Na-
tions. On July 18, 1817 these nations through
5 chiefs signed a treaty with King George III
of England for the benefit of Lord Selkirk
ceding their rights to a long strip of coun-
try, 2 miles back from each bank of the
Red and Assinniboine Rivers. The land ceded
was from the mouth of the Red River to its
confluence with the Red Lake River in the
United States and on the Assinniboine from
Fort Garry to Muskrat River.

Following Lord Selkirk’s death April 8,
1820, his estate became involved in litiga-
tion over the ownership of the property with
the American Government. In reports of
1872 and 1874 Hudson's Bay Company
claimed 1133 acres of land surrounding the
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Georgetown Post in “Chienne Riviere” coun-
try. There is no record of title to land in
the name of Hudson's Bay Company in the
Clay County Register of Deeds office. The
company however, was assessed and paid a
personal property tax of $148.08 in 1873.
The idea of distance of 2 miles extending
back from each bank of the rivers was im-
pressed upon the 5 Indian Chiefs who signed
the treaty in 1817 by describing it as “the
greatest distance at which a horse on the
level prairie could be distinctly seen or day-
light seen under his belly between his legs.”

PRAIRIE DU CHIEN TREATY

Despite the physical location and the fi-
nancial interests of Hudson’s Bay Company
in “Chienne Riviere”, Mr. McKay was prin-
cipally influenced in establishing the post
at Georgetown on the east side of the Red
River and the north side of the Buffalo by
the Prairie du Chien treaty in which well
defined boundary lines were established to
prevent encroachment of 9 Northwestern In-
dian ftribes upon each other's hunting
ground. The treaty was entered into on or-
ders from Washington, D.C, at Prairie du
Chlen August 19, 1825. Governor Clark of
Missouri and Governor Cass of Michigan pre-
sided at a grand congress of the Dahkotahs,
Ojibways, Sauks, Foxes, Menomonies, Ioways,
Winnebagoes, Pottawattamies, and Ottawas,
The Dahkotas (Sioux) and Ojibways agreed
the line dividing their respective countries
should “commence at Chippewa River half
a day’s march below the falls—to the portage
of Otter Tail Lake; thence to the outlet of
sald lake; thence to the Buffalo River, mid-
way between its source and mouth, and down
sald river to Red River, and down Red River
to the mouth of the Outard Creek.” The
Sioux nation was a powerful confederation
of North American Indians living on the
Dakota prairies, They were hostile towards
the white immigrant and settler. The Sioux
occupled the territory south of the Buffalo
and west of the Red River. The Chippewa
were woodsmen living north of the Buffalo
and east of the Red River as far as Lake Su-
perior. They were friendly towards the early
ploneers.

The Trading Post at Georgetown when es-
tablished, was on the Ojibway (Chippewa)
slde of the Buffalo and Red Rivers. The boun-
darles were patrolled and protected by both
the federal and state governments. During
the war of 1812, the Sioux, Ojibways and
Winnebagoes under the lead of hostile
traders joined the British. There was no gov=
ernment in Dakota Territory on the west side
of Red River when the post was established.
The Prairie du Chien treaty in 1825 made the
geographical location of Georgetown a land-
mark and as such is the village's rightful and
greatest claim for recognition In our nation’s
history,

Interestingly, the Chippewa name for Red
River is Miswagunmewesebee, Henry EKelsey
called it the “River Mith”, a contraction and
corruption of the Chippewa name, in report-
ing his exploits to Hudson's Bay Company
August 6, 1961: “Now, ye water wch runneth
down this river is of a blood red colour by
description of those Indians wch hath seen
it, wch makes me to think it may run thru
some mine or other”,

FIRST FUBLIC ROADS IN MINNESOTA

The first public highways in the State of
Minnesota were the historic Red River oxcart
trails. In July 1823 Major Stephen Long, on
orders from the government to locate and
mark the boundary between Canada and the
United States at Pembina, came upon 8 two-
wheel carts each drawn by an ox at Lake
Traverse. He joined the train and travelled
with it on the east side of the Bols de Sioux
and Red Rivers to Pembina. The site of
of Geogetown was then marked by a huge
oak tree. Its story is told in the poem by Alice
Eastwood written shortly after the tree died
in 1911.
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THE GEORGETOWN OAK

This old oak tree stood for years

Marking a place where smiles and tears

Have mingled together side by side

Overshadowing the joys of a lowly bride

Bending low as a mother weeps

For the soldier boy who nearby sleeps.

Its welcome shade, a memory dear

To those who crossed its path each year;

Long since they went to their earthly rest

While the brave old oak still did its best.

Now it stands a leafless tree

A last lone mark of history.

The Hudson Bay Post within its gaze

The log Post Office of early days

Even the old trail runs north no more

Do you wonder the old oak at heart grew
sore?

When no one loved it any more?

Good old oak tree what you could tell of men

Who struggled for our valley then,

We wonder if you and they a vision could

see

Of what our valley soon would be

With lovely homes and fertile fields

Which year by year a blessing yields.
We bow our heads as we pass you by

“Tis sad old oak that you should die.
We should mark the spot as your beauty

wanes,
We should embellish the place with stones
and names;
The names of men whom history made
As they stood beneath your welcome shade,
We should plant a vine with leaves of green
To cover the place where yours have been,
In loving memory of your life so great
And the Pioneers of our North Star State.
AvLicE EASTWOOD,
Georgetown, Minn.
A bronze marker imbedded on a boulder
alongside the drive-in to Glen Gilbery's farm
approximates the place where the oak tree
stood in 1825. A portion of this trail still
can be ridden over along the north bank of
the Buffalo River from new Georgetown to
Hudson's Bay Fur Trading Post Park.

DEVELOPMENT OF WHEAT IN RED RIVER VALLEY

Under the patronage of Lord Selkirk, sev-
enty emigrants from Scotland arrived at a
point about 5 miles below present day Win-
nipeg and started the Red River Settlement
on September 4, 1812. German and Swiss
immigrants followed. There were endless
trials, hardships, and sorrows for these set-
tlers the next 8 years. In the summer of 1819
grasshoppers ate everything that grew above
the ground at the settlement. Desperate, sev-
eral men on snowshoes left the colony in
January 1820 to buy wheat at Prairie du
Chien. They returned six months later with
250 bushels of wheat in flat bottomed boats.
They paid 10 shillings per bushel. The wheat
was planted late but produced a plentiful
crop in the autumn., The settlement was
never without wheat for bread from that
time. It was the first wheat successfully
grown in the Red River Valley. The trip also
established the possibility of navigation dur-
ing high water between the Red River settle-
ment and St. Paul on the Minnesota and Red
Rivers.

Many of the SBwiss could not stand the
rigors of the cold climate. Five families emi-
grated to Fort Snelling In 1821 which had
been established as a military post in 1818.
Several more of the familles followed the
first group over the next five years taking
their cattle with them.

These families were the first pioneers and
agriculturists to settle in Minnesota. They
entered the territory over the three ox cart
trails, the one through Georgetown being
the shortest. There was a ferry cross-over
from the trail on the west side of Red River
to the east side at Georgetown.

OX CART AND OXEN
In 1820 Alexis Ballly, a metis, drove a herd
of 300 range cattle from Prairie du Chien
to Fort Garry where he sold them at a high
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price. Until that time the only cattle in
the Red River settlement were an English
bull and two cows purchased from the North-
west Fur Company. Milk cows in the herd
sold for thirty pounds each and oxen broken
for yoke for eighteen pounds per head., Oxen
from this herd were the ones in use when
Major Long came upon the ox cart train at
Lake Traverse. Prior to that the ox carts
were piulled by horses and Indian ponies.
Alexander Henry wrote in his diary while
on a buffalo hunt near Pembina, November
15, 1801, “Men now go again for meat with
small carts, the wheels of which are of one
solid plece sawed off the ends of trees whose
diameter is three feet. Those carriages we
find more convenient and advantageous than
it is to load horses, the country being so
smooth and level that we can use them in
every direction”. An ox was a castrated bull
3 years of age or more.

“ANSON NORTHUP" STEAMBOAT

The Chamber of Commerce of St. Paul
made a bonus offer of $2,000 to anyone who
navigated the Red River by steamboat. Cap-
tain Anson Northup declded to try for it.
In the fall of 1858 he purchased the “North
Star” from Governor Alexander Ramsey and
piloted it up the Mississippl to Crow Wing,
Minnesota. He had the boat dismantled and
hauled overland with the help of 40 men
and 34 yoke of oxen to Lafayette, a paper
townsite on the Red River opposite the mouth
of the Sheyenne River laid out by prospec-
tors in 1857. After rebuilding the hull of
the ship at Lafayette, Anson Northup re-
named the ship "“Anson Northup” and
steered it up river to MecCauleyville. After
a cabin was bullt, the Anson Northup left
MecCauleyville for Fort Garry on May 17, 1859,
The boat arrived at the Fort June 5. On
Its return to McCauleyville the ship was
tied up and not put into use until pur-
chased by J. C. Burbank who with his as-
sociates had secured a contract to carry the
mail by stage between St. Cloud and Me-
Cauleyville in 1858. The stage line had been
extended to Lafayette and Georgetown in
the spring of 1859. The mail lilne was ex-
tended further from Georgetown to Pem-
bina in 1869, the mall being transported by
ox cart in the summer; dog traln in the
winter.

Mr, Burbank and his associates under the
name of Minnesota Stage Coach Company
was given a contract by Governor-in-Chief
Sir George Simpson of Hudson’s Bay Com-
pany in the spring of 1860 to transport 500
tons of freight annually over a period of 5
years from St. Paul to Fort Garry. After
refitting the Anson Northup, Mr. Burbank
christened the ship “Ploneer” and put it on
regular schedule hauling freight and pas-
sengers between Georgetown and Fort Gar-
ry. Ultimately the boat was purchased by
Hudson’s Bay Company, dismantled and its
engines used to run a saw mill,

The “Anson Northup” was the first steam-
boat placed on the Red River of the North.
It was a small vessel with four statercoms
and two berths in each. Passengers in excess
number of those accommodated in the state-
rooms slept in open berths along the main
saloon separated only by curtains. The two
log cabins at Lafayette when Anson North-
rup and his crew arrived with the machinery
of the North Star were owned and occupied
by R. M. Probstfield and Adam Stein. The
land is presently farmed by Lloyd Fossum in
Eragnes Township.

“INTERNATIONAL" STEAMBOAT

The second steamboat on Red River was
the International. Originally it was a flat-
bottomed, square boat craft that had been
run up the Minnesota River in the spring
of 1859 by its captain on his way to seek his
fortune in a reported gold strike in Sas-
katchewan. Unable to get the boat over land
from Big Stone Lake to Lake Traverse, the
Captain sold the ship on a sheriff’s sale to
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J. C. Burbank in 1860. In the fall of that
year the machinery and boilers of the
Freighter were hauled overland by oxen to
Georgetown and installed in the Interna-
tional, the construction of which was done
in the cleared area beneath the bridge be-
tween the Red River and the entrance road
into Hudson’s Bay Fur Trading Post at
Georgetown. The International was 137 feet
long; 26 feet wide, and rated at 133 tons
capacity. It made irregular trips between
Georgetown and Fort Garry. Hudson's Bay
Company bought the boat from the Minne-
sota Stage Company in the summer of 1861
naming Norman W. Kittson its captain “as
he could speak with the Indians in their own
language”. After all Hudson's Bay Company
was in the fur business and the Indians
and halfbreeds were still the best trappers,
hunters, and traders in the Red River drain-
age basin.

The International was anchored at the
Georgetown landing on the night of August
22, 1862 when the post heard of the Sioux
outbreak and Indian Massacre of early get-
tlers at Breckenridge. Captain Kittson was
in charge of the ship. When the people at
Georgetown decided to evacuate the area
and seek protection for their families else-
where, the women, children, and their per-
sonal belongings were loaded on the Inter-
national September 5, 1862, and taken to
Fort Garry. They returned to Georgetown
in the middle of October. When the group
returned, they found the Indians had not
molested any of their belongings although
they had entered the post. Apparently the
Sioux ralders respected the territorial bound-
aries set out in the Prairie du Chien treaty.

At the time steamboating on the Red River
ended for practical purposes in 1886, the
International was purchased for use in Ca-
nadian waters,

DEVELOPMENT OF MAIL CARRIER SYSTEM IN
VALLEY

The first postoffice in Clay and Wilkin
counties was established at Georgetown on
May 20, 1864 with Randolph M. Probstfield,
postmaster. The first postofice in Wilkin
County was established at MecCauleysville
June 4, 1867 with Judson Parker, postmaster.

In 1857 the American government estab-
lished a postoffice at Pembina. Mail delivery
was made once a month between Pembina
and St. Paul until 1862 when a bi-weekly sys-
tem was started. Letters and other mail mat-
ters arriving by sail and steamship from
abroad at Fort Garry were bundled and dis-
patched by Hudson's Bay Company to the
outlying posts for delivery. Outgoing mail
forwarded to points in America were stamped
with American postage and post-marked as
having been sent from Pembina.

The mall was delivered by carrier, horse-
back and steamer in the summer; ox cart
and dog sled in the winter. Mail carried by
the stage coaches arrived on alternate days at
Georgetown from St. Paul. The mail gig be-
tween Georgetown and Pembina was followed
by a military escort of three soldiers to pro-
tect the mall against the Sioux, The journey
from Georgetown to St. Paul made by stage
coach was escorted by three soldiers from
McCauleyville to “Old Crossing”. The dis-
tance from Georgetown to St. Paul was
transversible in five days when accomplished
by relays of horses stationed in postal es-
tablishments situated at places 15 to 25
miles apart along the trail. Early maps of
Minnesota show Sitomonee, Thompson, Bur-
lington, Burbank, and Shayenne City as re-
lay stations between MecCauleyville and
Georgetown, Minnesota, a distance of 45
miles.,

A description of the night spent at Bur-
bank (Moorhead) on Friday, November 3,
1865 by one of the four men enroute from
McCauleyville to Georgetown is interesting:
*—the morning we started thence, a bitter
north wind began to blow and our party
made very poor travelling. In the afternoon
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the breeze increased and the weather got
perceptibly colder. After a very poor day's
ride of about 30 miles we encamped close to
a deserted house (log cabins were called
“houses” thoughout the writers diary), un-
tenable and lonely since the Sioux Massacre
about eighteen miles from Georgetown. I
remembered it as one where we had stopped
to change horses—July 11, 1861—".

The stage coaches between St. Paul and
McCauleyville had springs and were drawn
by four horses. Those used between Mec-
Cauleyville and Georgetown had no springs
and drawn by two horses. Since there were
no regular seats, passengers used their
trunks.

The St. Paul Dispatch reported the arrival
of fast mail from Pembina and Georgetown
in 1864: “The fast maill arrived from Pem-
bina this week. The train consisted of a sin-
gle board, ten feet long and twelve inches
wide, turned up at the end similar to a sleigh
runner. To this three dogs were harnessed
tandem’”. One man walked before, there
being a strap fastened to the hindmost end
for the purpose of holding back while de-
scending a hill. In this way the two hardy
voyageurs traveled 600 miles in eight days,
carrylng a heavy mail, guns, provisions,
blankets, camp equipage, etc. They will leave
for the north early next week, taking back
a mail sack with them".

Prior to the establishment of its postoffice
October 6, 1871, Moorhead mail was brought
from Georgetown by James H, Sharp, a civil
war veteran and an early settler in Clay
County.

CLAY COUNTY’S PARTICIPATION IN CIVIL
WAR OF 1861-65

Adam Stein was the only enlistee from
Clay County to serve in the civil war. At the
time of his enlistment he was a resident of
Georgetown having pre-empted land there
in December 1861. He enlisted December

1861 serving in Company G; 4th Regiment

Minnesota volunteers until he was trans-
ferred to the Veteran Reserve Corps June 1,
1864. At that time he returned to his claim
at Georgetown and remained there until his
death. Mr. Stein was 39 years of age when
he enlisted.

RELOCATION OF GEORGETOWN

The Moorhead and Northern Railway from
Moorhead to Georgetown was built in 1884.
When the Hudson’s Bay Company abandoned
its post in April 1875 it removed the prop-
erty belonging to the Fur Trade, abandoning
the bulldings sketched and described in this
brochure, Over the years all have disappeared
except the warehouse and guard house. The
warehouse was dismantled in 1964 and the
salvage used in the construction of a pole
type shelter erected over a bronze marker in
Hudson's Bay Fur Trading Post Park which
is to be dedicated on May 2, 1970. The date
is the tricentennial anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Hudson’s Bay Charter at London,
England.

After “Old Georgetown" was abandoned in
18756 the postoffice was moved to “New
Georgetown" platted on the Moorhead and
Northern Rallway 134 miles southeast from
its original site. The village plat was com-
pleted October 18, 1883. C. B. Hill was the
first postmaster in New Georgetown. The
village was Incorporated in 1904. Its elected
officials for 1970 are. Leo P. Paseka, Mayor;
Frank Mills, A. J. Wambach and Anton
Sebestl, Trustees, John Stein, Village Clerk;
Mrs. Don Miller, Treasurer; Mrs. Robert
Quam, Assessor.

The Georgetown Community Club was or-
ganized to celebrate and help commemorate
the tricentennial dedlcation of Hudson’'s Bay
Fur Trading Post at Georgetown on March
24, 1970. Officers elected were: Robert Zlegler,
President; Mrs. Morton (Janice) Brende-
muhl, Secretary and Mrs. Milton (Sylvia)
Oberg, Treasurer.
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Officials of the Village and the Community
Club are assisting three committees of the
Clay County Historical Society in dedicating
Hudson's Bay Fur Trading Post at George-
town as an Historical Recreational and Edu-
cational Park on May 2, 1970. These three
committees are: Budget and Finance of
which Robert N. Litherland, assisted by Nor-
man A. Nelson and Mrs. E. J. Murphy, is
chairman; Park Grounds and Buildings of
which Edgar E. Wright assisted by Willlam
Ziegler, Glen R. Gilbery, Agnes Stensrud, and
Bennie Gunderson, is Chairman; and Name-
Memorial-Dedication of which Maxine Faw-
bush assisted by Alice Corneliussen, Wilmer
Bjorndahl, Harold Helmeke, Mrs, Leon
(Anne) Hammett, Alfred Wiger, and Mrs.
Ethel Hoefling, is Chairman.

Early settlers at Georgetown were E. B.
Hutchinson, Adam Stein, R. M. Probstfield,
Edwin Griffin, Jacob Wambach, J. M. Wilson,
Hugh W. Green, Isalah Farier, J, C. Corbitt,
Sam H. Nichols, R. O. Underdal, Charles
Peterson, M. C. Lamb, John Lamb, George
Dewey, George Eastwood, Horatio F. Wilson,
E. F. VanDoosen, Isaac Farier, John P. John-
son, Andrew S. Dalen, Andrew Floberg, C. B.
Hill, and Andrew E, Hoveland.
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WALTER REUTHER ON THE CRISIS
IN HEALTH CARE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of
the lasting gifts of Walter Reuther to
the people of America was his dream of
a better system of health care for the
Nation. Although his voice is now sud-
denly and tragically stilled, his many
fertile ideas for improving health care
in America will be an incentive far into
the future for all of us who seek a better
health system for our citizens.

Two months ago, in a major address to
the annual meeting of the New England
Hospital Assembly in Boston, Walter
Reuther very clearly set out his view of
the inequities and waste of the existing
system of health care, and his vision of
a better system under a program of com-
prehensive national health insurance.
Perhaps the most significant aspect of
his address was his identification of a few
of the areas of waste that are legion in
our present $60 billion health system—
areas like the administrative costs of
hundreds of separate health insurance
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carriers, expensive reliance on acute hos-
pital care, unnecessary surgical proce-
dures, our failure to encourage group
practice programs, unreasonable physi-
cians’ fees, and overlapping and compet-
ing public health programs. Together,
the waste from these and similar current
sources in the existing health system to-
tals about $14 billion, or 23 percent of
the overall annual expenditures for
health care in the United States.

Walter Reuther was among the first to
recognize that the best way out of our
current health crisis was through the
adoption of a national health insurance
plan that would stimulate the sort of
improvement and greater efficiency that
are urgently required if we are to meet
the health needs of our people. Thanks
to giants like Walter Reuther, we are
well on our way to reaching this goal.

Mr. President, Walter Reuther's ad-
dress to the New England Hospital As-
sembly will be of interest to all of us
concerned with the quality of health care
in America. I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the ReEcorbp.

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

UNIVERSAL HEALTH INSURANCE—A CONSTRUC-
TIVE APPROACH TO MEETING AMERICA'S
HeALTH CARE CRISIS

(By Walter P. Reuther, President, Interna-
tional Union, United Auto Workers, Chair-
man, Committee for National Health
Insurance)

I appreciate very deeply the kind invitation
to participate in the 489th Annual Meeting of
the New England Hospital Assembly. I should
like first to commend you for the leadership
which your group has provided over the years
in the struggle to bring better health care to
all Americans.

I come to you this afternoon with no pro-
fessional credentials in the field of health
care. I come rather as a spokesman for large
numbers of consumers who have been paying
for and using health services for years and
who through the collective bargaining proec-
ess and in the legislative halls have worked to
strengthen these services. I come to express
what I believe to be a deep and growing con-
cern among Americans with the crisis in
health care delivery. But first, I want to dis-
cuss some broader problems, because we can-
not solve the crisis in health care in a vacu-
um. We must find the answers to this prob-
lem within the broad framework of dealing
with other very real and very urgent human
and social problems.

We live in a time of revolutionary change
and challenge. This is, indeed, a time of
testing for our free institutions. The central
and overriding question before the human
family is, “To what purpose are we going to
commit the power and potential of the 20th
Century Technological Revolution?” Are we
going to continue to use our new knowledge
for the insane escalation of the nuclear arms
race and ultimately man’s total destruction?
Are we going to use its power and potential
to pollute and destroy man’s living environ-
ment? Or can we bulld a rational and respon-
sible world community to harness the rising
star of science and technology onto man’s
peaceful goals, to extend the frontiers of
human progress and human betterment, and
to open up new and exciting opportunities for
human development and human fulfillment?

But the problem is not science and tech-
nology—the problem is man. For science and
technology are neutral in the affairs of man;
they have no ideclogy and no sense of moral-
ity. Bclence and technology have expanded
man’s wealth, but not his wisdom. They have
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broadened man's power but not his under-
standing of man, his sense of compassion, or
his sense of human solidarity and brother-
hood. These are the essential elements out of
which we must weave the fabric of man’s
survival.

In America, more than in any other nation
in the world, we continue to make fantastic
progress in the physical sciences, in the art
of working with things; but we fail to make
comparable advances in the human and so-
cial sciences, in the art of working and living
with man. It is this growing moral and cul-
tural lag between increasing sclentific and
technical know-how and our Ifallure to
achieve equal human and moral know-why
that creates the source of our basic problem.
We have been too concerned wtlh the quan-
tity of our goods and too little with the qual-
ity of our goals.

We desperately need to re-order priorities.
We must commit ourselves and our resources
in a measure equal to the dimensions of the
difficulties so we can complete the unfinished
agenda of American democracy.

As we approach the 200th anniversary of
the birth of our republic, we are faced with
greater instability than at any other time
in those 200 years. The afiuent and advan-
taged are calling for order in America; the
poor and the disadvantaged are crying for
justice. Unless we achieve both, we shall
achieve neither.

Looking at today's troubled time, I am re-
minded of the troubled times in which Abe
Lincoln, one of the great political thinkers,
sat in the White House. He watched this na-
tion in its time of testing, saw it being torn
asunder, and said,

“The dangerous dogmas of the quiet past
are not adequate to the stormy present.
Our cause is new and we must act anew.”

In the present time of testing our cause
is new; we, too, must think and act anew.
We cannot solve tomorrow's problems with
yesterday’s obsolete concepts.

It is within this broad context that we
must look upon the crisis in the field of
health care, a crisis which worsens daily. It
is not that we lack the scientific knowledge
or medical competence, nor do the people
in your field lack the capability to admin-
ister hospitals, It is not because we lack the
resources—we are already spending more
money for health care than any nation in the
world, We are in trouble on the health care
front because we remain wedded to an ob-
solete, disorganized non-system that stands
in the way of developing a modern rational
health care system.

I don’t have to tell you what is happening
to health care costs. They are skyrocketing
at more than twice the rate of an otherwise
inflationary price index. We spend in excess
of 60 billion dollars a year for health care
services, a figure second only to expenditures
for military purposes in the gross national
product. If we were spending 60 billion dol-
lars a year and the costs of health care were
going up, and the American people were
getting the kind of services that they have
a right to expect, one could say, “Well, the
cost of everything is going up, and that's
the price we must pay.” But we are spending
60 billion dollars a year on second-rate, un-
acceptable health care services.

Therefore, I belleve that the choice be-
fore the American people is clear. They have
a decision to make, and that decision will
be made in the immediate future, because
they will not be willing to continue to pump
billions and billions of dollars into sub-
sidizing the waste and the inefficlencies of
the present non-system. Americans must de-
cide if they want to subsidize a system that
has demonstrated such a total lack of ability
to deal satisfactorily with health care, or to
organize an up-to-date health care system
that would eliminate the waste and provide
comprehensive high-quality care to all Amer-
icans as a matter of right.
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We are the only democratic nation in the
world that continues to rely upon the mar-
ketplace to provide our essential health care
services. The marketplace has the capacity
for doing many exciting things in producing
a volume of unprecedented gadgets, but it
is not responsive to human needs, nor is it
capable of providing essential services such
as quality comprehensive health care at rea-
sonable cost.

Let me state immediately that I do not
believe money alone can solve our problems
in this fleld. But the Committee for National
Health Insurance which I have the honor of
chairing, with Dr. Michael DeBakey, Mrs.
Mary Lasker and Mr. Whitney M, Young Jr.,
as Co-Chairmen, and Senator Kennedy, who
is with us today as one of our distinguished
Committee members, believes in a higher
national priority for health. We are con-
vinced the creative use of finances can open
new directions toward organized patient care.
Money, by itself, cannot solve our problems.
But money can give us the leverage to effect
change. The changes that we see possible
through national health insurance would
create savings. More importantly, they would
help bring good health care to all Americans.

The value of dollars lost to the family or
to the national economy may be incalculable.
But we can begin to identify the amount of
sheer waste in the more than $60 billion we
spend annually for health purposes.! We esti-
mate it exceeds $14 billion.

That is a lot of money and I plan to go
into detail and spend some time on the
waste problem. Our estimate would mean
that 23 percent? of all the billilons spent
for health last year was wasted in the sense
these dollars were spent uneconomically, that
they contributed to the escalation of costs
and to inferior quality health service.

In recent months people of America have
been profoundly, and frequently, shocked
by the acute symptoms of the non-system in
health care. Congressional committees, one
after another, are reporting the symptoms.
Their reports and our studies show the waste
in the health field extends beyond inefficlen-
cies invited by cost-plus over-rides or cost=-
relmbursement; beyond over-charging and
under-control. People want to know why hos-
pitals charge $100 a day. And, why do most
hospitals still run on a five-day week,? with
patients admitted on Fridays to waste a
week-end? And why don’t the hospitals and
doctors work together as teams? The people
feel the physicians who found a quick way
to rich new incomes in the Medicare and
Medicaid programs ought to be called to
account.

But the short hospital work week, the
lack of teamwork in the hospital, and the
relatively few big cheaters, though deplora-
ble, are not the real problem. It is clear the
real problem is the antiquated, semi-func-
tional, non-system which is incapable of
dealing with disorganization and disarray.
And disorganization and disarray are syn-
onymous with waste.

My thesis is that, properly applied, the
funds we spend unwisely and self-defeatingly
could go a long way toward meeting the
costs of truly comprehensive health care for
all. If we continue to subsidize the present
non-system we will waste additional billions
each year—billions of dollars that could ex-
pand and strengthen our capacity for better
health care services.

We have long agreed that no single sys-
tem of health service delivery is apt to satis-
fy all consumers, But we also agree that a
system of national health insurance must be
primarily directed toward creating organized
programs of patient care. In this struggle to
organize the best delivery system, the age
of discovery has hardly begun. We need to
develop and evaluate various models.

However, there do exist some models of
what better systems look like., These are in

Footnotes at end of article.
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the group practice prepayment plans, which,
unfortunately, are still relatively few among
the great number of solo practitioners. And
our estimates of the savings potential in
the field of health rely heavily on the devel-
opment of more group practice arrangements,
particularly hospital-based programs.

THE SOURCES OF WASTE

We need to free ourselves from the mythol-
ogy that solo practice and fee-for-service are
divinely-conceived, divinely-inspired and
therefore eternal. We need to recognize that
the present mix and usage of health re-
sources is not the most perfect configuration
that man can achieve. There is much evi-
dence that relying primarily on the solo,
fee-for-service practitioner to decide and
direct how we spend the bulk of £60 billion a
year results in substantial waste of resources.
If the results were superb care or even aver=-
age care for all, perhaps this waste of scarce
resources and money would be tolerable.

But it isn't even true that at least the
rich and the poor get good care. The poor
often get poor care under demeaning condi-
tlons unless they have some exotic disease,
and the rich get episodic care, perhaps lux=-
uriously provided. The size, complexity and
disorganization of the institutions of health
care—the specialists and super-specialists as
well as the facilities and their control
agents—defeat the middle-income families
attempting to deal with them. Freedom of
choice of physicians assures high quality and
economy of services to the same extent as
freedom of choice of plumbers or used-car
dealers.

The waste begins even before any money
reaches the providers of services: it starts
with the pluralistic inancing system. Nobody
has ever explained to my satisfaction the
logic of having hundreds of insurance car-
riers providing thousands of different types
of benefits, all for the same services. But if
there is some value to all this, let me tell
you we pay plenty for it. We channeled $13.56
billion into the hands of the private insur-
ance companies in the last fiscal yeart The
benefits administered by all private carriers
cover little over one-third® of all personal
health care expenditures. Because these pro-
grams are primarily designed to pay for hos=
pital related costs, they provide ballooning
cost fragmented sickness insurance rather
than comprehensive health insurance which
our people require.

Private insurers took over $1.7 billion as
their costs of doing business® Their busl-
ness, to no significant extent, involved the
development of programs leading to improved
health care, and to longer life and reduced
morbidity. The total administrative and ac-
quisition costs of private health insurance—
the $1.7 billion annual take-out by the car-
riers—provides us with the most expensive
mechanics of administration in the world.

I have worked with employers at the bar-
galning table and with the private insurers
where we have negotiated billions and bil-
lions of dollars for increased resources to
purchase health care programs. We have been
privileged to initiate many of the new pro-
grams of coverage through the collective
bargaining process. We have tried to help
the insurance industry find more adequate
answers to this problem of coverage and
benefits, Our Union has ploneered in ob-
taining fully paid benefits on a national ba-
sis, In obtalning out-of-hospital psychiatric
care, pre- and post-natal care, liberal skilled
nursing home benefits and a national pre-
scription drug program. But I think we have
reached the point where we must recognize
that despite all that has been done the di-
mensions of the health care crisis are be-
yond the capabiilty of a fragmented private
insurance industry.

We can do better under the right kind
of national health insurance program. We
could provide universal comprehensive cov-
erage to the entire population, with bullt-
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in quality and cost controls. And we could
operate such a program with no greater out-
lay for administration than is now required
to cover part of the population for what
are basically only hospital and surgical bene-
fits. Selling costs, eligibility determinations
costs, and surveillance of exclusions, limita-
tions and hesitation clauses would all be-
come Unnecessary.

Alternatively, we can continue to increase
waste by subsidizing the private carriers even
further as some proposals for national health
insurance invite us to do. Last year we es-
timate $1.1 billion of the $1.7 billion I quoted
earlier was wasted in unnecessary acquisition
and administrative costs of health insur-
ance.

POSSIBLE SAVINGS IN HOSPITAL COSTS

The pluralistic financing system produces
a8 waste factor threefold greater than the ad-
ministrative costs alone. The competition
among the hundreds of carriers does not
serve to hold down the costs of health serv-
ices; it drives them upward and puts
greater pressure on the hospital system.

And the forms, forms, forms—the number
of different types of forms that you people
fill out must be about as welcome as used
throwaway bottles at the Coca-Cola plant.

An effect of our existing types of health
insurance has been to limit avallability of
lower cost facilities and programs while over-
loading the hospitals. This results in un-
necessary construction of acute care beds
and under-development of hospital-operated
extended care facilities, skilled nursing home
care, home health services and other forms
of care for the chronic disease patients.

Our people estimate about $B6 billion in
annual hospital costs and surgeons’ fees
could be saved by proper building programs
and by having in effect a system that puts
the right patient in the right bed at the
right time. Obviously operating costs in the
acute care hospital would be somewhat
higher daily than at present since the care
would be more intensive. But even with the
added operating costs, and even with the
development of the hospitals’ extended care
capacities, total costs to the system would
be considerably lower in such systems of
organized patlient care.

And savings in capital expenditures
achieved by matching each patient’s inten-
sity of care need with the appropriate health
facility would be considerable.

The government estimates our capital
needs for modernization of hospitals to ex-
ceed $16.7 billion. We all know the most
pressing needs are in the urban hospitals.
The per bed costs of new hospital construc-
tion in the cities runs to about 850,000 to-
day. Modernization can exceed $35,000 per
acute bed. It is forecast by people close to
the situation that we will have to huild or
replace three-quarters of a million acute care
beds by the end of the century.

But why should we necessarily replace
every outdated acute hospital bed with the
same kind of bed? Or add acute beds where
other kinds of beds would do better? Studies
that we have examined indicate that one-
fourth of the hospitals’ patient days could
be transferred to ambulatory facilities, ex-
tended care facilities or skilled nursing
homes, and that 5% of patient days could be
reduced by transferring patients to ade-
quate home health programs.

We estimate we could save an average of
$575 million annually in construction costs
by building an appropriate number of am-
bulatory care facilities, extended care facili-
ties and services in place of acute beds.

This nation must come to some decisions
rather quickly about planning and financing
the urgent capital and service needs of hos-
pitals. National health insurance can
strengthen and support planning—not for
the purpose of whittling down budgets and
reducing essential services, but toward the
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goal of a better mix of nonduplicating facil-
itles and services, teamwork in and between
hospitals, preservation of scarce resources
and rationalization of capital and service re-
quirements.

In our program we want to work with you
and to encourage and support the hospitals
in becoming focal points for comprehensive
patient care services, including extended
care and home health services where ap-
propriate. Not only will this serve the in-
terests of continuity and quality of care,
but also of greater economy.

We believe that improved programs and
services are compatible with various types of
cost savings.

And the development of more comprehen-
sive services will increase the opportunities
for patients to be admitted earlier to hos-
pitals when that is required. There are four
specific areas of potentially large savings
in hospital operating costs.

1. The hospital that is in full operation
seven days a week rather than five has been
able to reduce the average stay by half a
day, @ $700 million saving.”

2. Ambulatory testing for surgical pa-
tients prior to admission has shown it can
save 118 hospital days per 100 patients, for
a saving in excess of $300 million each year.

3. The inappropriate design of insurance
programs, with premiums placed on in-
hospital care combined with ineffective uti-
lization review results, our advisors tell us,
in longer than necessary and inappropriate
hospital stays. By reducing average hospital
stays only one day, savings of approzimately
$1.8 billion could be realized in this segment
alone.

4. Another matter of waste at the addi-
tional price of inferior care has long been
obvious. In communities all over the coun-
try, our maternity and pediatric services
should be consolidated into fewer hospitals.
Our economists and medical people all agree
on this: the quality of care would be en-
hanced and the space now taken up by un-
der-occupled services could be converted to
adult beds. We believe at least 8,000 beds
could be converted, if this kind of commu-
nity planning for the delivery of services
were actually functioning. There would be
savings both in construction and staff costs.
Even the obviously under-utilized maternity
and pediatric services require constant
stafling. A study by the Public Health Service
of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, indicated that as much as $250 mil-
lion could be saved by a consolidation of
maternity and pediatric services wherever
possible,

POSSIBLE SAVINGS IN HOSPITAL COSTS AND
PHYSICIANS' FEES IN SURGERY

There are additional and substantial sav-
ings having to do with surgery. I imagine
many of you have read Dr. John Bunker’'s
article in the New England Journal of Medi-
cine for January 15, 1970. He has pulled to-
gether a great deal of evidence that indicates
we may well be a country providing luxuri-
ous accommodations but often unnecessary
surgery for the well-to-do—while we can-
not provide basic medical care for the indi-
gent,

Our people have been doing some calcula-
tlons. And if Dr. Bunker is correct that
surgery could be reduced by 256 percent—or
nearly four million operations—iwe could
have lowered our national payments to sur-
geons last year by $740 million and reduced
our hospital bed requirements by an addi-
tional 26 million days, or another $1.6 bil-
lion in savings or waste depending on your
viewpoint.®

We would be upgrading the overall quality
of surgical services as well.

The differences in the rates of surgery in
the United States and England, 74 per 1,000
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population versus 38 per 1,000 population,
certainly point to some impact from that
large segment of surgeons not certified by
& surgical board who do 50 percent of the
surgery in our country. These differences
support the thrust of Dr. Bunker's conclu-
slons.

BAVINGS IN FPHYSICIANS SERVICES THROUGH

GROUP PRACTICE

It is generally recognized from studies of
the Federal Employees Health Benefits Pro-
gram and other programs that members of
group practice prepayment plans use as little
as 50 percent of the number of hospital days
as other consumers covered by commercial
insurance or the Blues. The savings thus ef-
fected, however, will not be taken into ac-
count in this section, which concerns pos-
sible savings in physicians’ costs through the
development of group practice.

As a nation we currently spend $9.2 bil-
lion privately and $2.7 billion through pub=-
lic programs for the services of private phy-
slelans® That's a total of nearly $12 billion.
Economists have expressed a number of ideas
about increasing the efficiency of the nation’s
doctors. As our most valuable and scarcest
form of health manpower, they are gate-
keepers to most health services. They should
be employed at their highest levels of skiil,
and not spend time on tasks equally well per-
formed by less highly trained people. Pro-
fessor Rashi Fein of Harvard University has
demonstrated that a four percent increase in
physician productivity can add the equiva-
lent of one year's medical school graduating
class to the medical market. It follows that
if, by organizing the delivery system in which
physicians work, we increased the capability
for seeing patients, we would be stepping up
physician productivity and saving a great
deal of money.

We estimate the effective development of
group practice programs would save $3.6
billion annually, based on a per capita saving
of $60 for 60 million enrollees in group prac-
tice programs. By that I mean, if we could
develop 2,000 group practice programs in
the next five years and staff them with an
average of 20 physicians, along with other
members of the health team, they could
serve a population of 60 million. The same
40,000 physicians in solo practice serve only
30 million people. Under a dual system of
solo practice and expanding group practice
programs, we could at least maintain the
present ratio of physicians to patients until
the population had increased by an addi-
tional 30 million.

Group practice produces other forms of
savings that are not as readily measured—
such things as avallable consultation when
doubts exist about the need for hospitaliza-
tlon or surgery, and in the better use of
medically-trained manpower.

PHYSICIAN SHORTAGES

We all know that there 1s a serious short-
age of manpower in the medical professions,
This occurs for the same reasons that create
a shortage of manpower in the bullding
trades in some parts of the country—both
groups have worked on the theory that you
can make more out of the economics of
scarcity.

As the president of one group practice
prepayment plan, I can testify that group
practice does not provide cheaper care than
solo practice. It does provide more compre-
hensive and better care. It makes more
effective use of medical manpower. The
hands and the skills of the physician are
lengthened, and he is therefore more pro-
ductive and able to serve nearly twice as
many patients as the solo practitioner. Even
so radical a publication as Fortune Maga-
zine has recently concluded that health care
teams offer the brightest opportunity for
improvement of productivity. And the orga-
nized patient care program does result in
better health for the patients.
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The alternative to increasing productivity
of physicians would be a more costly and
unattainable goal of doubling or even
tripling the number of physicians. At this
time there is absoluately no evidence that
the Federal Administration is prepared to
seek the necessary resources to attempt to
achieve their own stated objective of train-
ing an additional 50,000 physicians in the
next ten years.

In Michigan alone, there are over 200
communities with populations over 1,000
who ore looking for doctors and can’'t find
them. Across the country entire counties are
without the services of local physiclans. The
planned supply of physiclans will not alle-
viate this crisis.

Organized medicine has proposed develop-
ing and using fee-for-service nurse-practi-
tloners., Well, they forgot to ask the nurses.
And they didn't seem to know something
everybody else knows: the nurses are in even
shorter supply than the doctors. And they
choose to ignore the dissatisfaction with
fee-for-service payments even to doctors,
Half a dozen congressional committees al-
ready are having their say about things like
fee-for-service, and “usual and customary,”
and I won't dwell on those matters. But the
waste is obvious when you put out a barrel
of money and tell the doctors to help them-
selves to as much as they want, and then
fill it up again when they've emptied it.

PHYSICIANS' FEES

We estimate that $1.2 billion aennually
could be saved on physicians’ fees even un-
der the present fee-for-service system by
establishing controls that assure reasonable
rather than “usual and customary’ fees that
rise faster than the consumer price index.
You don't get reasonable fees through mon-
opoly pricing, and the data indicate that
physicians' costs have climbed 10% higher
than the amount of inflation in the overall
consumer price index since the passage of
Medicare.

REMOVING OBESTACLES TO GROUP PRACTICE

A dual system of organized group prac-
tice and solo practice should have been
well-established by now. But there are still
laws on the books which prevent the de-
velopment of group practice prepayment
plans in 20 states. Medical soclety opposi-
tion is a deterrent even in states with no
restrictive legislation.

If people in powerful positions continue to
discourage the development of organized
groups we will waste untold additional bil-
lions on unnecessary hospitalization, un-
Decessary surgery, unnecessary utilization of
physicians and unfortunate neglect of the
health needs of our people,

The opposition continues today, perhaps
in more subtle forms than in the past.
People give lip service to the idea of improved
organization for the delivery of services, and
for increasing the supply of medical practi-
tloners. But they contribute little to either
effort.

NEED FOR EXPANDING MEDICAL EDUCATION

Even today, there are no places available
for half of the fully-qualified students apply-
ing for medical school admission.

By the thousands, American students are
enrolling In foreign schools. Though we
desperately need more physicians of vari-
ous types, the sorry history of the 1970 Fed-
eral appropriations for medical education
and for medical research again reminds us
that the medico-politicians are less inter-
ested in the intolerable inadequacies of
medical education than they are in preserv-
ing the inviolability of fee-for-service pay-
ments to practitioners. Meanwhile, we should
bow our heads in shame that we must im-
port physicians from underdeveloped coun-
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tries where they are far more desperately
needed. But you know we could not run our
hospitals without them,

WASTE IN THE DUAL OR TRIPARTE SYSTEM

Up to this point in our discussion, we have
not touched on the waste resulting from
our dual private and public systems of
health care. Twenty-five Federal depart-
ments or agencies run health programs of
one kind or another, often competing with
each other and with the private sector in
their demands on secarce manpower and
resources. In the Medicaid program alone,
federal-state-and-local governments spent
$4.4 billion ™ for medical care last year, em=-
ploying thousands to administer its provi-
slons. More personnel time and EeNergy was
expended in checking on peoples’ eligibility
for care than on surveillance of the quality
of the care or the reasonableness of the
charges. Often too, where there was any
surveillance of charges or guality, the effort
duplicated rather than augmented similar
activity under Medicare or in the private sec-
tor. Having already stated that the current
administrative costs paid to private insurers
would be ample to administer a comprehen-
sive national health insurance program,
there would be savings of at least $400 mil-
lion resulting from a unified system in which
no one's eligibility for the national benefits
had to be determined or redetermined every
few months,

That means we wasted at least $400 mil-
lion on Medicaid administrative costs last
year.

Rather than all the separate governmental
programs, we propose & consolidation of
programs wherever possible, so that the con-
sumers served will have equal access to
services of equal, adequate quality. This, in
our opinion would save us at least another
billion dollars a year,

For example, as a nation, we spent $9.2
billion privately and $2.7 billion through
public programs for the services of our limit-
ed number of physicians. There was no pro-
gram to coordinate the purchase of physi-
cians’ services or to provide them with in-
centlves to increase their productivity. This
is a costly way for the purchasers of serv-
ices to do business.

The separate, often unequal and virtually
uncoordinated systems of private and public
hospital and medical care, results in a great
many wasted dollars, both of taxpayers and
of private patients, or, really, dollars extract-
ed from separate pockets of the same indi-
viduals. The absorption into a national health
insurance program of many of the existing
governmental programs—such as Medicare,
much of Medicaid, the civillan portion of
Defense Department health programs, the
maternal and child health programs, and so
forth, could we estimate, save as much as
ten percent of current Federal expenditures 12
under those public programs, which now run
to about $10 billion. The programs would not
be competing with each other in their de-
mands on limited resources but rather there
would be a coordination, and the efforts for
coordination with such separate systems as
those of the Veterans Administration would
be possible as well. We estimate such coordi-
nation would equal a saving of $1 billion.

DRUGS, MEDICINES, AND APPLIANCES

Certainly, improvement of the delivery sys-
tem along with the coordination of public
and private programs, as appropriate, could
be expected to reduce the costs of drugs and
medicines as well, separate and apart from
the debate over brand names versus generics,
We estimate that our failure to act along
the lines of organized patient care, caused
8 waste of between 7 and 10% of our personal
care expenditures for medicine and appli-
ances, or between £550 million and £750 mil-
lion. s
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DENTISTS

The outstanding dental leaders assoclated
with our efforts on the Committee for Na-
tional Health Insurance tell us that the fail-
ure to apply the knowledge we now have in
the use of hygienists and Dental Assistants
is depriving millions of people of necessary
dental services. Restrictive laws on the use
of these para-dental personnel are costly both
in terms of lower productivity and higher
rates of edentulousness due to diseases of
the mouth that could have been neutralized.
We estimaie the dollar waste in lowered
dental productivity to be $200 million.

Another $200 million in sheer waste rep=
resents, in our estimation our failures to
move ahead in the coordination of mental
health services with other health services.
Everything we know about the treatment of
the mental diseases of our times demands
that the mentally i1l receive treatment as
part of their needs for comprehensive health
services. We still insist on categorizing and
compartmentalizing most of the mentally il11,

It is therefore our overall estimate that at
least $14 billion was wasted in the health
field last year. And the future could be worse
unless we act now to change our direction.

THE BRIGHTER SIDE

It is a risky business to try to predict what
lies ahead in medicine. The inscription at
the Natlonal Archives tells us the *“Past is
Prologue,” and we hope so for we need to
benefit from its mistakes.

I do not think it 1s nearly as important to
have precise estimates of how much waste
we might expect in the future as it is to do
what we can to expand the brighter side of
the picture. And there is a brighter side.
Planning has lost what once may have seemed
an unsavory quality to some of you. Now we
need to strengthen the planning councils,
create others where they do not exist, and
back them up through legal franchising or
some similar system. Prospective budgeting
by hospitals and for physicians and other
services are rapidly-emerging concepts, and
none-too-soon. Particularly, your hospitals
throughout most of this region, I know al-
ready are moving ahead on the design and
acceptance of budgeting and not fighting
rear guard actions. Utilization review and
quality review activities have begun in most
places, and can be made progressively more
meaningful, A sense of economizing is over-
taking the idea of muddling along while hop-
ing for financial windfalls from the govern-
ment or somewhere else, at least on the part
of many hospital administrators and boards.
Unfortunately, others still believe the ab-
sence of a sense of economy can be camou-
flaged by low salaries for some or can be
made acceptable by cost reimbursement from
whatever sources,

I recognize there is a great deal of joint
purchasing by hospitals. Recovery rooms, in-
tensive care units, electronic monitoring and
other nurse-saving activities are becoming
common where useful. All is not dark.

But are we ready to adjust to really dy=-
namic change? Are we ready to work together
to create systems of health services from
the present non-system? Do we even all
agree that adequate health care should be
available to all as a matter of right?

These are the real questions we must ask
ourselves.

In our opinion, real improvement is pos-
sible if we can work together to structure and
organize health care for people in all com-
munities . . . when the health system is
integrated with education, recreation, em-
ployment, human relations—when our com-
mon goals have eliminated sheer hunger and
malnutrition, and deplorable housing, and
reversed environmental pollution . . . when
we have reordered our priorities and begun to
accomplish what we are capable of doing.
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NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE: A BOON TO
PROVIDERS AND CONSUMERS

In the Committee for National Health In-
surance, we are convinced that the program
we are developing sets forth the broad struc-
ture which can close that gap and create a
uniquely American system for better service
to consumers and more stable support to
providers. By its very nature. our Drogram
is a health program and not just an in-
surance program. We want to move forward
in health, not get bogged down in debates
over old prerogatives that are hurting us
all,

Doctors are entitled to the orderly arrange-
ment of their family lives as well as thelr
practice. Hospitals should be supported in
reaching into greater community service,
including opportunities in extended and
ambulatory care. Medical schools are due
relief from the intolerable debt in which,
one after another, they find themselves.
Those who pay for health insurance should
be assured of effective cost and quality
controls.

The national health insurance approach
we are supporting would accept the challenge
of creative changes. Many of the other health
insurance proposals already publicly an-
nounced deal with the payment mechanism
but not with how the services are delivered.
They would only inflate further the costs of
medical care.

We are not aiming to tear down. We want
to salvage and use the best features of health
care that are already available. But we want
also to structure a new system that over-
comes the present built-in waste and dupli-
cation and Inefficiencies.

I would suggest there are five essential cri-
teria of a viable health insurance program:

1. It must deal with the central fact—the
disorganization and fragmentation of our
non-system. To work, a health insurance
plan must lay the foundation for creating
organization out of disorganization,

2, It must provide for comprehensive bene-
fits from prevention to diagnosis, to treat-
ment, to rehabilitation.

3. It must control costs.

4. It must provide for control of quality.

5. Its programs and services must have
built-in democratic controls.

National health insurance offers a new
opportunity to eradicate the financial bar-
riers to good health care and thus to reduce
illness, disability and suffering. It offers to
stimulate new efforts to focus health services
on preventive care, early diagnosis and treat-
ment. We believe that any national health
insurance program should emphasize protec-
tlon of health rather than merely payment
for sickness.

We can save 14 billion dollars a year if we
adopt a national health insurance program
which restructures the delivery of health
care and replaces the present non-system.

The figures cannot be arrived at with the
precision of a slide rule or the delicacy of a
surgeon’s knife. They are cited, however, to
give productive understanding of the di-
mensions of the present waste or possible
savings in a properly structured system of
health care in this country.

We are spending in wasteful ways about
$6 billion for hospital construction and care.
Approximately 3.6 billion could be saved In
the more appropriate use of physicians
through adequate use of organized modern
group practice dellvery methods. $1.2 billion
could be saved by controlling increases In
physicians’ fees so that they do not exceed
the BLS increases in cost of living. $400 mil-
lon could be saved in needless Medicald ad-
ministrative costs and a billlon dollars
through effective coordination in use of phy-
sician services.

Over a bilion dollars could be saved by
eliminating wasteful practices in purchasing
drugs, medicine and appliances and in the
ways in which dental care and mental health
services are offered to our people.
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Finally, we should be able to administer
such a program in a manner to save $1.1 bil-
lion now clearly wasted.

I realize that all these savings cannot be
achieved overnight. The waste in the present
programs can however largely be ellminated
on a rapidly progressing basis if we make the
necessary changes in national financing and
structure these changes to bring about bet-
ter organized service delivery.

I feel strongly that all men and women of
good will can and will harmonize their ef-
forts to overcome the present shortcomings
in the health care fleld and find adequate
and acceptable answers to this very serlous
basic human need in America.

We recognize the inefliciencies and wastes
in our present non-system and will weed
them out of the garden. In their place, we
need to plant a new and improved species,
and give some of the better but undernour-
ished clusters a chance to grow.

FOOTNOTES

1 The Size and Shape of the Medical Care
Dollar. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Chart Book, 1969. Superintend-
ent of Documents. p. 5.

2§14 billion=23% of $60 billion.

3 Medical News Report. Vol. 2, No. 6. Feb-
ruary 9, 1970. p. 2.

% Research and Statistics. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. Note # 18,
11/7/69.

5 The Size and Shape of the Medical Care
Dollar. p. 15.

¢ Facts of Life, Health and Health Insur-
ance. Committee for National Health Insur-
ance. November, 1969, p. 22.

T Medical News Report. p. 2.

8 Bunker, John, M.D, “A Comparison of
Operations and Surgeons in the U.S. and
England and Wales.” New England Journal
of Medicine. Volume 282, January 15, 1970.
pPp. 135-144,

® Research and Statistics. Note # 18.

1 The Size and Shape of the Medical Care
Dollar, p. 11. Research and Statistics. De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. Note #2, 2/23/70.

1 Research and Statistics. Note # 18.

12 I'bid.

12 I'bid.

How the development of a national health
service delivery system wunder national
health insurance could save as estimated
§14 billion wasted last year

CAPITAL SAVINGS
Beds

Acute general hospital beds as a re-
sult of—

(1) Ambulatory diagnosis
million days)

(2) Consolidating maternity and
pediatric beds (1.5 million
days)

(3) Shortening stays by use of ex-
tended care and skilled
nursing home beds, home
health services and 7-day
operation of hospital (16%
of acute days) (35 million
days)

(4) Lesssurgery: 3.7 million fewer
operations performed, 26
million fewer bed days re-

37, 000

8, 000

126, 000

Number of acute beds un-
necessary and therefore
not needing to be re-
placed or modernized
over 30-year period
under & new system__. 258, 000

Annual Savings (Current Wasie) —Capi-
tal cost for 258,000 unnecessary beds based
on $9 billion expenditure spread over 10 to
40 years. (Assumed 35,000 cost per bed, £50,-
000 less cost of an equal number of skilled
nursing home or ECF beds at $15,000 con-
struction cost), $575 million.
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OPERATING COST SAVINGS
(In millions of dollars)
By reduction of 25 perecnt in sur-

gery—

(a) Hospital bills (25 percent fewer
surgical admissions and stays;
3.7 million cases)

Burgeons' bills (average bill
$200 x 3.7 million unneces-
sary surgical procedures) ...

Net savings by adopting 7-day
week (half a day per admis-
mission times £50 per day) --

Increase physician productivity
through expanded group prac-
tice (develop groups serving
60 million consumers)

Control fees of physicians (10
percent of $11.9 billion ex-
penditure for private physi-
cians)

Reduction of hospitalization by
ambulatory testing (5 percent
of 27 million short-term days
at $70 per day)

Reduce hospitalization by short-
ening of stays (1 day per ad-
mission for all admissions) by
redesign of benefit structure,
and effective utilization re-
view to include ECF and home
health services

Unnecessary administrative-
overhead expense of private
health insurance

Improve selection and delivery of
drugs and medicines

Systemize maternity-pediatric
services

Extend paraprofessional support
of dentists

Coordinate mental health with
other health services
SAVINGS RESULTING FROM COORDINATION OF

TRIPARTITE SYSTEMS
(In millions of dollars)

Medicaid administration improved

Reduction in uncoordinated demand on
physicians

Reduction in uncoordinated use of fa-
cilities

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

(1)

(h)

(1)
()
(k)
1)

600
250
200

REA'S STARVATION DIET ADDS TO
ADMINISTRATION'S DISMAL RU-
RAL RECORD

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I re-
cently joined with 26 Senators to send
a letter to President Nixon urging the
release of $20 million which the Con-
gress appropriated for loans to rural
electric cooperatives.

The need for these funds is reaching
the crucial stage. The entire Nation is
currently faced with the distinct possi-
bility of electric blackouts and brown-
outs this summer and beyond.

As of April 1 of this year, there was
a backlog of REA loan applications of
some $377 million, and another $182 mil-
lion in applications are anticipated to
be submitted by June 30, 1970. During
fiscal year 1971 an additional $464 mil-
lion in applications will be submitted.

In Minnesota our figures include a
current loan backlog of $2 million; an
additional $18.6 million in applications
will be submitted by June 30; and a
State high of $76 million in applications
are to be submitted during fiscal year
1971.

Thus, Minnesota’s total backlog
through next year will be $96,556,800—
second only to the State of Kentucky.

Yet the administration continues to
hold back $20 million which could help
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to alleviate this problem—$20 million,
I must repeat, which Congress has ap-
propriated.

To underscore the seriousness of the
situation, I ask unanimous consent that
a table prepared by the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association be
printed in the Recorb. Also, to reflect the
Minnesota situation, I ask unanimous
consent that a series of letters which I
have received from various rural elec-
tric cooperatives be printed in the Rec-
ORD.
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There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
orDp, as follows:

Anticipated backlog of loan applications on
June 30, 1970, and June 30, 1971
[In millions of dollars]
Backlog of loan applications, April 1,
1970

Applications to be submitted April 1,
1970, to June 30, 1970

Total to be considered, last quar-
ter of fiscal year 1970

BREAKDOWN OF LOAN REQUESTS BY STATE

June 2, 1970

Less—Balance of loan funds available
from $345 million loan program... —126

Backlog of loan applications, July 1,
Applications to be submitted, July f.
1970, to June 30, 1971

Total applications to be consid-

ered in fiscal year 1971
REA loan fund budget request, fiscal

Backlog of loan applications, July 1,

Arni

to be
submitted
Apr.1,1970to
June 30, 1570

Loan
backlo

State Apr. 1, 197

to be

submitted
July1,1970to
June 30, 1971

Total State

Applications  Applications
to be to be
submitted
July1,1970t0
June 30, 1971

Loan
hacklo%
Apr. 1, 197

submitted
Apr.1,1970 to
June 30, 1970

Alabama___............ SZ‘}B.':,Dgg $2, 635, 000

8,428,000 13,825,100
8, 004, 000

7,418, 300
9,009, 104

1,592, 800
450, 000

Minnesota_
Mississippi.
Missouri

$21, 267, 000
21,374, 000

Montana
Nebraska. ..
30,454,000 | New Mexico
52,452,000 | New York__

000 | North Carolina......
gﬁ_rlh Dakota

$16, 467, 000
1 00

, 030, 000
19, 370, 000
12,276,100

00

, 000
30,719, 895
13, 538, 000
12, 049, 705

Oklahoma._._.......
QOregon -
Pennsylvania

South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee

Virginia
Washington

22, 860,193

Wisconsin. .. ...-....
35,625, 810 i

Wyoming.-.o-ooaa--
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630,000

BLUE EARTH-NICOLLET COOPERATIVE
ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
Mankato, Minn., May 12, 1970.
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor: I am writing to ask your
support for an increase in the appropriations
for the Rural Electrification loan program.

We have not had a loan for 17 years. We
have had an application in for one for more
than a year but none has been granted as
yet because of the shortage of funds.

Our reserves are being depleted quite rap-
idly. We have in our office right now several
plats of developments totaling 980 Ilots.
There is also a 7-up bottling plant, a large
high school, & small factory, two industrial
sites and in addition 350 acres have been
taken into the city limits with water and
sewer now being put in. This area could
have a lot of development and all of it is
in our service area.

All of the above takes a lot of investment
on our part. Orders for material have to be
placed months in advance because of the
long delivery problem. These materials are
being delivered now, making considerable in-
roads on our cash reserves. Still there is no
loan in sight and it would appear we will
have quite a problem.

We are therefore hopeful you might look
favorably on increasing the REA appropria-
tions and the immediate release of the $20
million mow frozen by the Bureau of the
Budget.

Sincerely,
CAL PALMERSTON.
Tonp-WADENA ELECTRIC CO-OPERATIVE,
Wadena, Minn., May 15, 1970.
Hon. WaALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MONDALE: We are enclosing
a8 copy of our letter which was sent to the
President requesting his support for the
rural electrification program.

We know that you have always supported
our program in the past and are deeply ap-
preclative of it. If there is anything that
you can do for us in this particular situa-
tion, we know that we will have your sup-
port,

Best personal regards.

Cooperatively yours,
PAUL RICHTER,
General Manager.
TopD-WADENA ELECTRIC CO-OPERATIVE,
Wadena, Minn., May 15, 1970.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Mze. PresmeNT: This letter is being written
to ask your Administration’s support in
meeting the needs of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration for adequate funds for
an expanding rural electrification program.

Monetary requirements in the immediate
years ahead will far exceed the demands of
the past. Our own electric cooperative is a
typical example. Since 1941 we have received
loans totalling $2,824,000. The last loan was
made In 1959. Since 1959 our cooperative has
invested $723,000 of its earnings in its elec-
tric plant to meet the electric needs of its
members.

Our most recent studies show that we will
need $666,000 to be invested in electric plant
in 1970-71. An additional $1,445,000 will be
needed by January 1, 1979. These funds are
needed for normal growth of the system—
any unusual developments would increase
the need sharply.

We request that immediate attention be
given to two very important matters in-
volved now in the rural electrification pro-
gram:

1. Authorize release of $20,000,000 which
has already been authorized for fiscal 1970
but which is being retained by the Budget
Bureau.
small percentage of the total, its release
would certainly help fill some of the critical
loan requirements existing now.

2. We request support for the request now
before Congressional Appropriations Com-
mittees for $745 million for fiscal 1971. While
this is a substantial increase over 18970 au-
thorizations, it is not unreasonable when it
is considered that total loan applications for
1971 will be $897 million. Increased loan au-
thorizations are particularly needed for fiscal
1971, It is expected that loan requirements
after fiscal 1971 will be partially supple-
mented with funds from the newly formed
Cooperative Finance Corporation.

Our nation’s urban problems are directly
intertwined with progress in rural America.
If there be a revitalization in the country
then a viable rural electrification program is
essential to the progress and development of
the rural areas.

We believe that your support for adequate
loan funds as outlined in this letter will help
relieve some of the pressures on our cities
and also make possible a better life in rural
America.

Thank you for your conslderation,

Cooperatively yours,
PAauLn RICHTER,
General Manager.
Anoea ErLEcTRIC COOPERATIVE,
Anoka, Minn., May 12, 1970.
Hon, WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DearR SENATOR MoONDALE: My purpose in
writing you is to express my concern about
Rural Electrification appropriations and give
you some information that may be helpful
in making a decision on the current appro-
priations bill.

The Anoka Electric Cooperative, of which
I am General Manager, serves an area north
of the twin cities generally from Anoka
west to St. Cloud and east to the St. Croix
and this includes several suburban com-

While the retained amount is a munities.

We are in a rapidly growing area where the
electrical load has been doubling every five
years and it takes a considerable amount of
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capital and construction to meet the needs.

It is dificult to make an explanation in a
few words so I am enclosing a copy of the
talk I made to our members at the annual
meeting in March which shows several of the
points of concern. Also find enclosed a copy
of our Annual Report.

Our projections show that it will be nec-
essary to apply for an REA loan in about
December of 1970 and it will be for about
$2,000,000.

Information that we get from REA in
Washington and from surveys taken by
NRECA show that there will be a backlog
of loan applications on July 1, 1970 of over
$400,000,000.

Indications are that Congress is consider-
ing an appropriation of $345,000,000 for fis-
cal year 7/1/70-6/30/71 and this will not be
enough to meet the needs. Enclosed is an
NRECA summary of the anticipated needs.

There is considerable emphasis on trying
to cut down the trend of people moving to
the citles and to encourage rural develop-
ment and it doesn’t seem consistent to have
the people either stay in or move to the rural
areas if we aren't able to take care of their
needs in these areas. Electricity is an essen-
tial need.

As you know, the REA’s have been working
on a self financing plan which is progressing.
We expect to obtain a request soon to make
our initial investments in this organization.
However, it is apparent that this supple-
mental financing will generate only about
$30,000,000 in the next fiscal year. Further,
it is doubtful that there will be any money
avallable for generating facilitles. We pur-
chase our electricity from Rural Cooperative
Power Assoclation at Ell River and estimates
show that a new plant will be needed in
1976. Commitments to bulld this plant should
be made during the next year. Every pos-
sible avenue of how to obtain the necessary
capital is being explored, but so far a solu-
tion has not been found.

We are fully aware of the fact that there
are many demands on the Federal Treasury
and that priorities must be established. We
know that it is difficult for you to determine
where these priorities should be.

We are grateful for the loans and services
we have received from REA. However, I felt
that I should write and express our concern
for the future,

A solution would be to influence the Bu-
reau of the Budget to release a $20,000,000
contingency fund appropriated for this pres-
ent fiscal year and to increase the budget
request of $345,000,000 for next year.

I know that your attention and help on
this will be appreciated.

Very truly,
MiLToN S. OLBERG,
General Manager.

RoseAavu ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC.,
Roseau, Minn., May 14, 1970.
Subject: Rural Electrification Administra-
tion Loan Funds
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR MONDALE: The Rural Elec-
trification program is in serious need of ad-
ditional funds, to be loaned to the electric
cooperatives, throughout the nation.

Our own cooperative 1s in need of $418,000,
for which we expect to file application in
the last half of 1970. Because of the large
backlog of loan applications, new applica-
tlons and limited funds available, REA will
be way short in being able to take care of
all of the needs.

I would therefore appreciate any assist-
ance possible in releasing the $20 million,
which has been approved by congress and
is now held up by the Bureau of the Budget.
Also, your assistance will be appreciated for
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increased appropriations for fiscal year of
1971 to 8745 million.
Sincerely,
M. A. HASLERUD,
Manager.

Rep LakE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC,,

Red Lake Falls, Minn., May 13 1970.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnATOR MONDALE: We are enclos-
ing a copy of a letter mailed to the Presi-
dent regarding the status of REA loan funds.
We urge your support in appropriating ade-
quate funds for the program.

Yours very truly,
CHARLES M. ELEVEN,
Manager.
May 12, 1970.
President RicHARD M. NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. PRESIDENT: Being a Rural Elec-
tric Cooperative, which serves 3500 rural
member consumers with rural electric power
in a 4 County area in northwestern Min-
nesota, we are vitall'" concerned with the
current status of Rural Electrification loan
funds. It is our understanding that only 345
million is being recommended for REA for
1970-71, whereas the NRECA Indicates
through their survey, that applications for
loan funds for the fiscal year will exceed 550
million.

In our particular case we are at a point
where we are forced to use our reserve funds
and our advance payments to meet our
quarterly loan payments. How long we will
be able to continue to do this is question-
able. REA has a regulation that Rural Elec-
tric Cooperatives whose liquidable reserve
funds excess 89 of plant are not eligible for
loan funds. This, we understand, is forced
on the Rural Electrification Administration
due to the shortage of loan funds. We do not
feel that our reserve funds are excessive. In
fact, at the 10% level, whica is our liguidable
reserve at this time, there .s a question in
our mind if this is adequate far from being
excessive,

We are in and serve an area that is much
in need of development, having been de-
clared a distressed area for a number of years
and now with the economic situation im-
proving we must be in a position to offer
service to these people as they move into
our service area.

Our current supply of adequate wholesale
power is not questionable at the moment,
however our future power supply will be in
question if adequate funds are not appro-
priated for generation and transmission in-
stallations as well as distribution.

The records of the Rural Electric Coopera-
tives have been unmatched for payback to
the Government. There are a number of
Government programs that are outright
grants and subsidies. However, the rural
electric program 1is a payback program
with interest. The records will show that the
element of risk as far as the Government is
concerned, is practically non-existent. We
know of few Rural Electrlec Cooperatives
who are in any way delinquent in their
payments. However, if adequate loan funds
are not appropriated you can see where this
ct;uld become a serious problem with many
of us.

May, we, therefore, as a Rural Electric
power supplier, urge your support in rec-
ommendation that loan funds for the rural
electrification program be increased to me
at the coming needs of the rural electric
program.

Yours very truly,
CHARLES M. KLEVEN,
Manager.
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RED RIVER VALLEY COOPERATIVE POWER,
Halstad, Minn., May 12, 1970.

The PRESIDENT,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

Me. PresipENT: I am writing to you re-
garding the dire need for additional loan
funds in our area and over the United States
as a whole.

The Board of Directors of Red River Val-
ley Cooperative Power Assocliation have de-
layed making any additional requests for
loans from REA during the past twelve years.
We have been able to do this by investing
as much as possible of our own funds and
also delaying as much as possible, expansion
and proper maintenance of our system.

We are very shortly approaching the point
where we will have to ask REA for additional
loan funds to serve our present consumers
and others who declde to build homes in the
rural areas. I would like to encourage you to
release the twenty million dollars in loan
funds appropriated by Congress for the cur-
rent fiscal year, but frozen by bureau budget
at the present time,

I would also like to request your support of
the important power supply program for elec~
tric cooperatives, who at the present time,
generate a very small percentage of their
needed capacity through the lack of these
loan funds to build facilities.

I want to thank you for your consideration
of these requests.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES 8. OGARD,
General Manager.

STEARNS COOPERATIVE
ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION,
Melrose, Minn., May 18, 1970.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mr. PrEsIDENT: As the general
manager of a rural electric distribution co-
operative, I would like to express my views on
the vital need for the continued financial
support of the cooperatives.

We all realize that government expendi-
tures are of the utmost importance, and that
they are continually growing, as are the prob-
lems of rural life. But consider what rural
life would be like today, if it were not for the
many rural electric cooperatives that serve
the people in the rural areas. Therefore, I
find it imperative that I ask for your assist-
ance in obtaining the necessary funds, which
have been appropriated, in order that we may
keep up with the demand for electric service,
which is growing so rapidly. In our local area
there are numerous housing developments
under construction, or they are in the process
of being developed. The acquisition of funds,
in order to keep up with these needs, is put-
ting us in a very difficult situation.

NRECA has pointed out to the congres-
sional committees that an appropriation of
Seven Hundred and Forty-Five million is
needed for the fiscal year of 1971, in order
that the level of REA loan application back-
log become more manageable.

In view of the fact that the REC’'s have
made their loan and interest payments on
time, in addition to advance payments on
their loans, do you not think that the invest-
ment in the future of rural people is one
which should merit your serious considera-
tion?

In these times, when there is so much un-
rest among the young peopls of our country,
the REC's are trying to get them back on an
even keel, to educate them in the operation
of the government of our country, and stop
the strife which seems to be tearing our
society apart.

We fully realize that we are but one spoke
in a large wheel, but as In any wheel, each
spoke strengthens the wheel. Thus, we be-
lieve it is a requisite that favorable consider-
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ation be given to the granting of loan funds,
which will greatly help in the needs of the
people of the rural areas.

In closing, I have one more request to
make, and that is that the Bureau of Budget
be instructed to immediately release the
Twenty Million appropriated by Congress for
the flscal year, which has been frozen, and
is so desperately needed by the rural electric
cooperatives.

Yours respectfully,
BERNARD W. FEIERABEND,
General Manager.

SOUTHWESTERN MINNESOTA
COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC,
Pipestone, Minn. May 20, 1970.
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOE MoNDALE: Your help and
support is most urgently needed for in-
creased appropriations for the Rural Elec-
trification program for fiscal year 1971.

The backlog of electric loan applications
is expected to be $433,000,000 by the close
of the current fiscal year 1970. It is antici-
pated that rural electric systems will be
submitting loan applications totaling an-
other $464,000,000 during fiscal 1971. The
President’'s budget requests a program of
$345,000,000 for the coming year. If REA has
to consider applications totaling almost
$000,000,000 by the end of fiscal 1971, the
backlog of applications will exceed 8$550,-
000,000, leaving many cooperatives out of
funds and facing the prospect of having to
delay maintenance or postpone needed sys-
tem improvements or delay new construction.

The immediate and long-term conse-
quences of the shortage of REA loan funds
could be disastrous to the nation as a whole.
A rebuilding of the rural areas is vital if
the migratory flow to the cities is to be
slowed or reversed. Adequate and dependable
electric power is a prime necessity in order
to attract and hold the rural population.

Generation loans will be needed to ease
the severe power shortages that will be fac-
ing the Industry shortly. The restrictions
placed on power supply loans is severely
limiting the ability of power supply systems
to adequately plan for meeting the growing
needs of the distribution co-ops they serve.

We will appreciate assurances of your
support in obtaining adequate loan funds
for fiscal year 1971 and recognition of the
Rural Electrification program needs.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
MarviN BEYERS,
President.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, a re-
view of this correspondence reveals that
the release of the frozen $20 million is
not the only problem facing rural elec-
tric cooperatives. The current admin-
istration has placed them on a starva-
tion diet with other policies as well.

During the previous administration
the Rural Electrification Administration
tackled the crucial bottleneck of whole-
sale power supply.

The REA Administrator issued REA’s
“Third Criterion” on generation and
transmission policy. This made clear that
REA would fund G. & T. facilities in those
situations where the co-ops needed their
own wholesale power sources to protect
their “security and effectiveness” as
permanent parts of the electric utility
industry to serve rural America.

In the 8 years of the Kennedy-John-
son administration the REA approved
G. & T. loans totaling $1,300,000,000—30
percent more than had been loaned for
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such purposes during the entire 25 previ-
ous years of REA’s history.

These loans nearly doubled the total
generating capacity of REA-financed
rural systems. Thirteen new power sup-
ply systems were financed for rural elec-
tric cooperatives.

Now we have an REA which has
rescinded the “Third Criterion,” and
which has not approved one single gen-
erating loan of any significance. There
are pending in REA today more than
$260 million in G. & T. applications.

The administration is also stretching
loan dollars by various devices includ-
ing drastically cutting back on the
amounts of loan applications and by the
imposition of extremely restrictive finan-
cial policies on borrowers.

As an illustration, one Minnesota loan
application of $560,000 was approved for
only $300,000, and two loan applica-
tions of $490,000 and $457,000 were sim-
ply dropped from the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration's listing.

Mr. President, despite the growing
need for capital brought on by the con-
stant rise in demand for electric service,
the administration is severely cutting its
loan fund authorization. These reduc-
tions, on the top of damage done by un-
controlled inflation, are threatening the
very existence of some rural electric
systems.

The Nixon administration is forecing
rural electric systems to deplete their
financial resources to dangerously low
levels. This restrictive policy is forcing
more and more systems to delay con-
struction, postpone the heavying up of
facilities, turn away new consumers, use
hand-to-mouth operations which threat-
en credit rating, and pose problems in
meeting payrolls.

The continuation of these practices
will eventually bring about an erosion of
the capability of rural electric systems
to carry out their utility responsibilities
in their service areas.

Mr. President, this entire situation is
just another example of the Agriculture
Department’s retreat from its former
leadership in the field of rural area
development.

This is not an idle statement. The REA
Administrator has announced, for ex-
ample, that as a matter of policy, REA
will no longer consider section 5 con-
sumer loans for electrically operated ma-
chinery and equipment used for indus-
trial purposes.

While this authority has always been
used sparingly and only in cases of cru-
cial necessity, it has been used to make
possible significant industrial projects in
the rural service areas of the REA-
financed cooperatives.

All of the aforementioned is most dis-
turbing to me since I know the value of
rural electrification to the future well-
being of rural America. I await the
President’s reaction to our letter with
great interest since it might well set the
record straight on his intentions for rural
America.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the RECORD.

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

June 2, 1970

U.8. BENATE, COMMITTEE ON Gov-
ERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1970,
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PRESIDENT: Congress last year ap-
propriated $3656 million for fiscal year 1970
for REA loans to rural electric cooperatives.
It has been brought to our attention that $20
million of that appropriation has not yet
been released by the Bureau of the Budget.

Inasmuch as the total appropriation for
fiscal year 1970 for the rural electric pro-
gram falls roughly $400 million below the
amount needed in order for the nearly one
thousand rural electric cooperatives to meet
growing demand for service, we feel that the
release of the additional $20 million appro-
priated by Congress is urgently necessary.
The rural electric cooperatives, In an effort
t0 meet their needs for additional growth
capital, have undertaken the establishment
and operation of the National Rural Utilities
Cooperative Finance Corporation. It is an-
ticipated that some funds will be avallable
for lending by this corporation early next
year. However, CFC is presently still In its
formative stages and cannot contribute sig-
nificantly to the capital requirements of
rural electric cooperatives at the present
time.

Because of the present shortage of loan
funds, many rural electric systems through-
out the United States are belng forced to
reduce their work force or cutback to a four-
day work week, the result of which will be
that residents of rural areas are not going
to get the type of electric service to which
they have become accustomed and to which
they are entitled.

The release of the additional $20 million
now being held by the Bureau of the Budget
certainly will not solve all of the capital re-
quirements of these cooperatives. It will,
however, allow the REA to make loans in
those instances of pressing need. We, there-
fore, respectfully urge you to release this $20
million at the earliest possible date before the
cloge of this fiscal year.

Sincerely yours,

Philip A. Hart, Joseph M. Montoya, Fred
R. Harris, Ralph Yarborough, Quentin
N. Burdick, Daniel K. Inouye, Vance
Hartke, Herman E. Talmadge, Harrison
A. Willlams, Jr., J. W. Fulbright, War=
ren G. Magnuson, Frank Church,
Thomas F. Eagleton, Walter F. Mon-
dale, Mike Mansfield, Edmund 8. Mus-
kie, Frank E. Moss, Eugene J. Me-
Carthy, Thomas J. MecIntyre, Mike
Gravel, Albert Gore, Henry M. Jack-
son, Gale W. McGee, Birch Bayh,
George McGovern, Stuart Symington,
Willlam Proxmire, U.S. Senators.

TUCSON DAILY CITIZEN THIRD AN-
NUAL HIGH SCHOOL OPINION POLL

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
Tucson Daily Citizen recently sponsored
its third annual high school opinion poll.
Once more the turnout of participating
students was nothing short of phe-
nomenal,

Nearly 12,000 ballots were cast by stu-
dents from 15 Metropolitan Tueson high
schools. These students represent almost
60 percent of the total student popula-
tion in Tucson. This is an overwhelming
response as anyone who studies polls will
know, and I want to express here and
now my great pride in the youth of Tuc-
son for displaying such a mature interest
in significant local, national, and inter-
national matters.

Their active and responsible participa-
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tion in the Daily Citizen poll gives the
lie to the distorted image of young Amer-
icans which the major TV networks and
liberal eastern newspapers are feeding
us. Mr. President, the answers given in
response to this poll show that our young
Americans do a pretty good job of think-
ing for themselves. There seems to be a
fair distribution of opinion expressed by
the students, and I fail to see any signs
that these young people would flock to
the polls in one mass block.

The questions asked are quite prob-
ing. They range across the board from
inquiries that stay close to home to ones
that explore leading national issues.

For example, the poll asked students:

Do Tucson area po‘l.lce enforce the law
fairly?

Senators may be interested to know
that 84 percent of the Tucson high school
students responded that the police do
carry out their duties fairly all the time
or most of the time.

Another locally oriented question
sought the students' opinions on what
they believe might “be a sensible ap-
proach to future traffic problems in Tuc-
son?” This is clearly a question which
citizens in all cities should be asking
themselves and again the students’ varied
responses indicate their awareness of the
most important, contemporary issues.

On the national level, the Tucson stu-
dents gave their views on such matters
as what “poses the greatest threat to our
natural environment,” what is “the major
factor leading to crime foday,” and
“whether American courts are too easy
or too hard.”

One response, which holds enlighten-
ment for those who doubt the feasibility
of the voluntary military, bears out what
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I have long been saying to anyone who
will listen. There is a sufficient number
of civic-minded and patriotic citizens
who are ready to serve in the defense of
their country, voluntarily, so that our
national security would not be weakened
by establishing a fully voluntary mili-
tary service.

Twenty-eight percent of the young
men who answered the Daily Citizen poll
said that they felt “the best way to
serve your country” is in the military. It
is this kind of thinking that I believe
will motivate enough men to volunteer
for service in our military forces to main-
tain a force of some 2.5 to 3 million mem-
bers. All that is called for, and indeed
is demanded by reasons of equity, is that
reasonable improvements in pay and con-
ditions of service be put into effect to
increase the attractiveness of a military
career as compared with civilian oppor-
tunities.

Another response that is revealing to
me is the fact that 67 percent of the
students registered their lack of “sym-
pathy with the SDS, Black Panthers, and
other militants.” Only 17 percent claimed
to hold any sympathy with these groups.

Once again the reply repudiates the
false picture which liberal reporters have
created by their endless overexposure of
the antics and anarchy committed by a
small minority of young Americans. This
response shows that the great majority
of our young people refuse to be led
along by demagogs.

The way our students in Tucson an-
swered this question and the several
others contained in the poll confirms my
belief that this generation of young peo-
ple is the finest one that has ever come
along.

Their challenging, probing minds serve
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them well in being able to analyze issues
and to think things through for them-
selves. Unlike many of their elders, these
students are obviously willing to ques-
tion what they read and what they watch
in the mass media.

In fact, their independent thinking
goes so far that 38 percent of the stu-
dents replied “no” to question No. 19,
which reads:

“Will this poll accurately refiect the opin-
ion of high school students in Tucson?”

With this kind of perceptiveness, I do
not think anyone will be able to pull the
wool over the eyes of these future voters.

Mr. President, at this point, I am
ready to reveal that the questions used
in the poll were prepared by and sub-
mitted to the paper by the students
themselves. To my mind, this under-
scores the intense interest and concern
with vital matters that students have
today. It reveals a mature grasp of com-
plex national issues and makes me have
a great deal of confidence in our Ameri-
can educational system.

In summary, I want to commend the
Tucson Daily Citizen for sponsoring the
high school opinion poll and to express
my gratitude to the many thousands of
students who have let us in Government
know of their positions on matters of
vital interest.

Mr. President, in order that the Tueson
poll may receive the wide audience that
it warrants, and so that the general pub-
lic might better be able to see the way
responsible young citizens choose to ex-
press themselves, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the poll be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

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

FINAL RESULTS—TUCSON DAILY CITIZEN'S 1970 HIGH SCHOOL OPINION POLL—I11,769 BALLOTS CAST

Total

Boys

Girls

Votes Percent

Votes Percent

Votes  Percent

Total Girls

Votes

Boys

Votes Percent Votes Percent Percent

1. Which do you think poses the
greatest threat to our
natural environment?
Industry
Irresponsible citizens......
Overpopulation
Automobiles.
Uncertain
2. Do you have confidence in the
integrity and competence of

au{r city officials?

No ugrnlnn
3. What is the best way to serve
your country?
Education...
Military.. ...
Vista_.
Peace Cnrp =
Business/ mdusir}'
Civi | service
No op| nion
4. If you witness a crime or
illagal act, including use of
drugs, would you call
Crime Check?

No opinion
5. Do Tucson area police enforce
the law fairly?
All the time.
Most of the time.

No opinion. .
6. Do you believe that Awareness
ouse or other drug rehabil-
itation centers are of any
val;m to !eenagers?

most?
George Wallace

Ted Kennedy
Hubert Humphrev.
Spiro Agnew__
one.._
. Are nmam:an cnurls
Too easy
[, 0 ]y IESR T S e
About right
No opinion. _

oth asr militants?

No opinion..
(postal, ga

the right to strike?

11. What do
sensible

Freeway

Monorails or subway.
1-way streets

Public transportation
Limited access streets
No o

crime today is:
Poor police protec:lrnn
Too lenient courts......

. Which one of these political
figures do you admire the

Richard Nixon. .- ...

. Do you sumpathize with the
S.D.5., Black Panthers, and

. Do you thin rgublw: emplayees
age workers,
teachm policea should have

au believetobea
approach to future
traffic problems in Tucson?

pinion.
12. The major fanlo: ieading to
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FINAL RESULTS—TUCSON DAILY CITIZEN'S 1970 HIGH SCHOOL OPINION POLL—11,769 BALLOTS CAST—Continued

Total

Boys

Girls

Votes Percent

Votes Percent

Votes  Percent

Total

Votes

Boys Girls

Percent Votes Percent Votes  Percent

13. Should high schools place more
emphasis on intramural
sports and less on inter-
scholastic sports?

No opinion. =E
14, Should the schoois take the
lead in a movement to
beautify America by con-
trnlll'lrrrg Ill‘ler?

Mo opinion
15. Inthe Mideast crises, the United
States should support—
Arabs.

No opinion ___ i
16. Should the United States, to
revent Laos or Cambodia
rom being overrun by
Communist forces, intervene
with its ground forces in
those countries?

. How many children do you

married?
0.

Ormore.-........
. Has the past generation
hypu‘?nht.al asa gmup?
5 = 3

students in Tucson?
Yes._
No..
No oplnmn

pool who are:
Female
Male_.........

41.70 |
3241

plan to have when you get

. Will this pui) accurately reflect
the opinion of high school

. Is organized rel|g|an rnainlrlg-
ful to the needs oI yuulh?

Number of students in op]nmn T g

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MeTcALF). Under the previous
order, the Senator from New York (Mr.
GooneLL) is recognized for a time not
to exceed 30 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from New York
yield to me briefly?

Mr. GOODELL, I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

OPEN LETTER TO PRESIDENT
NIXON FROM MILLER TUPTON,
PRESIDENT OF BELOIT COLLEGE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent of the United States has made avail-
able to me a copy of an open letter writ-
ten to him by the president of Beloit
College in Beloit, Wis., Dr. Miller Upton
states in the letter that he has been
a conscientious objector and that his
views on the ending of the war are simi-
lar to those of many in the academie
community. However, in concluding his
letter, he writes:

Last fall I joined with a number of other
college presidents to urge your rapid with-
drawal of troops from Vietnam. I reaffirm
this plea. But when I consider the whole
matter fully and objectively, I have to con-
cede that you have been meore falthful to
your leadership responsibilities than we in
Academe have been to our own.

With respect for the tremendous burdens
you must bear for the rest of us and the
consclentious way you are bearing them and
with apology for the cruel injustices that
have been foisted upon you by the profes-
sional community of which I am a part, I re-
main,

Respectfully yours,
MiLLER UPTON.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR FULBRIGHT TODAY AFTER
REMARKS OF SENATOR GOODELL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
the conclusion of the remarks of the able

Senator from New York (Mr. GoopgLL),
the able Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuLericHT) be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes, beginning at 12:30
p.m. today.

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

THE USE OF THE FRANKING
PRIVILEGE

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I have
taken this time today because I am deep-
ly troubled by the impact upon one of
our colleagues over a situation which
has largely been misunderstood by the
publie.

Each of us has deep views on the ques-
tions facing this country today—deep
issues which divide our people. This is
particularly true on the issue of the war
in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos.

I am one of the five Senators who
originally cosponsored the amendment
to end the war.

Having cosponsored that amendment,
we were inundated with mail and re-
quests from all over the country for in-
formation with reference to the amend-
ment to end the war.

My colleague from Oregon (Mr. HaT-
FIELD) was asked if he would make avail-
able his frank in order to answer with a
form letter, giving information with ref-
erence to the amendment to end the war,
with specific details regarding the
amendment.

The five Senators—myself, Mr. Har-
FIELD, Mr. McGovERN, Mr. HucHES, and
Mr. CransToN—signed the form letter
which was to be enclosed in the mail-
ing under Senator HaTFIELD's franking
privilege, answering the letters that had
come to each of us, and, in some in-
stances, to all of us, asking for infor-
mation with reference to this legislative
issue.

Subsequent to permission being
granted by Senator HatrFiEnp on the
proper use of the franking privilege, two
individuals, who were working as volun-

teers, inserted in the letter as an en-
closure an appeal for funds to support
the amendment to end the war.

This action was taken without the
knowledge of Senator HATFIELD or any
of the other four Senators who had au-
thorized proper use of the frank.

As soon as the situation came to the
attention of Senator HaTrFiELD, he
stopped the procedure. He felt that it
might be legal but, in his view, there
was questionable propriety as to use of
the frank for those purposes.

On May 21, 1970, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS)
properly raised the question of the use
of the frank.

This is a blurred area which has not
been well defined.

In the past, there have been allega-
tions of abuse of the franking privilege.
The Post Office Department is charged
with responsibility for enforcement. Sev-
eral years ago, the Post Office Depart-
ment declared that it was a matter of
individual conscience, and was a matter
for enforcement by Congress itself and,
thus, the Post Office Department no
longer attempts to pass upon the pro-
priety of use of the franking privilege
by Members of Congress.

When the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurTtis) raised the point,
he made it very clear that:

I directed my remarks not at whose frank
was involved nor at the other parts of the
communication. I directed my remarks en=
tirely to the communication signed by Sam
Brown and David Hawk and primarily to the
request for funds,

He went on to say:

The Recorp will show that I have singled
out no Senator. I have not mentioned any
Senator. My remarks were directed primarily
at these outsiders and at the raising of funds
behind the cloak of secrecy of a post office
box.

Mr. President, when matters of this
kind are raised—and properly so—there

is the danger that they will be misinter-
preted.
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I believe that I speak for all my col-
leagues in the Senate when I say that
Senator HATFIELD is a man of signal
honor and probity. There is no other
Member of the Senate who has a greater
reputation for integrity, rectitude, and
for conducting himself is an upright
manner.

It is alien to his spirit and his lifetime
in politics to say very much in his own
defense.

When this matter came to his atten-
tion, he asked the Committee on Rules
and Administration to give a clear rule.
The committee declared that in its opin-
ion an unauthorized use of Senator Har-
FIELD’s frank was illegal. That decision
was made by the Committee on Rules
and Administration, at the request of Mr.
HATFIELD, in an open and direct manner.

Mr. HaTrieLD has since paid the post-
age involved in that mailing.

The fact that he is blameless, so far
as his own intent and his own activities
are concerned, is obvious.

His good offices were used in a manner
that neither he condoned, nor would ever
condone.

Mr. President, we must see to it that
the REcorD is made clear. A mistake was
made inadvertently by volunteers. The
enclosures which should not have been
included were mailed with a perfectly
proper letter signed by five Senators, at
a terribly busy time when great demands
were being made upon us, including our
staffs. It is a natural process that the
mailing went out in that fashion.

Mr. HATFIELD'S career in public life
spans 18 years in elective office, includ-
ing 8 years as Governor of Oregon. One
can only think that the sense of decency
and honor that he has brought to poli-
ties, but beyond the sense of decency and
beyond the honor he has brought to poli-
tics, makes it a matter of great con-
science here.

He has been a courageous public offi-
cial, speaking out early as a lone voice
upon his own conviction against the war.

I remember well his keynote address
to the Republican National Convention
in 1964 when he gave a courageous
speech amid considerably hostile sur-
roundings.

In 1966, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Harrierp) was the only Governor who
refused at the National Governors Con-
vention to join with the other 49 Gov-
ernors in pledging his support in behalf
of President Johnson's Vietnam policy.

He refused because as a matter of
conscience and conviction he felt that
the war was immoral and that regardless
of the political thoughts involved, he
could not speak out in support of policies
which he felt were so greviously unjust
and not in the American spirit.

The issue here, however, is not the war
itself. I do not suppose that there is any
other Senator in whom I would place
greater trust than in Senator HaTtrFieLD.
His integrity is beyond question. He has
brought a great deal to politics and asks
for little in return.

I believe that we owe it to him to see
that his integrity is recognized in this
august body and that this message is
carried to the American people and par-
ticularly to the people of Oregon that he
so ably represents.
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Mr. President, no one in the U.S. Sen-
ate, no action of any committee of the
U.S. Senate, has in any way impugned
the integrity of our colleague, Senator
Harrierp. That point should be made
abundantly clear. What happened could
have happened to any of us. Inundated
by mail, with volunteers zealous, com-
mitted, idealistic, making a mistake un-
beknownst to any of us, we could have
been put in the same position.

Titles do not reflect honor on men, but,
rather, men reflect honor on their titles.
It can truly be said that Senator Mark
Harrierp has reflected honor upon all
of us and on the U.S. Senate. His heart
is as far from fraud as heaven from
earth.

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from New York
very much. I want to affirm what the dis-
tinguished Senator has said about our
great and beloved colleague from Oregon.

His probity and his keen sense of what
is right and proper are well known and
thoroughly recognized by all of us. And
I suppose that there is no Senator whose
confidence has not at one time or an-
other been in some way betrayed by those
who may have been overenthusiastic or
overzealous or so devoted to a cause that
they failed to see the implications of
their efforts. That may have been the
case with the young people who brought
about this insertion of material in what
was otherwise a perfectly proper and
normal means of advising one’s con-
stituents.

Even though the subject matter of the
letter had to do with an amendment
which I have not indicated I could per-
sonally approve or accept, nevertheless
the action taken by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon was entirely proper
in the first instance. He had every right
to do what he did. And the fact that
someone thereafter intervened to create
a situation in what the Senator from
New York has quite correctly called a
gray area could hardly be the fault of
the Senator from Oregon.

I can indeed also affirm his courage,
his independence, and his willingness to
stand alone if need be.

I remember the Republican convention
to which the Senator refers. And I re-
member the time when the great roar
rose from that convention of anger and
indignation against the press of this
country. It was one of the ugliest animal
roars I have ever heard in public. It
was a shocking thing. I could not applaud
that demonstration. And I was on the
platform in full view, and so were many
others, including the then-Governor
HATFIELD.

The then-Governor HATFIELD refused
to applaud that demonstration. And I
must say that I walked over to him and
shook his hand. I said, “It looks like there
are just two of us.”

I am sure that there were many others.
But if I can, to a modest degree, I as-
sociate myself with the remarks attest-
ing to the courage under pressure of
Senator HATrieLp. He has already ex-
hibited this trait here, I believe very
strongly, in something with which I hap-
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pen to disagree. But he certainly acted
with the utmost propriety. And what he
did was proper. It was relevant. It was
timely in the cause he was pursuing.

I want to make it extremely clear that
any action taken by any Senate commit-
tee would have reference only to some-
thing that was done without his knowl-
edge, approval, or consent, and some-
thing which he took prompt measures to
stop.

Therefore, I am happy to join in a
tribute to the probity, integrity, and the
courage of the distinguished Senator
from Oregon.

I thank the Senator from New York.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Pennsylvania for his
very timely and, I think, very accurate
comments with reference to our col-
league.

Mr. President, I yield now to the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I too,
wish to join with the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. GoopELL) in
publicly stating that I have the highest
personal and professional confidence in
the industry, intelligence, and integrity
of our colleague, the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HATFIELD) . As the Senator from
New York (Mr. Gooperr) has pointed
out, the whole question of the use of the
frank is in a “gray area.”

When the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrFIELD) first learned that there might
have been a questionable use of his frank,
he stopped it immeditely and asked the
Committee on Rules and Administration
to decide the issue.

The fact that a mistake was made by a
volunteer worker without the knowledge
of the Senator from Oregon should in no
wise tarnish Senator HATFIELD’s unchal-
lenged reputation for decency, integrity,
and courage.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
very shortly following the election of
Marx HATFIELD in 1966 by the people of
Oregon to be their U.S. Senator, it was
my good fortune to become personally
acquainted with him. His first office, as
well as his present office, have been on
the same floor close to my office and we
have frequently talked together not only
in the Senate Office Building but in the
Senate Chamber. Since I first made the
acquaintance of Senator MARK HAT-
F1ELD, I concluded that he is an out-
standing public servant who has over the
yvears achieved a magnificent record in
the service of his country in time of war
and in the public service in Oregon as a
State representative, State senator, sec-
retary of State of Oregon and Governor
of that sovereign State from 1959 to
1967.

Mr. President, I hold Senator Marx
HatrIewp in the highest admiration and
respect. I regard him as a very great
American and personally I yield defer-
ence and devotion to him as a fine man
and an excellent, personable individual
and a Senator of great ability and un-
questioned integrity. I know in my heart
that Senator HaTrFieELD would never in-
dulge in anything unethical.

Mr. President, a few weeks ago it be-
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came known that certain individuals had
been making unauthorized use of Sen-
ator HarrFieLp’s franking privilege. As
soon as he discovered this, Senator HaT-
FIeLp halted the action immediately,
made clear to the persons involved such
activity was unauthorized, and came be-
fore the Senate to explain what had
happened. He pledged himself to stand
by whatever decision the Senate should
make regarding the incident and even
promised to reimburse the cost of the
frank, should that course be deemed nec-
essary—which, of course, it was not. It
did not amount to a great deal.

Mr. President, the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon showed by his re-
spect not only for the letter of the law,
of which there was no actual infraction,
but also for the spirit of the law, the
integrity and honesty for which we have
long known him. His open and candid
presentation of this incident as well as
his rapid handling of the matter are
only two small examples of the charac-
ter of this fine Senator. My colleague
from Oregon has always stood out as a
man of unassailable and admirable
honesty, I hold him in the highest admi-
ration and respect. The distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD) has demonstrated his courage and
integrity time after time in this Senate
Chamber.

Mr. President, there is much unrest
in the country today, much talk of a
“generation gap,” a talk of a crisis of
confidence and credibility being suffered
by leadership, a questioning of the

validity of our political system. Much is

being demanded of us in the Senate and
in the country. This is a time for the
testing of leadership.

Mr. President, if one test of the quality
of a political system is the leadership
it generates, a system which could pro-
duce a man such as our distinguished
colleague from Oregon surely has endur-
ing value. Time and time again he has
proven himself to be a man of unim-
peachable integrity and impeccable
honor, It is with men like the senior
Senator from Oregon that the hopes of
our country lie; it is to leaders such as
he is that our youth will turn their eyes
for example and help. I consider it an
honor and a privilege to have served
these past 3 years with him.

Finally, I wish to express my gratitude
to the distinguished Senator from New
York for yielding to me. I associate my-
self with the splendid statement he has
made today regarding our -colleague,
Senator Mark HaTriELD of Oregon.

Mr. GOODELL. I thank the Senator
very much.

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I regret
that I was not in the Chamber to hear
all of the statement made by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from New
York. But I am very glad I did hear
the statements by the distinguished mi-
nority leader (Mr. Scorr), by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), and by the distinguished
senior Senator from Ohio (Mr. YoUNG).
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Although my views concerning Presi-
dent Nixon's decision to send American
troops into Cambodia temporarily, and
my views concerning some of the amend-
ments and resolutions relating to the
war, differ from those of the Senator
from Oregon as well as those of the
junior Senator from New York, I am
very pleased to be associated and do asso-
ciate myself with what has been said
here today concerning the Senator from
Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD) .

I know of no one who is more able
and more courageous than the Senator
from Oregon. He is a man of principle
and a man of absolute integrity.

In addition to all that has already
been said about the senior Senator from
Oregon, I wish to focus attention on the
fact that he is one of the Nation’s most
distinguished lay religious leaders. Here
in the Washington area, my wife and I
are privileged to attend the same church,
the Fourth Presbyterian Church, at-
tended by Senator and Mrs. Hatfield.

The words spoken here on the floor
today are unnecessary, so far as the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Oregon
is concerned, but I believe it was very
thoughtful and commendable of the
junior Senator from New York to take
the floor and lead this discussion. The
tributes paid to the senior Senator from
Oregon come from the bottoms of our
hearts,

I thank the Senator from New York
for yielding.

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with the comments
of the distinguished junior Senator from
New York and the statements I have
heard made previously on the floor of
the Senate this afternoon in support of
the senior Senator from Oregon in this
particular instance.

In the last few weeks since the intro-
duction of amendment No. 609 in the
Senate, all of us who are the original
sponsors of this amendment have been
simply inundated with mail, and all of
us have had to rely to a great extent on
volunteers in handling the mail. I think
this is responsible for the incident here.
In my opinion it bore no reflection on
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oregon.

I would like to recall just for a moment
my earlier years in political life after I
entered the office of Governor of the
State of Iowa and first attended the Na-
tional Governors’ Conference. During
that time we were in the heat of debate
on the war in Vietnam also, under a
different President of a different political
party. At every Governors’ Conference
there were resolutions to endorse the
position of the administration, and they
were unanimously endorsed with the ex-
ception of one man—then-Governor
HatrieLp of Oregon, who in those days
was standing with the dictates of his
conscience against the tide of opinion in
America and almost every Governor on
this issue. I, too, was on the other side
of the issue from the then-Governor HAaT-
FIELD in those days.

Mr. President, I join Senators in pay-
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ing tribute to a man of honesty, integrity,
and, as the Senator from Michigan
pointed out, religious depth. It is vital
to remember that inquiries into this
matter by committees of this august
body have brought about by the request
of the Senator from Oregon himself.

Although it is unnecessary that I say
anything here today, I am pleased to
have this opportunity to join on a bipar-
tisan basis in stating my personal beliefs
about the distinguished senior Senator
from Oregon.

I thank the Senator from New York
for yielding.

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

Mr. GOODELL, I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
sure we all feel grateful to the Senator
from New York for raising this subject
on the floor of the Senate. I serve on
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, as does the present Presiding
Officer (Mr. METcALF), with the distin-
guished senior Senator from Oregon. It
is my understanding that letterheads and
envelopes of that committee were used
in this instance.

EKnowing Senator HaTtrFiELD as I do, I
am confident that he was not a party
to even trying to test the gray area as it
has been tested, and I think he was
correct to refer the matter, as he did,
for a ruling.

The Senator from Oregon has been
very prompt in meeting what he con-
sidered his obligation to make payment
for use of the frank, and, in fact, he has
gone further in this regard than anyone
did in the past.

I would say those of us who happen to
be on the other side of some of these
issues are slightly envious of you who
have all these volunteers who can get
you into this kind of situation. I find
those who support the President are in
the situation of trying to answer the
mail with the small staffs that small
States are given, If you have an abund-
ance of volunteers I would like to put
them to work.

In all the years I have known the
senior Senator from Oregon, as a west-
erner. I have attended conferences in
his State, and I have known him or about
him for many years. I am certain he de-
serves the support he is getting today
on the floor of the Senate from all of us
who work to reassure the country of our
faith in his honesty and integrity.

I would hope that he would be one of
those who is in the forefront of reuniting
the Senate because, as I have said before,
I do not see how we can reunite the coun-
try if we do not get the Senate back to-
gether.

Mr. BAYH subsequently said: Mr.
President, recently there has been some
criticism of the distinguished Senator
from Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD) over the use
of his franking privilege. Senator Har-
FIELD and I do not agree on all issues.
But, Mr. President, I have known the
Senator from Oregon and I have always
known him to be a man of highest in-
tegrity. I must admit that I am not fa-
miliar with the facts surrounding the in-
stant frankling incident, but I am certain
that if there has indeed been any misuse
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of the Senator’s frankling privilege it has
been inadvertent and unintentional. I
know, from my association with the
Senator from Oregon over the years, that
he has always had the highest respect for
the rules of the Senate and has conducted
himself in the best tradition of the
Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, be-
fore I make my own remarks, I would like
to associate myself with the comments of
the Senator from New York about the
Senator from Oregon. There is no man in
this body for whom I have a greater re-
spect. Certainly, if a mistake at all, it was
an inadvertent one. It is my opinion that
if this type of material had been in-
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by
unanimous consent, it would have ob-
viated any question. I think it is a tech-
nical infraction of the rules which is of
minimal consequence. It has not the
slightest reflection on the integrity of the
Senator from Oregon. I do not know of
any man who deserves respect and trust
more than does the Senator from Oregon.
I commend the Senator from New York
for the comments he has made.

EQUAL TIME FOR EQUAL PARTNERS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
within the last year or so Senators have
become increasingly concerned with the
growth of Presidential power at the ex-
pense of the other, constitutionally co-
equal branches of our Government. That
concern was expressed in the national
commitments resolution, adopted by the
Senate last year by the vote of 70 to 16.
Despite that overwhelming vote and an
unassailable constitutional basis, the na-
tional commitments resolution has had
no discernible effect upon the Executive
and, as a result, we are compelled to
grapple with the issue once again, now
under more urgent and agitated circum-
stances. The initiation of a constitution-
ally unauthorized, Presidential war in
Cambodia has brought the issue to a
crisis, compelling the Congress to act in
defense of its constitutional war powers.
That is the principal significance of the
Cooper-Church amendment and of other
pending legislative proposals.

Unfortunately, the Congress is at a
great disadvantage in the war powers de-
bate, as it is in discussing most issues,
because the Executive has a near mo-
nopoly on effective access to the public
attention. The President can command
a national television audience to hear his
views on controversial matters at prime
time, on short notice, at whatever length
he chooses, and at no expense to the Fed-
eral Government or to his party. Other
constitutional officeholders are com-
pelled to rely on highly selective news-
paper articles and television news spots,
which at most will convey bits and
snatches of their points of view, usually
selected in such a way as to create an
impression of ecranky carping at an
heroic and beleaguered President.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Arkansas is making a
most important speech on a subject that
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is of increasing concern to many Amer-
icans. I have had an opportunity to read
the Senator’s speech in advance of its
delivery this morning. It places the em-
phasis on a most valid premise not on
the question of equal time as between
the major political parties but on the
impact that television has on the checks
and balances that were contemplated by
the framers of the Constitution. On the
important national issues, it is important
that more than the Presidential view be
presented to the country. The institu-
tion of Congress was intended by the
constitutional founders to play at least
an equal role in setting the policy of our
Government. With the use of television
by the executive branch almost exclu-
sively, there exists no truly national dia-
log on the critical issues of our times.

If the Senator would pardon my ref-
erence to a later paragraph in his speech
where he makes this point so very well,
I read:

There 1s nothing in the Constitution which
says that, of all elected officials, the Presi-
dent alone shall have the right to commu-
nicate with the American people. That priv-
ilege was a gift of modern technology, com=-
ing in an age when chronic war and crisis
were already inflating the powers of the Pres-
ident.

That is a most important point. The
critical issues of our times deserve a
thoughtful national dialog. They do
not lend themselves to easy and sum-
mary conclusion. Issues that deserve na-
tional attention usually are not one-sided
questions. Actually most questions have
more than two sides—which I think
highlights the need of presenting the full
spectrum of viewpoint on controversial
questions, especially on those issues
which have a capacity for dividing the
country. The Nation should be permitted
to understand not only the Presidential
point of view on controversial national
issues but also any prevailing and sub-
stantial point of view of elected members
of the legislative branch.

Before the full development of tele-
vision as the primary means of national
communication on public issues, there
was a tendency on the part of citizens,
especially in the field of foreign policy
and national security, to assume that
the President, and perhaps key Members
of Congress, were seftling these issues
and shaping the country’s policies in a
manner consistent with the constitu-
tional process of checks and balances.
Today, because of the direct exposure
of our citizens to these vital national and
international questions on television, the
people rightfully believe they should be
informed fully on these issues in order
to have sufficient knowledge and infor-
mation to form these judgments for
themselves. That being the case, it seems
to me that the television and radio media
have a great responsibility for taking
the initiative to insure that what the
people hear and what they are told and
the information they are given has, in-
deed, a broad and deep basis for the peo-
ple to form their own judgments.

I think that technological fact of mod-
ern life highlights the institutional point
which the Senator is making so very
well in his speech this morning.
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As the Senator knows somewhat acci-
dentally, I was appointed by the major-
ity leader as chairman of an ad hoc
committee, of which the two other mem-
bers are Senator Jackson and Senator
ProxMIRE, to develop approaches to this
problem. I want to say to the Senator
from Arkansas, and to the Senate
through means of this comment, that
what we are concerned about is not sim-
ply the division of time between the two
political parties for partisan purposes,
but about the proper role of the Congress
as an institution established by the Con-
stitution to contribute to the determina-
tion of national policy jointly with the
President. The President and the Con-
gress share the responsibility of assuring
that each citizen be afforded a true dia-
log on the national issues,

I want to take this opportunity to com-
pliment the Senator on what I believe is
a very important speech, and to assure
him that our subcommittee is working in
the same direction.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator
for his comment, and I am glad to know
that they are working on it.

The problem for a Senator or Senate
committee is not simply one of being
heard. Anything that has the color of
scandal, accusation, or prediction will
command eager attention from the me-
dia. What you cannot easily interest
them in is an idea, or a carefully ex-
posited point of view, or an unfamiliar
perspective, or a reasoned rebuttal to a
highly controversial Presidential state-
ment. In recent weeks, for example, the
Foreign Relations Committee has heard
thoughtful and significant statements on
the war by eminent businessmen, politi-
cal and military leaders, and theologians,
but, owing to the lack of interest of the
media, these proceedings have remained
a well-kept secret between the witnesses
and the members of the committee.

This morning we had the chairman of
the board of one of the greatest indus-
trial concerns in the world, the Interna-
tional Business Machines Corp., which
does business in more than 100 countries,
who gave extremely pertinent testimony,
but I doubt that there will be anything
in the press about it, or on the television,
other than perhaps a short minute, or
half minute or 40 seconds excerpt.

Why this is so is beyond my under-
standing. All I do know is that the only
reliable way of getting the media to swal-
low an idea is by candy coating it with
a prediction or accusation.

Take for example the issue now under
discussion about the war powers of the
Congress as against the President’s au-
thority as Commander in Chief. The
whole country heard the President hold
forth in his recent press conference
about how he alone—and I emphasize he
alone—as Commander in Chief was re-
sponsible for the conduct of the war, the
expansion of the war into a neutral coun-
try, and the safety of our fighting men.
The very words “Commander in Chief”
are intoned with a reverential awe ap-
propriate to 18th century courtiers
speaking of “His Most Christian” or
“Britannic” or “Imperial and Apostolic
Majesty.” Millions of people heard the
President expound his inflated concept of
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his role as Commander in Chief, but vir-
tually no one outside of this Chamber has
heard the thoughtful and learned expo-
sitions of Senators on constitutional doc-
trine and the intent of the framers. The
result is that the country is suffused
with the constitutional theories of Lyn-
don Johnson and Richard Nixon, while
the contrasting views of Jefferson, Ham-
ilton, and Madison remain buried in his-
tory. As fast as they are called up by
Members of this body, they are laid again
to rest in the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

There is nothing in the Constitution
which says that, of all elected officials,
the President alone shall have the right
to communicate with the American peo-
ple. That privilege was a gift of modern
technology, coming in an age when
chronic war and crisis were already
inflating the powers of the Presidency.
We all remember F. D, R.'s fireside chats
on radio and his use of these to win the
people to his viewpoints. I am not sure
anyone ever did find out whether that
battleship really was sent up to Alaska
to pick up the President’s “little dog
Fala.” No one cared after the President’s
skillful use of radio to ridicule the al-
legation.

Communication is power and exclusive
access to it is a dangerous, unchecked
power. If Roosevelt had had television,
he might have been proclaimed emperor
by acclamation. None of F. D. R.'s suc-
cessors have matched his genius for mass
communication, but each one has found
television to be a powerful tool in the
service of Presidential policies and opin-
jons. Television has done as much to ex-
pand the powers of the President as
would a constitutional amendment for-
mally abolishing the coequality of the
three branches of Government.

Because the Presidency is institutional
and the political parties are not, the net-
works have not only denied the opposi-
tion equal time to reply to Presidential
statements, but will not even permit the
Democratic National Commitiee to pur-
chase broadcasting time at commercial
rates. CBS has said that it has a general
rule against selling time for the presenta-
tion of controversial views except dur-
ing election campaigns. The network of
course sets itself up as the sole judge of
what is “controversial.” In my opinion
the moon flights are controversial—I
think them an extravagant waste—but
the networks provide millions of dollars
worth of time to permit us to view every
last boring detail of these space flights
in living color.

Whatever justification there may be
for denying broadcast time to political
parties, there can be no justification for
denying equal time to the coequal
branches of Government. Under our Con-
stitution there is no paramount branch
of the Federal Government; if indeed the
framers regarded any branch as primus
inter pares, it was not the executive but
the Congress, whose powers are spelled
out in the Constitution at greatest length
and in the greatest detail. If the Presi-
dent is regarded as having the right to
communicate with the people through
the mass media whenever he wishes, the
spirit and intent of our Constitution re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

quire that no less a privilege be accorded
to the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives, or, if it should claim it, to
the judiciary,

With these thoughts in mind, Mr.
President, I have recommended to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Commerce (Mr, MacnUsoN) that
he and his colleagues consider legislation
which would require all television sta-
tions licensed by the Federal Communi-
cations Commission to provide broad-
casting time on demand both to the Con-
gress and the President. The current
practice is that the networks provide free
time to the President whenever he wishes
it, but no staute or FCC regulation re-
quires them to do so. Appropriate legis-
lation might require the networks to pro-
vide broadcast time to the President
whenever he wishes it and might give the
same right to Congress, perhaps to be
divided equally between the two Houses
and the two parties.

The details of this proposed legisla-
tion might best be worked out by the
Commerce Committee should they judge
that it has merit. My purpose today is to
develop and commend the general prin-
ciple of a congressional right of access to
the mass media. No less than the Execu-
tive, the Congress has the right—indeed,
one could say the responsibility—to re-
port to the Nation on matters that affect
the national interest. The means of exer-
cising that right should exist along with,
but entirely independent of, the parallel
Presidential right. Broadecast time should
be available to the Congress at all times
and not simply in order to reply when
the President speaks to the Nation. The
purpose is not to facilitate the expression
of partisan views on national issues but
to guarantee the right of the people to
hear diverse and opposing views regard-
less of party.

Television is the most potent informa-
tion medium in our country today. No
other medium of communication in his-
tory has permitted the transmission of
ideas and viewpoints to so many people
simultaneously, so graphically and con-
vincingly, whether the idea concerns en-
vironmental pollution, the war in Indo-
china, civil rights, poverty, or student
dissent. According to recent surveys, the
American public has more faith in the
information it gets from television than
from any other source, and it goes to
this source more frequently and for
longer periods of time than to any
other. By latest count there are nearly
60 million television homes in the United
States, and their sets are tuned in for
an estimated average of 6 hours a day—
which means approximately 360 million
man-hours per day. This is too powerful
and dangerous an instrument to be left
to the exclusive use of the Executive.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous
consent that I may have 3 additional
minutes to yield to the Senator from
Iowa.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I have
listened with a great deal of apprecia-
tion to the comments of the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas.

I have been increasingly concerned,
myself, about the very problems that he
is setting out today on the great issues
that the people of this Nation face—war
and peace, poverty, hunger, education,
health, or whatever the issue might be.

We are not talking from partisanship,
nor do I think the distinguished Senator
is saying that the President of the United
States is not entitled to command the
full facilities of the media of this coun-
try whenever he feels it is important to
bring a message of magnitude to the
American people; and I doubt that any
Member of this body would have any
part in considering anything that would
greatly diminish that privilege.

But I do feel it is exceedingly impor-
tant—and I agree with what the dis-
tinguished Senator has said—that this
situation has come into being gince tele-
vision, with its ability to move into the
living rooms of a majority of the homes
in America during what is called prime
listening and viewing time. To put forth
in such circumstances a message on
which there can be two points of view,
or perhaps three or four, and to shut off
one of those sides from the American
viewing and listening public, so that they
can only gets bits and snatches, is to
deny the American people a full basis on
which they can make a valid judgment
as to what the importance of the issue
really is. I think, in retrospect, we can
even see the critical importance of de-
bate in campaigns, where we demand
equal time to present the views of the
various candidates. That is well con-
sidered on a partisan basis, though the
issue may not be partisan at all, as the
war is not.

I think that right now, with respect to
many of the critical problems we are
facing, the people of the country are
unable to get a full and clear message
from the other side, whatever that might
be and whether I may agree with it or
disagree with it.

So I express my appreciation to the
distinguished Senator for focusing on
what I feel is a critical problem which
has recently arisen. I do not believe that
anyone properly wants to deny the peo-
ple of the United States the opportunity
to get both sides of critical issues, I do
not believe there is any sinister intent in
the existing situation. I think it is a mat-
ter of a growth problem that, until now,
we have refused to challenge or focus on.
I think the Senator is proper in focusing
on this problem and considering the pos-
sibility of requesting hearings on it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator.
I have spoken to the Senator from Wash-
ington, and the staff is preparing a bill
which I am informed they will consider. I
thank the Senator from Iowa for his
comments.

Certainly, the last thing I am sug-
gesting is that the President not have
access. All I am saying is that, in order
to preserve our constitutional system,
Congress, as a coequal branch, must have
access.

This matter was never considered at
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the time the FCC was set up. No one
contemplated just how important tele-
vision would become, and no one thought
about this. Now that we see what has
happened, it seems to me eminently in
the public interest that this means of
communication be made available to
Congress as an institution—not to any
individual or to any party. How that time
is to be used is a matter for the Senate
to work out internally.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may continue
for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp an editorial entitled “Fair
Access to TV,” published in the New York
Times of Tuesday, June 2, 1970.

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

Fam Access To TV

The President of the United States can
rightly call upon the television networks
whenever he wishes to speak about the Viet-
nam war or any other major matter. To-
morrow evening he will make an interim
report on the Cambodian operation; an-
other one is promised at the end of the
month when all American troops are sched-
uled to have returned to South Vietnam.

It is in the interests of an informed pub-
lic that the President be seen and heard,
whether or not his speech or news confer-
ence has political overtones. Indeed there
is often reason to regret that he does not
make more frequent use of television to
explain the Administration's policy to the
American and world public.

Now a tough question has been placed be-
fore the Federal Communications Com-
mission by a group of Yale law professors,
calling themselves the Committee for Fair
Broadcasting of Controversial Issues. It is:
Does the venerable fairness doctrine apply
to responsible opponents of Administration
policy who seek TV time, without cost, to
answer Presidential speeches on Vietnam?
Under this doctrine—which was unani-
mously upheld by the Supreme Court last
June—publicly licensed stations must af-
ford a reasonable opportunity for the pres-
entation of contrasting views on contro-
versial issues of public importance. The
doctrine applies only to issues; it is broader
than the political “equal-time" require-
ments which only concern candidates.

The F.C.C. is being petitioned for a ruling
in the wake of Presidential speeches which
of course are on free time as well as prime
time, and the refusal by the networks to
allow five dissenting Senators—three Demo-
cratic, two Republican—to dispute Mr. Nix-
on's views on prime time. After belng turned
down by two networks, the Senators raised
over $70,000 to buy a half-hour in a less
desirable 7:30 P.M. time slot on one network.

Supreme Court Justice Byron White wrote
last year about the fairness doctrine: “[Its]
rules enhance rather than abridge the free-
doms of speech and press protected by the
First Amendment . . . 1t is the right of the
viewers and listeners and not the right of
the broadcasters which is paramount.” Ad-
mittedly, the Yale petition, calling for “ac-
cess to the same wide audience during a
substantial bloc of uninterrupted time”
under the fairness doctrine, is a difficult
matter to resolve; but it requires resolu-
tion, and the F.C.C. cannot afford to duck
the issue.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I also ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REcorD an article by Mr. Mankiewicz and
Mr. Braden, published in this morning’s
Washington Post.

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

Nixon WiLL TRY, BUuT CAN'T DISGUISE THE
FAILURE OF CAMBODIA OPERATION

The President could not walt until the
troops were out of Cambodia—he opted for
an “interim report” this week., It will con-
firm that the purpose of the Cambodian in-
vasion has become, not to save the lives of
American soldiers but the face of American
generals and the seats of Republican
congressmen.

Mr. Nixon will list the weapons, the am-
munition and the rice we have taken and
destroyed. But the weapons and the am-
munition can be replaced by the Russians
if necessary. The hundreds of Americans
who will have died in Cambodia cannot. What
cannot be avoided, once all the ‘“success"
language is cleared away, is that Cambodia
was not only a political setback of major
consequence for the administration, but a
military failure as well.

Item: We do not even claim that the “cen-
tral headquarters” for the Vietcong has been
captured. On earller offenses, such as Op-
eration Cedar Falls and Operation Junction
City in 1967, we reported it overrun, bunkers,
communications equipment and all. This
time, it seems to have passed to the control
of the Scarlet Pimpernel and eluded us. No
matter—six months after the last time we
captured it the enemy launched the Tet
offensive.

Item: Simultaneous leaks from what seems
to be the same Pentagon source to selected
newsmen last week indicate a major effort to
mask the failure of Vietnamization which the
Cambodian campaign revealed. In the first
two weeks, while our casualties went sharply
up, those of the South Vietnamese went as
sharply down. Morale in the ARVN, it is
reported, has never been higher. It is, appar-
ently, an army which prefers bullying Cam-
bodian civilians to fighting the Vietcong at
home. It is no wonder that Thieu and Ky
want to stay indefinitely.

Item: High South Vietnamese sources now
say that the cost of remaining to “assist” the
Cambodian army will run at the rate of
$200 million. This is a heavy cost for the
American taxpayer, who may not understand
why he must pay the South Vietnamese
to Cambodianize one war while still pay-
ing something on the order of 30 billion to
Vietnamize the first one.

Item: Our military planners—anxious to
take advantage of Prince Sihanouk’s over-
throw—ignored the historic hatred be-
tween the Vietnamese and the Cambodians.
The report that Thal “volunteers” will de-
fend Phnom Penh merely increases the prob-
lem. Thais are also unwelcome in Cambodia.
Furthermore, one wonders how much we
will pay to provide the Thal volunteers,

Item: The new Cambodian government has
imposed martial law and will crack down on
its own citizens, understandably restive over
the presence of the South Vietnamese and—
more important—over the fact that since
the invasion the North Vietnamese have
taken over a number of provincial capitals
and have tightened thelir grip in their areas
they already held.

Item: The ease with which the enemy
seized and briefly held Dalat, South Viet-
nam’s ninth largest city, over the weekend
suggests just what Vietnamization has come
to. Areas once thought pacified have fallen
again to the Vietcong, now that the South
Vietnamese are off in Cambodia improving
their morale by fighting women and chil-
dren.
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Item: Since the fighting began in Cambo-
dia, American casualties In South Vietnam
have remained above the earlier “tolerable”
level.

Item: The Vietcong now control more of
Laos than they did before the Cambodian
invaslon.

The President's interim report may boost
his popularity for a while. It may even nudge
a senator or two to vote against the Cooper-
Church amendment to stop funds for more
operations in Cambodia. But the facts re-
main., “Vietnamization” was always doubt-
ful—an army which would not fight with
Americans was a poor bet to fight without
them. Now, the failure is plain through all
of Indochina. The generals have never known
what this war was about, and the Presi-
dent—Ilike his predecessor—had no reason to
believe that they did.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arkansas may have 3 additional
minutes, so that I may comment on his
statement.

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I have listened with
great attention to the statement made
by the Senator from Arkansas. I must
say I find it rather interesting that he is
joining hands with the Vice President of
the United States, Mr. AGNEW, in direct-
ing criticism at the television networks
and the fairness of their coverage.

Of course, each person is entitled to
his own judgment concerning the extent
to which television viewers have the op-
portunity to see and hear both sides of
an issue. A good many of my constitu-
ents—I know the Senator from Arkansas
will be surprised to hear this—write me
or stop me on the street from time to
time and say:

I'm always turning on my television set to
find Senator Fulbright, criticizing the Presi-
dent of the United States. Can’t they get
somebody on the other side of the issue?

So, apparently, there are some who
think that the Senator from Arkansas
and his point of view receive a good deal
of television coverage.

In some respects, I have shared the
view of the Senator from Arkansas con-
cerning television coverage available to
the President—and I felt very strongly
about it throughout the years of the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations.
I felt then that the Republican Party did
not always have an opportunity to pre-
sent its case. But, during that long 8-year
period, when the party of the Senator
from Arkansas controlled the White
House, I do not recall hearing the Sena-
tor make the argument that he is making
today.

Furthermore, allow me to say that one
reason important speeches and debates
in the Senate are not carried on televi-
sion is because the rules of the Senate
prohibit it. Of course, we could do some-
thing about that if we wish to change
the rules of the Senate. As one Senator,
I have favored changing the rules to al-
low proceedings in the Senate to be tele-
vised. I submit that would be the fairest
way to make sure that this branch of
the Government, particularly the Senate,
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received adequate exposure on televi-
sion.

Unlike the House, we do have a Senate
rule which allows committee hearings to
be televised. I think it is to the credit of
the Senate that we have such a rule,
As a result, many people have had the
opportunity to view hearings held by the
Foreign Relations Committee, of which
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
sas is chairman. Many have watched the
proceedings of his committee, have
listened to the witnesses, and have
learned a great deal about what the views
are of various Senators who are mem-
bers of that committee. However, I sug-
gest that an expansion of the Senate
rules so that debates and proceedings on
the Senate floor might be televised would
be a most constructive step to take, in
line with the views expressed today by
the Senator from Arkansas.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to comment on the remarks of the
Senutor.

The ACTING PRESIDJENT pro fem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Arkansas has expired.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
may have 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to comment
on the remarks of the Senator from
Michigan.

I appreciate that the Senator from
Michigan is sympathetic to the objective.
I regret that he has, in a very deft
manner, seemed to turn this around as a
partisan matter. What I have said here
is not for the Democratic Party. It is for
Congress as an institution.

I also wish to reject the idea that I
had no criticism to offer of the Demo-
cratic President, President Johnson. If
the Senator is at all aware of that period,
he will recall that I had a good deal of
criticism to offer about not only Presi-
dent Johnson’s access to the public mind
but also, because of his extreme skill and
knowledge of the Senate, about how he
subverted the Senate itself. I have said
this many times publicly. There is noth-
ing new about that.

I assure the Senator that this is not
intended and should not be interpreted
as a partisan matter.

Obviously, it is not going to take place
tomorrow. If it is done at all, it will be
permanent legislation which will apply
in the future to all situations, regardless
of who may control the Senate or the
House. Of course, I am certain the Sena-
tor from Michigan has great hopes of
controlling the Senate this fall. So, by
the time this measure is enacted, he may
be the one who will determine it. I do
not care who is the spokesman for the
Senate or the House or how that part
of it is arranged. The legislation I am
recommending does not attempt to de-
cide the internal allocation of time. That
is & highly complicated matter. I foresee
that the most difficult part of this will
be for the Senate to determine how the
time at its disposal is to be used. I can
think of many alternatives, but I do not
want to take the time now to go into

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

them. I have thought about them, but
have not resolved them. This is a matter
that the Senate, as a whole, will decide
at any given time, and it is very compli-
cated. It will not be easy.

The question of televising the debates
is another matter. It is extremely dif-
ficult to say we are going to televise them
when only two or three Senators are in
the Chamber. There are great difficulties
about that.

Actually, committee meetings, except
the highly controversial ones, are rarely
televised in that manner. Very few have
been televised, in my knowledge. I think
that what the Senator has reference
to are a few news excerpts, when a min-
ute or two of the proceedings is shown on
the newsreels. I am excluding the highly
controversial hearings involving crime
and the McCarthy hearings and two or
three of my committee at the very begin-
ning, which are the only ones I can re-
call that were televised in that manner—
and not at prime time in every instance.

ORDER FOR CONTINUATION OF
MORNING BUSINESS PAST THE
EXPIRATION TIME OF 1 P.M.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, notwithstanding the fact that now,
at 1 o’clock p.m., the morning hour has
expired, and that under the rule the un-
finished business would be laid before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
the period for the transaction of routine
morning business be continued for a
short time, with statements limited
therein to 3 minutes; and that then, at
the conclusion thereof, the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHEsS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from West Virginia?
The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

EQUAL TIME FOR EQUAL PARTNERS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
would conclude by saying that this is a
matter to be handled by the Commerce
Committee, with both parties partici-
pating if they think well of it. The au-
thorization does not require the Senate
to do anything, if it does not want to take
advantage of it. All I am saying, in effect,
is that we have come to the realization
recently that television is the only way
to communicate directly with the Ameri-
can people. It is a new development. It is
a technology, whose impact no one an-
ticipated. Therefore, all we are trying
to do is to update our own relationship
to the public.

Personally, I feel that this move is en-
tirely sympathetic and consistent with
the commitments resolution. There
again, the Senate was, in effect, express-
ing itself through the constitutional sys-
tem under which we operate, that the
Senate should play a role in the formu-
lation of foreign policy, and that it
should not be turned over entirely to any
Executive.

I can assure the Senator from Michi-
gan that this is not directed at this ad-
ministration. The resolution was intro-
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duced by me before this administration
came in. It is not directed at this Presi-
dent at all. I made that clear last year.
This arose out of the frustrations en-
gendered by the previous administra-
tion—under a Democratic President.

Thus, I do not believe that the Senator
from Michigan is fair in intimating or
insinuating that this is a Democratic
Party partisan move, in some way to in-
hibit President Nixon, We are in no way
offering to inhibit the President. No one,
as the Senator from Iowa suggested a
moment ago, argues that the President
should not have access to the public. Not
at all. I can only say that, in order to
keep some balance in our constitutional
system, Congress should have that
access, too.

It will be a difficult thing to work
out. I do not minimize the practical dif-
ficulties of working it out. But it should
be done, is all that I am saying.

FEET ON THE FLYPAPER

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a
perceptive and straightforward editorial
was published in the magazine Aviation
Week and Space Technology, May 11. I
do not agree with all the conclusions of
the editorial. However, I believe that its
major points are highly important and
convey a sense of the feeling of many
Americans today.

I think it is an editorial which should
be widely circulated and closely read by
those who are interested in the welfare
of this Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial, “Feet on the Fly-
paper,” be printed in the Recorp.

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

FEET ON THE FLYPAPER

President Richard M. Nixon put his feet
firmly on the fiypaper of Southeast Asia by
authorizing U.S. military forces to invade
Cambodia. Like his predecessor in the White
House, he will find it far easier to get into
this fray then to extricate himself.

Until then, the President had billed him-
self as firmly committed to a policy of ex-
tricating U.S. troops from Southeast Asla
and had in fact reduced the troop strength
in that area. His decision to widen the war,
invade Cambodia, sent selsmic politieal
shock waves throughout the country, not
only because of the Cambodian policy but
also from the sense of betrayal that this
shift conveyed.

It was natural that the deepest shocks
were felt on the college campuses. There,
after all, are the age groups who are being
asked to do the dying in Southeast Asia.
And asked without any attempt whatsocever
to explain to them why their dying is deemed
necessary and sneered at with epithets from
both the President, who s ordering the dy-
ing, and his vice president. And so the
college campuses across the natlon were il-
luminated by burning ROTC bulldings, and
National Guardsmen killed four students at
Iéle:ﬁ State University in Ohio—two of them

The war in Vietnam has become a thor-
oughly unpopular venture in this country,
and President Nixon owes his election, in
large measure, to his pledge to end U.8. par-
ticipation. There seems to be no logical ba-
sis for supposing that its extension into
Cambodla, Laos or elsewhere would broaden
its public appeal at home.
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The President accompanied his order send-
ing U.S. troops across the border into Cam-
bodia with assurances on the limitations of
this effort that were later expanded by his
aldes to such precise dimensions as only
18.7 mi. penetration and withdrawal in seven
weeks, et cetera, ad nauseum. Unfortunately
for Mr. Nixon, the American people had
heard the same type of reassurance from
his predecessor, Lyndon B. Johnson, only
& few years ago when he took them into
a war that has now drained more than $100
billion from thelr pockets directly, siphoned
infinitely more with the galloping inflaticn
it stimulated, and killed more than 41,000
of their sons and wounded more than 200,-
000 more.

Thus President Nixon's credibility on
Cambodia hardly survived for 24 hr. after
his television appearance. The reasoning he
offered was the same as that of ex-President
Johnson on the Tonkin Gulf incident, Even
his language was horrifyingly similar.

The glare of historical hindsight on the
1964 Tonkin Gulf incident reveals no solid
evidence that any North Vietnamese tor-
pedo boat attack was made on U.S. destroyers
that night nor any justification for the dis-
astrous policy to which President Johnson
50 hastily committed this nation’s blood and
treasure. For a detalled examination of the
flimsy facts on which the Tonkin Gulf in-
cident was based and the elaborate fabrica-
tion of official lies later woven to justify it,
we recommend a reading of Joseph Goul-
den’s recent book “Truth is the First Cas-
ualty.” Among other things, it contains
a particularly perceptive and detalled anal-
ysis of the technique used by former De-
fense Secretary Robert 8. McNamara to
avold the truth before congressional com-
mittees without actually lying.

The Nixon Cambodian policy has had an
even sharper impact on Capitol Hill than in
the academic groves. Combined with the ris-

ing inflation, unemployment and the slump-
ing economy, it has cost the Republican
Party any hopes it may have had for con-
gressional victory in the fall elections. But,
as President Nixon himself noted, that is

an Inconsequential
tragedy.

Congress has more effective means of
protesting what it believes to be executive
perfidy than college students. It can cut off
the President’s money. What is being or-
ganized on the Hill right now is the most
effective attack on the defense budget since
before World War 2. The defense budget can
always stand judicious pruning. But the as-
sault with broad ax and butcher knife that
is now in prospect could leave it in a dan-
gerous condition indeed in meeting the grow-
ing Soviet technological threat (awa&sT Apr.
27, p. 13; May 4, p. 11).

The five-year war in Southeast Asla has
already drained so many defense dollars from
the research and development effort that this
country has lost nearly a decade of tech-
nical progress at the same time the Soviet
Union has pushed the most massive new
weapons development program in its history.
If the increased involvement in Cambodia
and elsewhere in Southeast Asia continues to
siphon the lion's share of a badly chopped
defense budget, the crisis will become acute
during the mid-1970s.

But perhaps the biggest tragedy of all,
thrown into sharp relief by the events of
the past week, Is the growing division be-
tween the elected leaders of this nation and
the people who elected them and the grow-
ing unresponsiveness of the government
policy-making bureaucracy to the needs and
wishes of the inhabitants of this land.

We are coming dangerously close to a
breakdown in the machinery of government
and dangerously close to the end of the
voters’ and taxpayers' patience with the
calloused, cumbersome inefficiency of the
system.
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John Glenn is a man who has served his
country faithfully and well. He cannot be
labeled a campus “bum” or an “effete snob.”
We think he expressed the current malaise
of these United States as well as anybody
can. Tired, sad and perceptive after a tough
election campaign among the people of that
same Ohio where the Kent State students
were shot, he noted:

“Everyone is losing confidence is every-
thing, our foreign policy, our universities, our
electoral system—all because we haven't told
the people the truth.”

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1117—
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST
TO PLACE ON THE TABLE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
House Joint Resolution 1117, to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on the Environ-
ment, which came over from the House
on yesterday, be placed on the table.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subsegent-
ly said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the previous order, placing
on the table House Joint Resolution 1117,
be negated for the present time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hucues). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from West Virginia?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-

PRIATIONS, 1970
AMENDMENT NO. 669

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit
today (for myself and Senators BAKER,
BROOKE, CRANSTON, EAGLETON, GOODELL,
KenNNEDY, MONDALE, McGoOVERN, NELSON,
Packwoob, PELL, WiLLiaMs of New Jer-
sey, Scorr, STEVENS, and TypiNcs) an
amendment to HR. 17399, the second
supplemental appropriations bill, de-
signed to provide an additional $100 mil-
lion for the Neighborhood Youth Corps
summer jobs programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucHEs) . Without objection, the amend-
ment will be received and printed and
appropriately referred.

The amendment (No. 669) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under the
proposed amendment the $100 million
would provide an additional 227,173
summer job opportunities which the U.S.
Conference of Mayors has documented
as the number which still could be ef-
fectively used this year if funds were
made available. The opportunities pro-
vided by the amendment would supple-
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ment the 328,000 summer jobs projected
under the current total allocation of
$146,412,000 now planned for the pro-
gram.

Mr. President, an additiona] appro-
priation of the magnitude proposed is
clearly warranted in terms of the docu-
mented needs of the cities stemming
from the very crucial unemployment sit-
uation in which we find ourselves this
summer,

So urgent is the need that I believe
that the administration should promptly
send a budget estimate to the Congress
increasing the funds for summer jobs
for the Neighborhood Youth Corps by
$100 million and reallocating that
amount from other programs which are
not of as high priority. I hope that the
President, and the Vice President, as
chairman of the President’s Council on
Youth Opportunity will review the situa-
tion and act accordingly.

The Neighborhood Youth Corps sum-
mer program is administered by the De-
partment of Labor, subject to strict ad-
ministrative controls and was developed
to enable 14- to 21-year-old disadvan-
taged youths to work with public and
private nonprofit organizations during
the summer months. A major purpose of
the prcgram has been to assist such
youths to remain in high school by pro-
viding them with on-the-job training
and useful work experience, enhancing
their chances for later employment.

Since 1965 this vital program, which
is funded under the authority of the
Economie Opportunity Act and the Man-
power Training Act of 1962, has provided
more than 971,000 opportunities for dis-
advantaged youths.

We face a particularly serious situa-
tion in our cities this summer as a result
of the special impact of high national
unemployment in poverty areas. While
the overall unemployment rate was 4.8
percent in April, the teenage jobless rate
was 15.7 percent, compared with 13.9 per-
cent in March.

And perhaps most eritically, Mr. Presi-
dent, the unemployment rate among
black teenagers during the first quarter
of this year was 32.7 percent—or approx-
imately one-third—compared with 20.9
percent in the first quarter of last year.

It is quite clear, then, that the “target
group” for the Neighborhood Youth
Corps program—which the Department
of Labor indicated included 1.4 million
youths last summer—will be substantially
greater in the coming months in light
of the overall unemployment situation.

While the Neighborhood Youth Corps
summer program is not the only program
that exists to meet this need, it is the
largest. It is clear that the other pro-
grams will at best merely maintain last
year’s effort and will not be able to as-
sume responsibility for the youth who
could benefit from a summer program.

First, the Neighborhood Youth Corps
summer program has been supplemented
in recent years by the voluntary efforts
of the National Alliance of Businessmen.
Since the inception of that program in
1968, it has provided more than 300,000
opportunities in the private sector during
the summer months. For this summer,
the National Alliance of Businessmen has
set a goal of 180,000 opportunities, just
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2,000 positions above those actually pro-
vided last year. Hence, it is clear from
experience that while the general unem-
ployment situation will require more
summer jobs for youth than in 1969, the
private sector will not be able to absorb
any appreciable numbers of disadvan-
taged youths this summer beyond the
number employed last year; and this is
not enough.

Second, the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity summer youth programs—which
once emphasized summer recreation, ed-
ucation, and employment, have been
given a new direction for this year. Under
a policy announced early this year by
the Office of Economic Opportunity, the
focus will be upon programs that are
integrated into annual programs, and
there will be a direct prohibition on the
funding of programs devoted exclu-
sively to recreation, camping, and cn_11-
tural enrichment for the summer. While
the desirability of this change may be
debated, it is clear that resources frqm
this program—approximately $35 mil-
lion—will acerue less to summer pro-
grams, as such, with the result that more
youths will have to look to other pro-
grams, such as the Neighborhood Youth
Corps summer program.

Mr. President, despite these facpors-—-—
the excessive unemployment rate in the
group affected, and the inability of other
programs to meet the additional need—
funding for the Neighborhood Youth
Corps summer program has been set at
$146,412,000—which is less than last
year’s total funding level of $147 million.

Moreover, the cost of an “annual
training slot’—which would provide—as
in the past years—for 10 weeks’ work ex-
perience for 26 hours per week—has risen
from $413 in summer, 1969, to $445 for
this summer.

As a result of these two factors, the
program will fall some 17,000 annual
training opportunities short of even last
year's level.

If we were to completely meet the
needs of even last summer's “target
group” of 1.4 million youths, an addi-
tional appropriation of more than $500
million would be required. ]

But obviously, as an administrative
matter, such funds could not be put to
effective use by the time that the pro-
gram commences in most localities—in
the second week of June.

Accordingly, T ask the U.S. Conference
of Mayors—which represents more than
600 cities in our Nation—to survey the
situation and determine the number of
additional slots that the cities could ef-
fectively utilize this summer if additional
funds were made available.

On May 7, 1970, the U.S. Conference
reported that the 227,173 additional slots
could be used nationwide.

The survey indicated that the Nation's
50 largest cities alone can effectively use
165,298 slots.

For example, in my own city of New
York, more than 37,081 additional slots
over and above the 25,419 now proposed,
could be put to effective use for this
summer.

But it is not just a “big city’ matter.
The Conference of Mayors has indicated
that in our smaller cities an additional
61,875 slots are required.
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For example, in Litfle Rock, Ark., 200
additional slots are needed; New Haven,
Conn., 550 slots; Des Moines, Iowa, 100
slots; and in Charleston, S.C., 300 slots
are needed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed at this point
in the REcorp, a copy of a letter dated
May 7, 1970, from the Conference of
Mayors, indicating the needs, together
with a detailed table indicating the num-
ber of “slots” allocated to date and the
additional number that could be effec-
tively used in each of our major cities.

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

U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, D.C., May 7, 1970.
Hon. JacoB K. JAVITS,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR JaviTs: In response to your
request for information, we have made In-
quiries as to the clties’ 1970 needs for the
summer Nelghborhood Youth Corps slots be-
yond those allocated to them to date. The
information we have received from the fifty
largest cities shows that the total number
of additional slots that these cities could
effectively utilize this summer is 165,298.

On the basis of our contacts with a sam-
ple of the smaller cities, we estimate their
need and capacity to utilize additional slots
to be approximately 30 percent above their
present allocation. This would mean an ad-
dlittllonal 61,875 slots needed by the smaller
cities.

Combining these figures, the preésent real
need for summer 1970 is 227,173 additional
slots nation-wide.

I trust that these statistics will be helpful
to you in pointing up the critical need for
an enlarged appropriation for the summer
Neighborhood Youth Corps program.

Sincerely,
JoHN J. GUNTHER,
Ezecutive Director,
1870 SUMMER NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS PROGRAM:
THE NEEDS OF THE 50 LARGEST CITIES
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at an ap-
proximate cost of $445 per opportunity,
meeting this total need of 227,173 docu-
mented by the U.S. Conference of May-
ors would reguire an additional sup-
plemental appropriation of $100 million.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp also a copy of a
letter dated May 25, 1970, from Secre-
tary of Labor George Shultz, indicating
that on the basis of the Department’s
own survey made through its regional
offices, 76,036 more slots could be uti-
lized at an additional cost of $33,952,651
above the amounts already allocated to
these programs.

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

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
Washington, May 25, 1970.
Hon, Jacos K. JAVITS,
U.S. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

DEeAR BENATOR JaviTs: This is in reply to
your letter of April 28, 1970, concerning the
funding level of the summer Neighborhood
Youth Corps (NYC) program.

The authorized NYC summer slot level for
FY '"T0 of 328,000 slots is greater than the
initial FY ’69 level of 291,000 authorized
slots.

In late May 1969, funds from the Job Op-
portunities in the Business Sector (JOBS)
program were reprogrammed to NYC result-
ing in additional summer slots. Later in the
summer, there was a Manpower Development
and Training Act supplemental appropria-
tion which provided for more summer NYC
slots but only for a perlod of four weeks or
less.

The unit cost in FY "69 was $413 per slot.
In FY "70 with rising costs, the unit cost rose
to 445,

In FY ’69 with the availability of addi-
tional funds mainly from JOBS, it was de-
cided that, in view of limited time, the ad-
ditional funds were to be distributed to the
50 largest cities only. This gave cities a pro-
portionately larger amount of money. In FY
"0 with time for advanced planning, ad-
ditional funds (12 percent increase or $26
million) were distributed to all 50 States and
the 50 largest cities. The general guideline
for distribution was that all States and the
50 cities were to receive at least their FY
'69 initial summer NYC allocation plus a
6 percent increase. The remaining 6 percent
of funds available for distribution in FY "70
was distributed only to those States which
are below their equitable distribution alloca-
tions in FY '69. Therefore, in some areas
there may be a net gain and in others a loss
over FY '68.

Reglonal offices were requested recently
to provide us with estimates of how many
additional youths could be served this sum-
mer through the summer NYC program if
more funds materialized. In addition to cur-
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rent level, 76,036 more slots could be utilized
at an additional cost of $33,952,651.

We trust this information will be useful
and appreciate your continued interest in
NYC.

Sincerely,
GEORGE P. SHULTZ,
Secretary of Labor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is clear
from these figures of the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors on the one hand, and
from those provided by the Secretary of
Labor on the other, that we face a very
serious situation of a substantial magni-
tude this summer.

This is apparent from the fact that the
Department indicated an additional sup-
plemental need of $7.5 million at this
time last year—only one-quarter of the
amount which they indicated this year
as a necessary adjunct to funds which
have already been allocated.

We face levels of high unemployment
among the most frustrated group in our
cities.

As we listen to the needs of the youth
on our campuses, let us not forget the
disadvantaged youth in our cities who
will face these difficult domestic times
with the anticipation of spending the_ir
summer on the streets instead of in
meaningful employment.

Mr. President, although it is clear
from the statement of the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors, that an additional $100
million can be put effectively to work in
this vital program if it would be forth-
coming in the supplemental process, it
is clear that the sooner such funds are
made available, the greater the chance
of the cities putting them to use in reach-
ing disavantaged youth.

It is for this reason that I hope that
the administration will take the action
which I have requested, of promptly
sending a budget estimate to the Con-
gress for the amount indicated as
essential.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the proposed amend-
ment be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

AmENDMENT No. 669

On page 10, after line 22, insert the fol-
lowing:

“MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION, MANFOWER DE-
VELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES

“For an additional amount to carry out the
provisions of section 102 of the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962, as
amended, $100,000,000 to remain available
until September 30, 1970."

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from New York
yield?

Mr, JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator from New York performed a very
great service by appearing before the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee of which I
have the honor to be chairman. He pre-
sented an excellent statement in support
of the Neighborhood Youth Corps pro-
gram.

I merely want to say to him that the
subcommittee has now acted and has
recommended an appropriation which, of
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course, is not budgeted. But, on the
strength of the Senator’s presentation
before the subcommittee, the subcom-
mittee has submitted to the full commit-
tee a figure which I am not at liberty to-
day to reveal—and it will not be revealed
until such time as the full committee has
reported the supplemental appropria-
tions bill—but I wanted the distinguished
Senator from New York to know that his
actions have already borne fruit.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor is most gracious. No Senator could
ask for more courtesy, consideration, and
sympathy than that expressed by the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the able Senator.

AMERICA'S TRADE CHALLENGE FOR
THE 1970'S: RESISTING PROTEC-
TIONISM

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed as
part of my remarks a speech on the U.S.
tariff policy delivered by me at the 49th
annual luncheon of the American Im-
porters Association in New York. The
speech is entitled “America’s Trade Chal-
lenge for the 1970's: Resisting Protec-
tionism.”

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

AMERICA'S TRADE CHALLENGE FOR THE 1970's:
RESISTING PROTECTIONISM

The economic and political crises facing
this nation are certain to effect our foreign
economic policies. As our own focus as a na-
tion and as a people turns increasingly in-
ward in search of solutions to the growing
national neurosis over Vietnam, other major
trading areas of the world are turning out-
ward; and western Europe, in particular, is
entering a new era. There is a real danger
that these major trading areas of the
world——as they view both the inner turmoil
of our nation and our unclear stance in the
field of foreign economic policy—may decide
to go their own way without giving appro-
priate conslderation to the legitimate trade
interests of the United States.

This Congress, if it passes an inward-look-
ing, protectionist trade bill, could accelerate
this process and could shape the world into
warring trade bloes, rebounding to the detri-
ment of all. The Congress and the Adminis-
tration face a tremendous responsibility to
insure that the United States does not turn
its back on the liberal trade policies which
have proved to be of such benefit to us and to
the trading world during the past 25 years.
Our seriously declining economy and rising
rate of unemployment buttress already exist-
ing protectionist pressures—enormous pres-
sures that are being brought to bear on the
Congress and the administration in this
election year.

Historic discussions soon will convene on
the United Kingdom’s renewed bid to enter
the Common Market. Ireland, Denmark and
Norway also will participate directly in these
discussions. All the countries of the Com-
monwealth, in turn, have a direct interest
in these talks as does the United States. If
the talks proceed smoothly, a new trading
bloc encompassing some 300-million people
will be in place in Western Europe by early
1973. The omens for successful talks appear
promising. On July 18, approximately two
weeks before the talks are scheduled to open,
the United Kingdom either will have elected
a new Government or extended the mandate
of the Wilson Government. In any case, it
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will not be a lame-duck Government negoti-
ating for the United Kingdom. The public
position of the six member-nations of the
present Common Market is in support of
British entry, as is the public position of
the United States.

Our interest in these talks can be rather
simply stated: It is In the interest of the
United States that the expanded Common
Market maintain outward-looking policies.
This is doubly important since the United
States now gives every slgn of turning in-
ward. Europe should be urged to stand by the
United States in this period of crisis just as
we stood by Europe in the crisis of and after
World War II.

As the negotiations progress and as the
Common Market Expands, the United States
will have a key interest in the policy decisions
in at least four areas:

1. The conclusion of preferential trading
agreements between the EEC and the coun-
tries bordering on the Mediterranean, as well
as the renewal of preferential arrangements
with African states. Both of these develop-
ments are not in the interest of a freer trad-
ing world.

2. The EEC's Common Agriculture Poliey
(CAP) which must be modified since such
modification is not only in the interest of
the European states themselves. Clearly, the
CAP is the most crucial topic that the United
Kingdom will face in the upcoming negotia-
tions. The interest of the United States In
maintaining market access for our agricul-
tural products is clear and such access would
lower European food prices. In this respect,
the two major economic problems facing Eu-
rope and particularly a united Europe are
the United Kingdom's sterling-debt problem
and the EEC's Common Agriculture Policy.
It would not be speclous to suggest that the
forthcoming negotiations could somehow
link these problems and that the forthcom-
ing heavy payments that the United King-
dom will be required to make to the Com-
mon Agricultural Fund—in addltion to the
higher food prices that would result from
the United Kingdom's accession—could be
partially offset by the absorption by the Com-
mon Market of the United Kingdom's sterling
balances debt. This suggestion 15 made in
the recognition that moves toward a com-
mon European Reserve Fund and an eventual
common European currency are presently
under discussion.

3. Unnecessary barrlers should not be
placed on capital and investment flows. In
the coming decade, it is mot at all incon-
ceivable that ""Le Defi Americain" will become
“Le Defi European.” We must not close out
this possibility, as 1t would be a distinct
benefit to our deteriorating balance of pay-
ments position.

4. The indusirial countries of the world
should extend meaningful global, non-dis-
criminatory tariff preferences to the coun-
tries of the developing world. As the nego-
tiations go forward in the OECD on this mat-
ter, the parties concerned should take cog-
nizance of the fact that it is unlikely that
the United States Congress would pass a
scheme more liberal than the countries of
Western Europe and Japan are willing to
accept. It would be desirable for all indus-
trialized countries to agree on a common or
comparable scheme, and hopefully this would
contain the liberal approach along the lines
put forward by the United States. Fallure
to agree on such a common or comparable
scheme in the OECD could have additional
adverse effects in terms of U.S. Congressional
action. In this regard, Congress should be
reassured by Undersecretary Samuels’ state-
ment last week upon reaching a compromise
within the OECD that “we all will strive to
adopt systems of preferences which are har-
monized as much as possible and can be ex-
pected to yleld comparable results, but that
they need not be uniform in all their tech-
nical elements.”




17844

Having given this brief overview, I would
like to turn my attention to two specialized
trade problems—textiles and East-West
trade.

TEXTILES

The textile problem unfortunately occu-
pies center stage, and much depends on the
way this problem is resolved. In my view,
the textile problem centers not on the ques-
tion of whether textile imports into the
United States should be further restricted.
They should be further restricted. The cen-
tral problem is what form these restrictions
should take.

I have argued that restrictions on imports
of woolen and man-made fibers and fabrics
should be based on injury criteria. It is be-
yond any shadow of doubt that increased ex-
ports to the United States in certain cate-
gories are causing such injury and should be
voluntarily restrained. However, I cannot
support the position of the textile unions and
the textile industry that the agreement be
comprehensive, i.e., cover all items in the
woolen and man-made fleld regardless of in-
Jury criteria. It is for this reason that I
have supported the proposal submitted by
Donald Kendall of the Emergency Commit-
tee for American Trade—a one year freeze
on all textile imports at current levels while
a special Presidential Commission makes de-
terminations as to injury. I also have pro-
posed that a standing committee be ap-
pointed—comprised of the United States,
Japan and perhaps other supplier nations—
continually to review developing trends in
the textile trade and to negotiate restraint
agreements on additional categories of im-
ports as needed. The line between a “com-
prehensive mechanism"” and a “comprehen-
sive agreement’ is a sophisticated one, but
one well worth pursuing.

In making these proposals during the early
months of this year for the defusing of the
textile issue, my primary concern was that
established principles of international trade
should not be abrogated by unilateral action.

In some ways, the situation is made more
difficult by the fact that Japanese exports lie
at the root of our textile problem, because
I have little sympathy with Japanese trade
policies. The continuing Japanese surplus
is a source of disequilibrium to the trading
world and is directly attributable to the
fallure of Japan's trade liberalization poli-
cies to keep pace with the phenomenal rate
of its economic growth over the past decade.
Also, since Japan maintains residual import
restrictions on 98 categories of products
without any regard to "“injury criteria,” it is
difficult to take seriously Japan’s negotiating
position that there should be proof of injury
before textile exports are restrained.

But the textile issue involves our relations
with many more nations than just Japan.
It involves important principles of interna-
tional trade and thus serves as the weather-
vane for American foreign economic policies
in the 1970's. On these grounds, the United
States cannot afford to pass a rigid quota bill;
rather, we should continue to seek a negoti-
ated agreement.

EAST-WEST TRADE

I have been interested In the implementa-
tion of the new legislation covering East-
West trade, and I have been hopeful that the
liberalization of the Export Control Act—
passed last December despite the Adminis-
tration’s objection—would have a material
effect in expanding our East-West trade. Un-
fortunately, Administration policy to date
does not fully recognize the Congressional
intent in passing this law: namely, Congress
was authorizing an increased two-way trade
with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

Assistant Secretary of Commerce Davis has
been kind enough to provide me with a
statistical breakdown of the trade effect of
the law to date. In citing these figures, I
agree with Mr, Davis’ contention that “there
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has not yet been sufficlent time to judge its
future general effect on U.S, exports to East-
ern Europe and the Soviet Union."” During
the first quarter of 1970, license applications
valued at $73.1-million were approved for
export to Eastern Europe, compared with
$61.5-million approved in the previous quar-
ter, and $36.5-million approved in the first
quarter of 1969. Mr. Davis goes on to state
that “on the basis of inquiries received by
Commerce since January 1, the effect of the
Act on U.S. exporters has been to stimulate
some additional interest in exporting to
Eastern Europe and has elicited comments
that are generally favorable.”

This is not an entirely discouraging pic-
ture, but against it I must place the letters
that I have received from constituents which
indicate that what is law is perhaps not yet
policy. In a recent letter, a constituent wrote
that “we find ourselves in the position of
being prohibited from offering equipment to
the same Eastern European countries which
18 being offered them by European firms."
It was the intent of the Congress In passing
the new liberalized law to do away with such
an unnecessary penalization of U.S. exporters.
Our balance of trade position, let alone our
seriously deteriorating general international
balance of payments, no longer permit this
nation the luxury of such a policy.

It is also time for the Administration and
the Congress to review the Dirksen-Fino
amendment which makes it impossible to
utilize the facilities of Export-Import credit
for financing U.S. exports to Eastern Eu-
ropean countries. Again, our deteriorating
balance of payments positlon makes the
maintenance of this law on the books a lux-
ury that we as a nation can i1l afford. In re-
laxing this law, we certainly would not be
playing a ploneering role, For example, West
Germany is prepared and does extend export
financing to the countries of Eastern Europe.

A similar review is required of our policies
concerning the wholesale denial of MFN
treatment to the countries of Eastern Eu-
rope. The perpetuation of policies of the past
does little to promote the real economic in-
terests of our nation in the 1970's.

Regrettably, as in so many other areas of
our national policy, the possibility of liberal-
izing our trade policies with Eastern Europe
is apparently tied by the Administration to
the Indochina war. In the years to come, I
think historians will find vast amusement as
they contemplate how American political
leaders allowed the tail of tiny Vietnam to
wag the dog—which also happened to be the
most powerful nation this world has known.

The steps that have been taken toward
liberalizing trade with Communist China are
encouraging. Again, it would be unrealistic
to expect American subsidiaries in third
countries to take full advantage of liberaliza-
tion in the regulations which permit them to
sell to Communist China so long as the Viet-
namese war continues. However, in saying
this, it is encouraging to note that we are
taking limited steps now that could be bullt
upon in the future—assuming, of course,
that the United States soon can enter a saner
and less troubled age.

In my opening remarks I referred to the
somewhat unclear stance of the United States
in foreign economic relations. I share the
publicly expressed concern of Commerce
Assistant Secretary Davis that the Adminis-
tration often does not speak with one con-
sistent voice iIn the area of trade policy.
At times, the cacophony of different Ad-
ministration voices reminds one of a warm-
up session of the New York Philharmonic be-
fore the conductor arrives on the scene.

In my view, the Office of the Special Rep-
resentative for Trade Negotiations lacks the
strong voice and coordinating role that it
played in past Administrations. I do think
it vital that this trade office of the Presi-
dent be strengthened. The recommendation
of the Ash Committee on Government Re-
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organization approximately to double the
STR's meager staff should be adopted. The
coordinating role of STR also should be
strengthened toward the end of insuring that
public statements on trade reflect our over-
all national interests.

When the Administration puts its mind
to it, it does very well in this area—as wit-
nessed by the opening parade of Administra-
tion witnesses before the House Ways and
Means Committee on the Administration
trade bill. But one gets the impression that
the Administration seldom puts its mind to
problems in the trade area until a crisis is
imminent. Our political relations with an-
other country or bloc of countries could be
seriously damaged because of the malfunc-
tion of trade policy. This already has hap-
pened in the textile area and may be hap-
pening in the preferences area where the Ad-
ministration may be underestimating the
lack of Congressional support for this pro-
posal.

Looking over the Administration’s record
in the trade area to date, I applaud the
President’s rhetoric. It has been very good
indeed. However, if one looks at what has
been done rather than what has been said,
particularly in the area where trade policy
collides head on with special interest groups,
the record is less clear. Actlons to date do
not fully support the words. For example,
the oil-import policies of this nation are in
desperate need of review. The present policies
not only contribute to higher fuel and
gasoline prices in many of our States, but
also give rise to increasingly severe supply
problems. The blueprint for changing these
policies—prepared by members of his own
cabinet—has been on the President's desk
for some time now, but we have yet to see
a policy decision liberalizing the present,
archaic oil-import system.

In the textile area, the Administration to
date has abjured accepting and acting on
compromise proposals, The Administration
shares the blame with certain textile export-
ing nations that this matter has been allowed
to drag on for so long at such high cost to
our political relations with other countries
and at such high cost to our domestic textile
Industry.

A third area concerns our meat-import
policy. The consumer interest—which is not
adequately represented in the high Govern-
ment councils that make our decisions af-
fecting trade—clearly dictates that our meat-
import policies be liberalized, particularly as
they affect second-grade meats such as ham-
burger meat. Our relations with Latin Amer-
ica similarly dictate that such liberalization
be affected, as does our fight against infla-
tion. But again, a negative decision ap-
parently has been made.

In citing these three examples, I do not
contend that they are necessarily a true indi-
cation of the President’s intentions; but
they do begin to set a pattern that should
be closely watched.

It seems clear that 1970 will be a critical
watershed year in terms of the foreign eco-
nomic policy of the United States. The omens
are most certainly mixed. It is ironic that as
Congress now stands at the threshold of
passing protectionist legislation, Western Eu-
rope is entering a new era of partnership and
community, It is important to all of us that
our foreign economics policies continue to
move forward toward a freer, falrer, contin-
ued open-trading world. This is particularly
vital in the context of the inflation that we
and other industrialized nations are facing.
Moreover, it is the key element in the leader-
ship role of the United States in the free
world.

SOVIET MIDEAST THREAT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, Near East
Report, a biweekly journal which com-
ments on developments in that troubled
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portion of the world, recently ran an
article which I feel provides great in-
sight into Israel’s increasingly desper-
ate situation at the hands of its radical
Arab enemies and the U.8.8.R. The ar-
ticle, “May 1967-May 1970” points up
the tragic similarity between the Soviet
menace now and as it existed at the out-
break of the 6-day war 3 years ago this
month. The only difference now is that
the Soviet presence in the Middle East
today is felt not simply in terms of
Soviet arms provided without cost to the
radical Arabs, but in terms of men—
Soviet fighting men, not “technicians.”
Above all, this article focuses on Israel’s
growing deplorable sense of isolation in a
world community that offers no treaties
or alliances, no assistance except in the
form of occasional sales of arms, no hear-
ing of its grievances except the counsel
of the United Nations. This article makes
a brief but eloguent case for the United
States to provide Israel with the jet fight-
ers it needs for survival, and as such, I
wish to call it to the attention of my
colleagues. I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent that the portion of the article I
have just described be printed into the
RECORD.

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

May 1967-May 1970

We must not shrink from the terrifying
reality.

For all practical purposes, the Soviet Union
has enlisted in the Arab war against Israel.

Russian pilots now fly the MIGs which
Moscow has supplied to the Egyptlan air
force. Russian soldiers operate the new
SAM-3 missile sites. They defend the Egyp-
tian heartland and they provide air cover so
that Egyptian artillery and planes may prose-
cute the War of Attrition against the out-
numbered and outgunned Israel forces along
the Suez Canal.

What is Moscow's purpose? Is it to destroy
Israel? Is it to force her to her knees? Is it
to compel the Israel army to withdraw so
that Egyptian tanks may again roll across
the Sinal desert to menace Israel cities—
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv—as in May 19677 Is
it to enhance Soviet prestige and power, to
force open the Suez Canal, to undermine pro-
Western governments in the area, to control
the valves which regulate the flow of oil to
Europe?

A tiny country of less than three million
people now confronts not only the Arab
armies but the mighty power of the Kremlin.
The interests of hundreds of milllons of peo-
ple iIn Europe and on this continent are
vitally affected by the bravery and skiil of
Israel’s fighting men and women.

ONCE AGAIN, ISRAEL STANDS ALONE

Yet at this moment this little country
stands alone.

She has no allies to come to her assistance.
She has no treatles to invoke. There is no
international tribunal to intervene; the ma-
chinery of the UN Security Council is geared
and warped against her by the Sovlet veto.
The Great Powers are again strangely silent.
No eloquent voices are raised in the foreign
offices of Western capitals.

The only hope is for swift action by the
United States.

Israel has not asked for the intervention of
American soldiers. In a message to President
Nixon, Premier Golda Meir renewed Israel's
request for military and economic aid.

In the light of the new and shattering
Soviet threat to the peace, the United States
must move swiftly to grant Israel’s requests.
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When the United States rejected them in
March, it was explained that if there were a
change in the military balance, the Admin-
istration would reconsider.

Well, the balance has certainly been
changed.

Israel has been compelled to suspend her
deep penetration ralds which had served to
blunt the Egyptian offensive across the Suez
Canal. Israel has refrained from bombing the
SAM-3 sites which are now protected by So-
viet pilots and there has been a sharp in-
crease in Israel casualties because of heavy
Egyptian bombardment. (27 dead, 63
wounded at the Canal in April.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the pleasure of the Senate?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

GROWING SUPPORT FOR INCOMES
POLICY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last
Thursday I introduced in the Senate a
bill to bring informed public opinion to
bear upon price, wage, and income be-
havior—a so-called wage-price guide-
lines bill.

Such an incomes policy is not a cure-
all, but it can help. With the favorable
action last week on the companion meas-
ure, I introduced Thursday—the Reuss
bill—by a House subcommittee, the Con-
gress seems now ready to move.

Both this year and last year the Joint
Economic Committee has supported and
urged the institution of wage-price guide-
lines. Both Arthur Burns, the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board, and Sec-
retary George Romney of HUD, have
urged similar action.

But others have urged such a policy
too. In the Washington Post for Sunday,
May 31, 1970, Hobart Rowen quotes a
number of economists, businessmen, and
domestic and international organizations
which have urged an “incomes policy”
now.

In addition to myself, Representative
REevuss, Chairman Burns, and Secretary
Romney, Mr. Rowen details the views of
the others. These include Gardner Ack-
ley, Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers from 1964 to 1968. The
list includes Donald S. MacNaughton,
president of the Prudential Insurance Co.
of America. We find Fortune magazine,
the Lionel D. Edie Co., a business ad-
visory group in New York, the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment—OECD—and many, many
others, including the Republican minor-
ity members of the Joint Economic
Committee.

This morning, in a most interesting
turn of events, Mr. Murray Weidenbaum,
the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury,
testified before my Subcommittee on
Economy in Government that he had
been urging an “incomes policy”—un-
successfully it would seem—on the Sec-
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retary of the the
administration.

If there was ever almost universal sup-
port for a policy, there is now for an in-
comes policy. Almost everyone but the
President and his key advisers are con-
vinced it should happen.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Rowen's interesting and informative
article be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

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

IncomEs PoLictEs GATHER BACKERS
(By Hobart Rowen)

It’s often sald that one of President Nixon's
arguments against wage-price guideposts, or
“incomes policies,” or even jawboning is his
memory of the horrible mess created by the
formal controls administered by the Office of
Price Administration during World War II.

Mr. Nixon was an OPA lawyer, and he
recalls vividly, it is said, the mass of red-
tape, the black markets, the inadequacy of
regulations—and their basic interference
with the free market mechanism. His fear,
apparently, is that if he backs voluntary
methods and they fail, there then would be
a back-sliding into formal controls.

But another ex-OPA lawyer, equally aware
of the hazards of a formal wage-price con-
trol system, takes a different view. Gardner
Ackley, Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers 19641968 sald in a recent speech:

“Both business and labor know by now
that they are caught up in an inflationary
rat race that's getting them nowhere; they
want and need some leadership in slowing
down the treadmill they're on, and eventu-
ally getting off it.”

At his meeting the other night with finan-
cial leaders—an outgrowth of the stock
market slide—Mr. Nixon indicated that he
may finally be relaxing his opposition to a
mild form of pressure, as suggested by Fed-
eral Reserve Chalrman Arthur F, Burns.

In fact, there is a growing and impressive
list of supporters for some kind of action
on the wage-price front:

Donald 8. MacNaughton, President of the
Prudential Insurance Co. of America, sug-
gested that the President should declare as
a national objective that the rate of infla-
tlon “as measured by the broad GNP price
index, should not exceed 4 percent by the
end of 1970 and 2 percent by the end of
1971."” The President would then bring pub-
lic pressure to bear on business and labor by
announcing a set of guidelines.

Fortune Magazine, “warlly and reluc-
tantly"” would set up voluntary guldeposts,
similar to those of the early 1960’s, bullt
around a 5.6 percent figure for wages. This
is designed to cover a partial catch-up for
the previous year’s Inflation, plus a 3 percent
productivity factor. Under the Fortune for-
mula, the wage guldepost would edge down
as inflation subsides. Price guidelines would
not eliminate price increases, but force pro-
ducers to absorb some part of their increased
costs out of profits.

The Organization for Economic Co-opera-
tion and Development, in its annual assess-
ment of the U.S. economy, politely suggested
that an incomes policy might enhance “prog-
ress towards price stability and an earlier
return to fuller employment.”

The Lionel D. Edie Co., a business-oriented
advisory company in New York, argued for
selective controls, even if difficult to enforce.
“At this time,” the company says, “controls
appear preferable to highly disruptive infla-
tion, a confidence crisis and anarchy in the
money markets.”

Both Democrats and Republicans have
come forward with specific proposals. One by
Rep. Henry 8. Reuss (D-Wis.) would require
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the CEA to promulgate a set of guideposts.
Another, by Senators Jacob Javits (R-N.Y.),
Jack Miller (R-Iowa), and Len Jordan (R-
Idaho) would direct the CEA to issue bi-
weekly reports on the implications of impor-
tant price decisions and wage agreements.
For the first time, support of the Javits-
Miller-Jordan proposal was offered within
the Administration, in the person of Under
Treasury Secretary Charles E, Walker.

Bitter and emotional arguments against
any such proposals have been made by Labor
Secretary George Shultz. The most reasoned
case against plunging back into wage-price
guidelines has been developed by Economiec
Council Chairman Paul W. McCracken. His
position is that in the Johnson era, the
strong-arm approach, so far as industry was
concerned, was “discriminatory and inequi-
table.” Moreover, he suggests, the guidepost
approach has no impact on the area of prices
where there has been the biggest infiation—
services.

On the question of equity, most propo-
nents of wage-price guideposts suggest that
the consequences of the alternatives must be
considered. Wilfred Lewls Jr., economist for
the National Planning Assoclation, puts it
this way: “When unemployment increases
from 4 to 414 per cent because of fiscal and
monetary policy . . . it's not as though every-
one in the country went home from work a
few minutes early and took a small cut in
pay.

“Rather, some will be lald off alto-
gether . . . while others are as busy as ever
and even enjoying pay increases, Similarly,
what's equitable about people on fixed in-
comes having their purchasing power and
standards of living eroded by inflation while
others are making out like bandits and re-
paying their debts in deflated currency?"

McCracken’s insistence that an incomes
policy is ineffective is contested by others.
Walter Heller, for example, says: “I just plain
and flatly disagree with his conclusion that
guideposts didn’t have a real impact from
1963 to 1966." Heller says that a study by
George Perry “while not conclusive, is pretty
damn persuasive.”

But how, the McCracken supporters say, do
you propose to handle the rising price of such
things as doctor bills, haircuts, or dry-clean-
ing? Ackley responds that this argument
misses the point: “The inflationary bias in
our economy does not arise from such prices
as these, which mainly reflect cost and price
increases that have already occurred else-
where. The bias arises from the decisions on
wages and prices made by those who have
a modicum of economic power—that is, some
freedom from dictation by the general state
of the market. Such firms and unions pos-
sess a degree of discretion as to thelr wage
and price policies that can be exercised for
good or for ill. Individually, this discretion
is not great. Cumulatively, it is significant.”

The Edie company's assertion that controls
in fact can and do work seems convincing.
Comparing consumer and wholesale prices
during the Korean war period and recently,
the difference is startling.

From 1951 to 1956, the consumer price in-
dex rose 4.6 per cent; from 1965 to 1970, the
CPI jumped 22.8 per cent, From 1951 to 1956,
the wholesale price index actually fell 0.5
per cent; from 1965 to 1870, it soared 14.1
per cent.

During the Eorean war period, of course,
prices and wages were frozen, taxes were
raised, and consumer credit controls were
applied. “Controls put a lid on Inflation
during the Eorean war,” Edle sums up.
“There is no reason to doubt their effec-
tiveness, although one would expect milder,
more selective and perhaps only voluntary
controls today.”

The final “standard” argument against
guldeposts is that they don't get to the root
of the inflation problem: the only true way,
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this argument goes, is through a tough
monetary and fiscal policy.

No doubt about it—by applying a crunch,
we can lick inflation. But in the process, we
will produce an unemployment level unac-
ceptable in today's society. As Peter Eenen,
Columbia University Provost, told the Amer-
ican Bankers Assocliation some days ago, a
6 per cent unemployment rate this summer
can mean & black teen-ager rate of 30 per
cent. Do we want to face that?

Very sensibly, Arthur Burns has come
around to an incomes policy instead of the
crunch; perhaps the President will go along.
He would have powerful support on Capitol
Hill, and increasingly in the business com-
munity. One mutual fund manager here for
the meeting with President Nixon says fiat-
ly that a wage-price guidepost policy “would
be worth 100 points rise on the Dow-Jones
index."”

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to continue for 2 additional minutes in
the morning hour.

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

NO ACTION BY JUSTICE DEPART-
MENT AFTER 190 DAYS IN THE
CASE OF A. E. FITZGERALD

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr, President, over
the entrance to the Supreme Court there
is a motto which we all know, “Equal
Justice Under Law.” But at this time
the law appears to be—in the words of
George Orwell—more equal for some
than for others.

One hundred and ninety days ago I
wrote to the Justice Department asking
for an immediate investigation into the
case of A. E. Fitzgerald—the Air Force
efficiency expert who was “fired” by the
Air Force because he revealed the huge
cost overruns on the C-5A airplane.

Everything Fitzgerald told my sub-
committee was true. The overrun was $2
billion—or more. The plane has failed to
meet its specifications. They have not
only been degraded but now there ap-
pears to be a major defect in the wing
which may jeopardize the entire project.

But A. E. Fitzgerald was harassed,
ostracized, investigated, and fired. The
way the Air Force acted was like some
primitive society where the man who
told the truth or brought bad news was
sacrificed for stating it. If the Air Force
and society as a whole follow such a
course, the medical profession will soon
vanish. Each time a doctor diagnoses a
fatal disease, he will be charged with the
responsibility for causing it.

Now the Justice Department has failed
to act after 190 days. Yet there was a
clear violation of the law on the face of
it. A man was fired for testifying before
a congressional committee. It is a crime
to injure a witness because of his testi-
mony. But still there is no action.

This Justice Department apparently
holds a double standard. There is one
standard for private citizens who do
wrong, But there is another standard,
apparently, for the bureaucracy or the
heads of agencies and departments who
break the law.

When will the Justice Department
act? When will that Department begin
to apply law and order to the Defense
Department? Are not 190 days long
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enough even for the machinery of the
Justice Department to move?

‘When I learned that Mr. Will Wilson,
the Assistant Attorney General was to
appear before the Senate Banking Com-
mittee on June 8 on the issue of Swiss
bank accounts, I wrote him a letter ad-
vising him that I intended to pursue the
matter of the Fitzgerald investigation
and the lack of action on it when he ap-
peared before the Banking Committee.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of my letter to Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Wilson be printed in the REecorp.

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

Hon. Wi WiLsoxN,
Assistant Attorney General, Depariment of
Justice, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mr. WiLson: It has now been 180
days since I first wrote to Attorney General
Mitchell asking the Justice Department to
take action against those who violated the
Federal criminal code in connection with
the firing of Mr. A. Ernest Fitzgerald. It has
also been three months since I wrote you
personally concerning this case. To date, no
action has been taken. I have not even had
the courtesy of a substantive reply to my
letter of March 2, 1970.

Mr. Wilson, I do not take thls matter
lightly. There ls no question that the statute
(15 USC 1505) has been violated. Other than
political considerations, I can think of no
reason why the Justice Department has been

s0 dilatory in bringing prosecutions in this
case,

I look forward to your appearance before
the Senate Banking and Currency Commit-
tee on June 8, 1970.
I hope we can pursue this further then.
Sincerely,
WiLLiAM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senator.

MR. O'BRIEN SHOULD APOLOGIZE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the war
in Vietnam did not start yesterday. It
did not start on January 21, 1969. The
war in Vietnam had been building up
for 8 long years when President Nixon
took office.

When the din and confusion which is
enjoyed so thoroughly by Mr. Nixon's
critics dies down, and a reasonable
amount of time has elapsed, historians
will then record what happened in 1969
and 1970. We do not know what the final
verdict of the historians will be. There
are some things about which we can be
certain.

History will record the fact that after
8 years of sending more and more men
to Vietnam, under President Nixon’'s
leadership 115,000 of our troops have
been brought home. It will further re-
cord that as of this date President Nixon
has announced plans for a further with-
drawal of 150,000 troops.

In order to carry on this withdrawal
of troops from Vietnam, it became nec-
essary for President Nixon to order the
crossing of the Cambodian border to save
the lives of Americans and to continue
our troop withdrawal from Vietnem. The
success of that venture will have to be
recorded by the historians, based upon
the facts as they develop in the future.
I believe that that verdict of history will
be in Mr. Nixon’s favor. What he did in-
volved a risk. We must keep in mind,
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however, that to do nothing under the
circumstances would involve a greater
risk to American lives,

I know that history will credit Mr.
Nixon with courage and will show that
he acted with honesty and in the full
belief that what he was doing was nec-
essary to save the lives of American
troops now in Vietnam. Can any reason-
able person ask anything more?

History will record some other things
too. It will record the fact that some of
President Nixon's critics were unfair, un-
just, harsh, and cruel. It will record the
fact that some of Mr. Nixon's critics
never once raised their voices in con-
demnation or criticism of North Viet-
nam, the Vietcong, or Communists gen-
erally. They found no fault with them.
It will also be recorded that some of Mr.
Nixon’'s critics continued and continued
in their tirades without having one word
of praise for the United States of Amer-
ica or for any President of the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 10 additional minutes.

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, at this
point I would like to read an editorial
which was broadecast in the public inter-
est by radio station KFOR of Lincoln,
Nebr., on May 18, 1970:

EDITORIAL

Like Brothers we fight among ourselves.
Not over the war . . . for we all want to end
the war. But we fight over how the war
should be ended. Like Brothers we fight, but
let no outsider try to intervene for we'll turn
on him and fight our enemy with unity. We
all agree that the war in Indo-China should
be brought to a complete halt as quickly as
possible. We all belleve there should be
peace . . . not only in the Far East, but the
Middle East and all the rest of the world.
And we believe that all men should not only
be born equal, but have equal opportunities.
We express our differences in achieving these
goals in many ways . . . some vocally, some
demonstratively, and some violently. But all
of our attention is centered on what the
United States should do. We argue that the
United States should get out of Cambodia
and Vietnam. Yet we are there because of
an aggressor . . . & Country that wants to
capture and dominate all of Indo-China by
whatever means necessary. Let us all unite
as Brothers should, and instead of shouting
about our differences so that our enemies
can gloat and take comfort from them, let
us call attention to the very reasons we are
fighting among ourselves. Let us all ralse
our voices in unison and shout to the world
what the real problem is. Then our enemies
will note with different feeling than they
have noted our headlines in the past. The
world will point an accusing finger at them
and tell them to withdraw their troops back
to their own country. Let us unite as Broth-
ers should and shout to all the world . . .
Stop the War. North Vietnam get out of Cam-
bodia. North Vietnam get out of Laos. North
Vietnam get out of South Vietnam. Stop the
War. Stop the Invasions. Let there be peace
in all the World.

A KFOR Viewpoint written and recorded
by John Hanlon.

Mr. President, if some historian has
time to write in detail concerning the
remarks of the critics of President Nixon,
it will provide some interesting reading.
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It will show that there were some who
talked long and loud, preaching disunity
and discord, and thereafter they grieved
over the fact that the country was being
torn apart.

Such remarks as “There is no end
in sight” and the cry, “Disaster is over-
taking us,” have been made. Another
pronouncement was, “This blood bath
which is here now must be stopped.”
Mr. President, could it be that these
modern Rip Van Winkles have been
asleep for 8 solid years? Could it be
that those who inflame with oratory
honestly believe that they have a monop-
oly on the desire for peace?

Mr. President, substantially all Ameri-
cans want America’s involvement in the
fighting in Vietnam to come to an end.
The country is not divided on that. There
is a difference of opinion on some details
of how best to end America's participa-
tion in the war in Indochina. Now is the
time for tolerance and unity. In times of
trial for our nation, Republicans have
faithfully stood by Presidents who were
Democrats. In time of trial, Democrats
have loyally supported Republican Presi-
dents. The unreasonable and vicious at-
tacks have been exceptions. The fact
that they are exceptions does not render
them harmless in the least. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to call the attention of the
Senate and the country to the words and
the acts of one who is such an excep-
tion. I refer to Democratic National
Chairman Lawrence F. O'Brien. Mr.
O’'Brien’'s words are false, uncalled for,
and dishonest. Mr. O'Brien has resorted
to misrepresentation and mudslinging.

Lawrence F. O'Brien has gone so far
as to say:

I can only speculate in sorrow whether
these young people (at Kent) would have
been killed were it not for the Nixon-Agnew-
Mitchell inflammatory rhetoric—the rhetoric
that appeals to the fears and prejudices and
darker impulses that lurk within mankind.

In making this utterance, Mr. O'Brien
was speaking without any foundation of
fact whatever. He submitted no facts. He
proved himself to be devoid of honesty
and decency and truthfulness. He con-
tributed nothing to the solution of our
problems. It is evident he did not in-
tend to do so. It is not any wonder that
the Omaha World-Herald said editorially
on May 22, “By any test that O'Brien
statement is swinish.”

Mr, O'Brien may be the Democratic
National Chairman. I know a lot of
Democrats and Larry O'Brien does not
speak for any of them. I do not believe
that Lawrence O'Brien spoke for the
Democrats in the U.S. Senate or the
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives. They are patriots. They have a
sense of fairness. They abhor untruths
and slander.

Mr. O'Brien should take a lesson from
a very great statesman from Massachu-
setts. I refer to the distinguished Speaker
of the House of Representatives who is
retiring this year after a long and dis-
tinguished career. Speaker Joun McCoRr-
MACK is deserving of all the praise that
he receives. He is a patriot in every sense
of the word. He always places his coun-
try first. At the reception that was held
honoring Speaker McCormack but a few
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days ago, the Speaker responded to the
kind words of his colleagues in the House
and the Senate and to the tribute paid to
him by former President Johnson and by
President Nixon with some very appro-
priate remarks. Among other things he
said that he had served under many
Presidents—some of them Democrat and
some of them Republican; that he did
not always agree with his President but
that he always tried to so conduet him-
self that he didn’t add to the burdens of
the President.

Mr. President, Mr. O'Brien ought to
apologize not only to President Nixon
but to the country. This country is our
country. It belongs to all the people.
President Nixon is our President. He is
President of all the people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the pleasure of the Senate?

RESIGNATION OF CLARK R. MOL-
LENHOFF AS DEPUTY COUNSEL
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, according to press reports
over the weekend our friend, Clark Mol-
lenhoff, has tendered his resignation as
counsel to the President. As one who
has had great respect both for Mr.
Mollenhoff and the job he has been doing
at the White House I state my regrets at
news of his resignation. I think we are
losing a great public servant. At the same
time I hope whoever takes his place will
exercise the same hard rules of fair-
ness and the same discretion in the ad-
ministration of this office as have been
laid down by Mr. Mollenhoff. I have par-
ticular reference to his insistence that
anyone holding this position with the
White House who examines tax returns
must file a written request stating why
those tax returns are requested and why
they are necessary. This rule applies
whether it is in connection with pros-
pective Government employment, or a
charge of fraud involving an employee
of the Government. By placing all re-
quests for tax returns in writing, as has
been done under Mr, Mollenhoff’'s ad-
ministration of this office, it would be a
matter of record, and if in later years
it were shown that there had been abuse
of this power both the public and the
Congress could ascertain the extent and
who was responsible for such abuse.

Prior to the initiation of this hard
rule by Mr. Mollenhoff, loose practices
under previous administrations made it
possible for anyone in the White House
who had curiosity to examine the tax re-
turns of any John Doe or John Smith,
and no records were kept. We were sur-
prised to learn that no records had been
kept by either the Kennedy or the John-
son administrations as to who had asked
for tax returns or which returns had
been requested. That was a rather hap-
hazard method of operation and one
which could be highly dangerous, and I
am glad that Mr. Mollenhoff with the
support of President Nixon corrected this
loose procedure.

I emphasize that fact because I no-
ticed that some of the persons who criti-
cized Mr. Mollenhoff were a part of the
previous Democratic administrations
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which had condoned that haphazard
procedure. I wonder whom they were
trying to protect when they criticized
Mr. Mollenhoff.

Nevertheless, I want to express the
hope that whoever holds this position
under this administration or in subse-
quent administrations will insist that
from this day on he will continue the
rules which were laid down by Commis-
sioner Thrower and Mr. Mollenhoff as
they worked them out together, that any
tax return which is examined will be
examined only after a signed request,
stating all the reasons for the request
and making it a matter of record.

I again compliment Mr. Mollenhoff
for the job he has done and extend to
him my very best wishes as he returns
to journalism., I again express the
thought that our Government is losing a
distinguished public servant.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I want to
associate myself with the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Delaware
(Mr. WILLIAMS) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Delaware has ex-
pired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
3 additional minutes.

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

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to add a word of
praise to Clark Mollenhoff, who has dis-
played honor, integrity, and great ability.
I hope the time comes when he will again
consent to serve in public office. As a
reporter, he was a diligent and thorough
investigator. He is fair and he is honest.
He would be a credit as an employee in
any office, and I hope the time comes
when his situation will be such that he
can again render service within Govern-
ment. I know the service he will render
as a journalist will be in the interest of
America.

I commend the Senator from Delaware
for his remarks of praise of Mr. Mollen-
hoff.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator.

I want to add further that I remember
the suggestion was made that there
would be those in certain guarters who
would be glad Mr. Mollenhoff was leaving
this position because they feared him. I
have known Clark Mollenhoff for a num-
ber of years. I will state that no man
in America need have any fear of Mr.
Mollenhoff unless—I emphasize, unless—
he had heretofore done—or had contem-
plated doing—something that was un-
ethical as far as Government is con-
cerned. In that instance Clark Mollenhoff
would be a most dangerous man to have
in public office because he would expose
such activities, regardless of who or what
political party would be involved. Yes,
Clark Mollenhoff would not be feared by
those who are honest and trying to do
a good job in Government, but he would
be feared by those who had done or who
planned to do wrong.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the pleasure of the Senate?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Presideat, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr., BAYH. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish the unfinished business to
be laid before the Senate?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

CONCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, morning business is closed.

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which will be stated by title.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK, A
bill (H.R. 15628) to amend the Foreign
Military Sales Act.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

DOLE AMENDMENT ON PRISONERS IN CAMBODIA,
NO. 662

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Dole
amendment is a travesty. Its adoption
would not help a single American pris-
oner of war.

On the contrary, the passage of this
amendment could only have the very
opposite effect. By authorizing the Presi-
dent to keep U.S. forces in Cambodia in-
definitely, or send troops back whenever
he chooses as long as U.S. prisoners are
held there, the amendment would be
more likely to add to, than help reduce,
the list of captured American soldiers.
It would also arouse false expectations
by the families of prisoners, hopes which
simply cannot be fulfilled merely by
passing a bill.

The truth is that the longer our forces
stay in Cambodia the more vulnerable
they will be to capture—and to being
killed—by the enemy. We should insure
that our forces get out of Cambodia by
the deadline laid down by the President.
Passage of this amendment will only
encourage those in the bureaucracy who
would like to see the United States stay
in Cambodia indefinitely in order to prop
up the Lon Nol government.

If the Senator from Kansas proposes
waging war in Cambodia until American
prisoners are freed, I wonder if he would
suggest that we also invade North Viet-
nam or Laos to free the prisoners there?
The number of Americans held prisoner
in Cambodia is minuscule compared with
the number held in North Vietnam.
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I believe the Senator from Kansas
voted for the amendment last Decem-
ber—supported by the White House—
which prohibited the sending of ground
troops to Laos or Thailand. He did not
propose then, if my memory serves me
correctly, that the prohibition not be-
come operative until all U.S. prisoners in
Laos were released. The principle in-
volved here is the same.

I wonder also if the Senator from Kan-
sas wishes to delay the withdrawal from
South Vietnam of the 150,000 troops, as
announced by the President on April 20,
until the prisoners in Cambodia are re-
leased? If he is concerned about keeping
the pressure on the enemy to force the
release of prisoners, it would be logical
for him to seek to delay the departure
of any U.S. troops from Southeast Asia.
Would the Senator consider revising his
amendment along those lines?

The Senate should not endorse the
theory that we should wage war in Cam-
bodia indefinitely in order to try to bring
about the release of U.S. prisoners held
by the enemy. The best way to get U.S.
prisoners released is to reach a political
settlement in Paris.

Earlier this year, the Senate passed
unanimously House Joint Resolution
454, which expressed the concern of the
Congress over the treatment of U.S. pris-
oners of war and called for their release.
There is no division among us when it
comes to how we all feel about American
prisoners of war—whether in Cambodia,
Laos, or North Vietnam. Buf prisoners
will not be released under threat of
widening the war. There should be no
illusions about that.

I urge that the amendment offered by
the Senator from Kansas be defeated.

AMENDMENT NO. 670

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, listening to
our distinguished colleague from Idaho, I
am reminded, if indeed any of us need
to be reminded, that for some time now
the pending order of business before the
Senate has been the Cooper-Church
amendment to the Foreign Military Sales
Act. The amendment, as revised by its
sponsors and the Senate provides that
“In concert with the declared objectives
of the President of the United States to
avoid the involvement of the United
States in Cambodia after July 1, 1970"—
a date set by the President himself—no
funds may be spent after July 1 for the
purpose of retaining U.S. forces in Cam-
bodia; paying the compensation or sup-
porting any American personnel furnish -
ing military instruction to Cambodian
forces or supporting Cambodian forces;
contracting for military instruction in
Cambodia or providing persons to sup-
port Cambodian forces; and conducting
any air operations in support of Cam-
bodian forces.

As the distinguished Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DoLE) has said on a num-
ber of oceasions during the past 2 weeks,
the issues involved here are weighty ones.
The Cooper-Church amendment raises
important constitutional questions
about the relationship between powers of
Congress to declare war, to raise and
support armies and to make rules for the
regulation and governing of these forces
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and the President's powers as Com-
mander in Chief. I concur wholehearted-
ly with my colleague from Kansas on the
need to debate these questions so that
we in the Senate—and the American peo-
ple—are fully aware of the meaning of
the Cooper-Church amendment. But I
do not believe that it should be debated
to death.

Mr, President, a majority of Senators
appear ready to support the Cooper-
Church amendment. I support it. I be-
lieve the Senate of the United States
should have an opportunity to express
itself and to exercise its constitutional
authority.

In the midst of the debate on the
Cooper-Church amendment, the Senator
from Kansas has introduced an amend-
ment, which is certainly his right, that
would nullify the effect of the Cooper-
Church amendment whenever the Presi-
dent determines that any American is
being held prisoner in Cambodia. Thus
the issue of the treatment of American
prisoners of war has been thrust into
the midst of the debate over whether the
expansion of the conflict into Cambodia
is in the best interest of our country and
a right and proper exercise of Presi-
dential power.

I share the Senator from Kansas’ con-
cern about the inhumane treatment of
U.S. prisoners of war. On a number of
occasions in the past I have publicly ex-
pressed that concern. Last August, for
example, I introduced a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that
our Government take appropriate action
to insure that North Vietnam abides by
the terms of the Geneva Convention of
1949,

I must admit, however, that the logic
of interjecting the Dole amendment at
this time in the debate escapes me. The
Dole amendment does nothing to ease the
plight of American prisoners of war. In
fact, by sanctioning continued excursions
into Cambodia we are likely to increase
the number of Americans held prisoner
by the North Vietnamese. Thus the
amendment is self-defeating.

I fail to see how the amendment pro-
posed by my colleague from Kansas (Mr.
DorLE) can in any way contribute to bet-
ter treatment for American prisoners of
war or hasten the release of those prison-
ers. To my knowledge, the President has
not indicated any intention of returning
US. forces to Cambodia after his self-
imposed July 1 deadline in order to free
American prisoners in Cambodia. And I
think it would be short sighted to nullify
the healthy effects of the Cooper-Church
amendment by holding out this false
hope.

Passage of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment, is designed to prevent an expan-
sion of the war and prevent an increase
in the number of American prisoners. I
believe passage of the Cooper-Church
amendment would indeed contribute to
an end to our involvement in South-
east Asia. If we ean stop the war, we can
secure the release of those Americans
who have suffered so long as prisoners of
War.

Mr. President, an end to the war does
not appear to be in sight. As much as we
dislike it, we must be realistic, and rec-
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ognize that it is not going to end tomor-
row. But regardless of the outcome of
this debate over the Cooper-Church
amendment, or indeed over the Dole
amendment thereto, it seems to me that
all of us need to speak out forcefully,
saying that we are unalterably opposed
to any attempt to make American pris-
oners of war a political issue in an effort
to influence the policy of the United
States toward the conflict in Southeast
Asia. I am as opposed to this as I am
opposed to Hanoi’s policy of using Amer-
ican prisoners to bargain for political
concessions, a practice specifically con-
demned by the Geneva Convention. It is
important for the leaders of North Viet-
nam to know and for the entire world
to know that the citizens of this country
and the member of this body may differ
over the direction of the war in South-
east Asia and the best means of bring-
ing that war to a speedy and satisfac-
tory conclusion, but in our concern for
the welfare of those of our countrymen
held prisoners of war whether in Laos,
Cambodia, or North Vietnam, we are
united. We stand firm in our insistence
that North Vietnam abide by the Geneva
Conventions in its treatment of pris-
oners of war.

Although the Hanoi government insists
that American prisoners of war receive
adequate and proper care they have
not permitted impartial inspection which
would substantiate and verify such
claims. This is but one transgression on
the part of North Vietnam which con-
tinues to violate the requirements of
the Geneva convention. North Vietnam
also refuses to release sick and wounded
captives or to permit a regular flow of
mail. It even refuses to provide a list of
those being held captive. As a result,
American families have lived in uncer-
tainty and anguish for months and years,
not knowing whether their loved ones
are dead or alive. This callousness on
the part of North Vietnam is the epitome
of barbarism and absolutely inexcusable,
it seems to me, under any rules which
civilized men would normally abide by.

There has been evidence that those
imprisoned in North Vietnam and in the
jungles of Laos and South Vietnam by
Pathet Lao and the Vietcong have fre-
quently been subjected to torture. They
have been deprived of sleep, refused food,
hung from ceilings, tied with ropes until
they developed infected sores. They have
been burned with cigarettes and beaten.
Some have been kept for months in sol-
itary confinement and subjected to vi-
cious techniques of psychological as well
as physical abuse. Others have been held
in bamboo cages and taunted like ani-
mals. Many suffer from malnutrition and
are afflicted with intestinal parasites,
particularly those held in jungle prison
camps by the Vietcong and the Pathet
Lao.

Mr. President, such inhumanity is un-
conscionable. I feel certain that I speak
for all of us in the Senate when I urge
our negotiators in Paris to do everything
in their power to influence Hanoi to abide
by the Geneva convention; when I urge
all foreign governments, including the
Soviet Union, to lend their assistance to
the demands of the United States. I urge
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that the American public voice its con-
cern more loudly than ever in demand-
ing that the North Vietnamese behave
in a civilized manner toward prisoners.
And I urge the North Vietnamese Gov-
ernment, the Vietcong, and the Pathet
Lao to terminate their lack of concern
for the welfare of prisoners and for the
anguish of their Zamilies. I urge them to
cooperate in an exchange of prisoners of
war with South Vietnam and the United
States and other parties to the con-
flict. Humanity demands nothing less.

The prisoner of war issue is not politi-
cal, but humanitarian. It is an issue on
which Americans are, I believe, of one
mind, regardless of whether they sup-
port or oppose our current policy in
Southeast Asia. Efforts to help our serv-
icemen held by North Vietnam have been
pursued vigorously by both Democratic
and Republican administrations. There
have been repeated efforts to obtain com-
pliance with the provisions of the Geneva
Convention. In particular, both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations
have urged such basic measures as the
repatriation of sick and wounded prison-
ers as called for in article 108 of the
Geneva Convention. There have been re-
peated attempts to persuade the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong to cbserve
the convention’s provisions for humane
treatment of prisoners and to allow this
to be verified by impartial international
inspection. Attempts have been made
again and again to get our adversaries
to, at the very least, release the names of
those held prisoner so wives, mothers,
children and other loved ones of the
more than 1,500 men listed as “missing”
will not suffer the agony of not knowing
whether they are dead or alive.

Mr. President, I have made no secret
of the fact that I am opposed to the
course being followed by the administra-
tion in Southeast Asia. But I have also
made clear my concern for U.S. service-
men held prisoner in Southeast Asia and
several other Members of this body have
done so as well. On August 4, of last year,
I expressed my deep concern about the
welfare of American prisoners of warina
speech on the floor of the Senate. I sub-
sequently introduced Senate Resolution
243, calling on the President to request
the United Nations to take such steps as
might be appropriate to bring about com-
pliance by the Government of North
Vietnam with its obligations under the
Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949,
relative to the treatment of prisoners of
WAar.

Many other Members of this body have
pursued a similar course of action, and
I am certain that each Member of this
body shares my concern for the welfare
of U.S. prisoners of war regardless of
whether or not they agree with our pol-
icy in Southeast Asia.

The question is, What can we do as
individuals to ease the plight of these
unfortunate men? Admittedly, our al-
ternatives are limited. But today, Mr.
President, I suggest that there are
positive steps we might take. I am today
proposing, therefore, one positive step—
a small step—we should take imme-
diately. I am submitting an amendment
to the Foreign Military Sales Act, H.R.
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15628, which would extend the War
Claims Act of 1948 to American fighting
men and civilians held as prisoners of
war by the North Vietnamese, and to
those held by the North Koreans as a
result of the capture of the U.S.S. Pueblo.
This amendment provides cash benefits
to these prisoners at the same rates and
under the same conditions as applied
with respect to members of the Armed
Forces held prisoner during the EKorean
conflict. I hasten to point out that these
cash benefits are small. Indeed, even if
they were much larger, I am sure they
could never provide adequate compensa-
tion for the hardships suffered by these
men. But I think that this measure is
still needed, if only as a signal to our
soldiers—and to all people around the
world—that we accord our fighting men
the highest esteem and respect, and of
our determination to do everything in
our power to see that they are released
and sent home to their loved ones.

This amendment was originally pro-
posed by Representative Rocers of Colo-
rado, and was adopted in the House on
May 28, 1969. It has been languishing
here in the Senate for over a year. If we
really mean what we say about our pris-
oners of war in Vietnam, here is a positive
step we can take—and we should take
now. I would like to see the Senate make
an affirmative gesture to help these
brave men and their families, and I hope
this amendment will be successful.

The amendment’s provisions are woe-
fully inadequate and I feel certain Con-
gress will want to move vigorously to
provide more substantial benefits to
our prisoners of war. But this amend-
ment has been passed by the House and
by passing it now in the Senafe it can
go into effect without further delay and
serve as an admittedly inadequate sym-
bol of our concern for the welfare of our
prisoners of war until more meaningful
legislation can be enacted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be printed in
its entirety in the Recorp, along with an
excerpt of House Report No. 91-249,
which accompanied H.R. 4204, the identi-
cal bill already enacted by the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CransTON). The amendment will be re-
ceived and printed, and will lie on the
table; and, without objection, the amend-
ment and report will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendment (No. 670) is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT No. 670

At the end of the bill, add the following
new sections:

Sec. 14. Section 6 of the War Clalms Act
of 1948 (60 App. U.S.C. 2005) is amended
as follows:

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as
subsection (g): and

(2) by inserting immediately after sub-
section (e) the following new subsection:

“(f) (1) As used In this subsection—

“(A) the term ‘Vietnam conflict’ relates
to the period beginning February 28, 1961,
and ending on such date as shall thereafter
be determined by Presidential proclamation
or concurrent resolution of the Congress;
and

*“{B) the term ‘prisoner of war’ means any
regularly appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or
inducted member of the Armed Forces
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of the United States who was held as a pris-
oner of war for any period of time during
the Vietnam conflict by any force hostile to
the United States, except any such mem-
ber who, at any time, voluntarily, knowing-
ly, and without duress, gave aid to or col-
laborated with, or in any manner served,
such hostile force,

“(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
celve and to determine, according to law,
the amount and validity, and provide for the
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation for the failure of
the hostile force by which he was held as a
prisoner of war, or its agents, to furnish
him the quantity or quality of food pre-
scribed for prisoners of war under the terms
of the Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949.
The compensation allowed to any prisoner of
war under the provisions of this paragraph
shall be at the rate of 1 for each day on
which he was held as a prisoner of war
and on which such hostile force, or its agents,
failed to furnish him such quantity or qual-
ity of food.

“(3) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law,
the amount and validity and provide for the
payment of any clalm filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation—

“(A) for the failure of the hostile force by
which he was held as a prisoner of war, or its
agents, to meet the conditions and require-
ments prescribed under chapter VIII, section
III, of the Geneva Convention of August 12,
1949, relating to labor of prisoners of war;
or

“(B) for inhumane treatment of by the
hostile force by which he was held, or its
agents. The term ‘inhumane treatment' as
used in this subparagraph shall include, but
not be limited to, faillure of such hostile
force, or its agents, to meet the conditions
and requirements of one or more the pro-
visions of article 3, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23,
24, 25, 27, 29, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 84, 85,
86, 87, 88, 89, 80, 97, or 98 of the Geneva
Convention of August 12, 1949.

Compensation shall be allowed to any
prisoner of war under this paragraph at the
rate of $1.50 per day for each day on which
he was held as a prisoner of war and with
respect to which he alleges and proves in a
manner acceptable to the Commission the
failure to meet the conditions and require-
ments described in subparagraph (A) of this
paragraph or the inhumane treatment de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) of this para-
graph. In no event shall the compensation
allowed to any prisoner of war under this
paragraph exceed the sum of $1.50 with re-
spect to any one day.

“(4) Any claim allowed by the Commis-
sion under this subsection shall be certified
to the Secretary of the Treasury for payment
out of funds appropriated pursuant to this
subsection and shall be paid by the Secretary
of the Treasury to the person entitled there-
to, and shall, in the case of death or determi-
nation of death of the persons who are
entitled, be paid only to or for the benefit of
the person specified, and in the order estab-
lished, by subsection (d)(4) of this section.

*(6) BEach claim filed under this subsec-
tion must be filed not later than three years
from whichever of the following dates last
oceurs:

“(A) the date of enactment of this sub-
section;

“(B) the date the prisoner of war by whom
the claim is filed returned to the jurisdiction
of the Armed Forces of the United States;
or

*(C) the date upon which the Depart-
ment of Defense makes a determination that
the prisoner of war has actually died or is
presumed to be dead, in the case of any
prisoner of war who has not returned to
the jurisdiction of the Armed Forces of the
United States.

The Commission shall complete its determi-
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nations with respect to each claim filed under
this subsection at the earliest practicable
date, but in no event later than one year
after the date on which such claim was filed.

“(6) Any claim allowed under the provi-
slons of this subsection shall be paid from
funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(7) of this subsection.

“{7) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such amounts as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this subsection,
including necessary administrative expenses.”

Sec. 15. Section 6(e) of the War Claims
Act of 1948 (50 App. U.S.C. 2005(e)) is
amended as follows:

(1) In paragraph (1), strike out “except
any such member” and insert in lieu there-
of “or any person (military or civilian) as-
slgned to duty in the U.S.S. Pueblo who was
captured by the military forces of North
Eorea on January 23, 1968, and thereafter
held prisoner by the Government of North
Korea for any perlod of time ending on or
before December 23, 1968, except any per-
son'’.

(2) At the end of paragraph (5), add the
following new subparagraph:

“{D) In the case of any person assigned
to duty in the U.S.8. Pueblo referred to in
paragraph (1) of this subsection, one year
after the date of enactment of this subpara-
graph.”

Bec. 16. Bection 5 of the War Claims Act
of 1948 (50 App. U.S.C. 2004) is amended—

(1) by striking out in subsection (e) “sub-
section (g)" and inserting in lieu thereof
“subsections (g) and (1) ”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(1) (1) As used in this subsection—

“(A) the term ‘Vietnam conflict’ relates to
the period beginning on February 28, 1961,
and ending on such date as shall thereafter
be determined by Presidential proclamation
or concurrent resolution of the Congress;
and

“({B) the term ‘civillan American citizen’
means any person who, being then a citizen
of the United States, was captured in South-
east Asla during the Vietnam conflict by any
force hostile to the United States, or who
went into hiding in Southeast Asia in order
to avolid capture or internment by any such
hostile force, except (1) a person who volun-
tarily, knowingly, and without duress, gave
aid to or collaborated with or in any man-
ner served any such hostile force, or (il) a
regularly appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or in-
ducted member of the Armed Forces of the
United States.

“(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law, the
amount and validity, and provide for the
payment of any claim filed by, or on behalf
of, any civillan Amerlcan citizen for deten-
tion benefits for any period of time sub-
sequent to February 27, 1961, during which
he was held by any such hostile force as a
prisoner, internee, hostage, or in any other
capacity, or remained in hiding to avoid cap-
ture or internment by any such hostlle
force.

*(8) The detention benefits allowed un-
der paragraph (2) of this subsectlon shall
be at the rate of $60 for each calendar
month.

‘“(4) The detention benefits allowed under
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be
allowed to the civilian American citizen en-
titled thereto, or, in the event of his death,
only to the following persons:

“{A) the widow or husband if there is
no child or children of the deceased:

*“(B) the widow or dependent husband and
child or children of the deceased, one-half
to the widow or dependent husband and the
other half to the child or children in egqual
shares;

“(C) the child or children of the de-
ceased in equal shares if there is no widow or
dependent husband.
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“(6) Any claim allowed by the Commis-
slon under this subsection shall be certi-
fled to the Secretary of the Treasury for
payment out of funds appropriated pursu-
ant to this subsection, and shall be paid to
the person entitled thereto, except that if
a person entitled to payment under this
section is under any legal disability, payment
shall be made in accordance with the pro-
visions of subsection (e) of this section.

**(6) Each claim filed under this section
must be filed not later than three years from
whichever of the following dates last occurs:

“(A) the date of enactment of this sub-
section;

“(B) the date the ecivillan American
citizen by whom the claim is filed returned
to the jurisdiction of the United States; or

“(C) the date upon which the Commis-

slon, at the request of a potentially eligible
survivor, makes a determination that the
civililan American citizen has actually died
or may be presumed to be dead, in the case
of any civilian American citizen who has not
returned to the jurisdiction of the United
States.
The Commission shall complete its deter-
minations for each claim filed under this
subsection at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than one year after the date
on which such claim was filed.

“(7) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such amounts as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this subsection,
including necessary administrative ex-
penses.”

The excerpt of the report, presented
by Mr. BayH, is as follows:

ExcerPT FROM House Rerort No. 91-249

PRINCIFPAL PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The reported bill would authorize pay-
ments under the War Claims Act of 1948 to
members of the Armed Forces captured and
held prisoner by the forces of North Viet-
nam, and to persons captured by North
Korea while assigned to duty on board the
U.8.8. Pueblo, for the period of thelr cap-
tivity at the same rates and under the same
conditions as applied with respect to the
members of Armed Forces held prisoner dur-
ing the Eorean confiict. In general, benefits
are paid at the rate of $2.560 for each day of
captivity. In addition, the bill. provides for
payments to civillan American citizens held
by the forces of North Vietnam at the rate
of $60 per month, in the same manner as
was provided for civillans interned by the
forces of North Korea.

HEARINGS, AGENCY REPORTS, COST

Hearings were held on this legislation on
March 5, 1969. Testimony in support of the
bill was received from the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission and the American
Legion. No testimony adverse to the bill was
received.

In their reports on the bill, the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission recom-
mended enactment of H.R. 4204 with amend-
ments, and the report of the Department of
Defense recommended similar amendments,
but also suggested that conslderation of the
bill be deferred. The report of the Depart-
ment of Justice defers to the views of the
Commission.

Subsequently, the Bureau of the Budget
submitted a report stating that, subject to
the committee’s consideration of the points
raised in the reports of the Commission and
the Department of Defense, the Bureau of
the Budget would not object to enactment
of the bill.

The committee has considered the recom-
mendations of the Commission, and has
amended the bill appropriately; and has also
considered the recommendation of the De-
partment of Defense that enactment be de-
ferred. The committee feels it is appropriate
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for this legislation to be enacted at this
time,

The United States has received consider-
able information through escaped prisoners
and through prisoners released by the North
Vietnamese forces, concerning the treatment
of persons held prisoner by the North Viet-
namese, Although North Vietnam has sub-
scribed to the Geneva Convention of 1949,
the consistent showing by escaped and re-
leased former prisoners has been one of in-
humane treatment and treatment of pris-
oners in flagrant violation of the Geneva
Convention. Under the circumstances, the
committee sees no justification for delay in
payment of the token sums prescribed in
this legislation to those prisoners who have
been released. With respect to members of
the crew of the Pueblo, it is also clear that
the forces of North Korea followed a similar
pattern of mistreatment of those members
of the Armed Forces.

It is impossible to determine the exact cost
of the legislation at this time; however, based
upon experience with the similar program
established for members of the Armed Forces
held prisoner in Korea, it appears likely that
the cost of the bill will not exceed $500,000.
The costs of the bill are discussed in more
detail hereafter in this report.

BACKGROUND

At the conclusion of World War II, the
Congress provided through the War Claims
Act of 1948 for payment out of the proceeds
of vested German and Japanese assets in the
United SBtates of a number of categories of
war claims. A major category of claims pro-
vided for under this legislation was claims
of members of the Armed Forces in the
amount of §1 per day for each day on which
the member was furnished an inadequate
quantity or quality of food during the period
of his imprisonment. Subsequently amend-
ments in 19562 provided for payment of an
additional $1.50 per day to members for each
day with respect to which they established
that they were required to engage in forced
labor or received inhumane treatment, de-
fined generally as treatment in violation of
specified articles of the Geneva Convention
of 1929 relating to treatment of prisoners of
war. Payments under these two programs to
179,578 World War II prisoners of war totaled
$123,397,604.

In 1954 the Congress amended the War
Claims Act of 1948 to provide for the estab-
lishment of a similar program providing com-
pensation to members of the Armed Forces
held as prisoners of war by the forces of
North Eorea. The amounts and conditions
for payment were the same as had been pro-
vided earller for persons held prisoner dur-
ing World War II, except that payments
were to be made out of appropriated funds,
since there were virtually no assets of North
Eorea in the United States available for this
purpose. In addition, the 19564 amendments
provided that no payments would be made to
any individual who “voluntarily, knowingly,
and without duress, gave aid to, collaborated
with, or in any manner served” the forces of
North Korea during his imprisonment. Pay-
ments were made under this program to
9,460 prisoners, or their survivors, totaling
$8,886,473.

With respect to civillan internees, the
World War II claims legislation provided for
the continuation of the pay and allowances
of contractors’ employees during the period
of their captivity, authorized medical care
for these employees for physical disabilities
incurred as a result of their captivity and
provided for payment of detention benefits
in addition at the rate of $80 per month for
adults and $26 a month for children for the
period of their captivity. 11,652 internees
were pald a total of $18,092,461 in detention
benefits under this program.

Bubsequent amendment to the Missing
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Persons Act and the War Hazards Act au-
thorized continuation of pay, and provided
other benefits, for employees of the United
States, and for employees of contractors with
the United States captured after World War
II in zones of military hazard. Therefore,
the 1854 amendments to the War Claims
Act provided only for payment of detention
benefits to civilians who were captured in
Eorea of whom seven received payments un-
der the 19564 act totaling $16,774.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The reported bill would provide for pay-
ment to members of the Armed Forces held
prisoner by the forces of North Vietnam at
the rate of $1 per day for each day on which
the member received an inadequate quantity
or quality of food during his captivity and
$1.50 per day for each day on which he was
required to perform forced labor, or was sub-
jected to inhumane treatment (defined gen-
erally as treatment in viclation of the Ge-
neva Convention of August 12, 1949, to which
North Vietnam is a signatory). The bill also
provides for payment to all civilian Ameri-
can citizens who are held captive by the
North Vietnam forces at the rate of $60 per
month, which is in addition to any payments
they may receive under the Missing Persons,
Defense Base, or War Hazards Acts.

The committee recognizes that the
amounts provided by the bill for members
of the Armed Forces and for civillan Ameri-
can citizens held captive are inadequate com-
pensation for the hardships they have suf-
fered; however, since in general no monetary
payment can actually be adequate compensa~-
tion, the committee feels that the payments
provided in the bill serve as a symbolic ges-
ture on the part of the United States ex-
pressing recognition of the hardships suffered
by the beneficlaries in keeping with the pro-
cedure established under the World War II
and Korean conflict claims program.

In addition, the bill provides for payment,
at the same rates and under the same condi-
tions as applied under the Korean conflict
claims program, to all persons captured while
serving on board the U.8.8. Pueblo. The com-~
mittee feels that the circumstances under
which these individuals were captured and
held are essentially the same as apply to
members of the Armed Forces captured and
held by the forces of North Vietnam, and by
the forces of North Korea during the Korean
conflict, so as to justify treatment of these
persons in the same fashion as applies to
persons captured while serving in other zones
of hostilities.

PROCEDURES OF THE COMMISSION

The 1954 Korean conflict claims legisla-
tion dealt with the deeply troublesome prob-
lem of collaboration by some members of
the Armed Forces with their captors during
the perlods of their captivity in Korea. As a
result, the 1954 legislation provided that mo
payments would be made to members of the
Armed Forces, or civillans, who “voluntarily,
knowingly, and without duress, gave aid to,
collaborated with, or in any manner served”
the Interests of North Korea during their
captivity. The reported bill applies the same
test with respect to members of the Armed
Forces and civilians held prisoner by the
forces of North Vietnam and to persons serv-
ing on board the U.5.8. Pueblo.

The test obviously excludes persons who
voluntarily defect to the enemy, but does not
exclude persons who surrender when faced
with overwhelming odds. In addition, the
legislation recognizes that through torture,
whether physical or mental, and through
deprivation of food, the will to resist of
many, if not, most, men can be broken.
Therefore, the legislation provides that, in
order for benefits to be denied, the aid, col-
laboration, or service of the Interests of the
captors of the Iindividual must have been
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performed by the affected person voluntarily,
knowingly, and without duress.

A procedural problem arose during the
consideration of the EKorean claims program
which made the work of the Forelgn Claims
Settlement Commission particularly difficult.
The Commission was required to grant a
hearing to each person who requested such
8 hearing upon denial of benefits. The Com-
mission was furnished a substantial amount
of information by the Department of Defense
bearing upon the question of collaboration
of individual members of the Armed Forces
while held prisoner. Although this informa-
tion in the hands of the Department of De-
fense was well known to the forces of North
Korea, and presumably the remainder of the
Communist world and, if accurate, was also
well known to the individual claimants, the
information was generally classified as “Top
Secret.” The Commission was therefore placed
in the dilemma of having to deny benefits to
individuals on the basis of top-secret in-
formation which could not then be disclosed
to the individual about whom the informa-
tion related, except In general summary
form which of necessity was so vague as to
make it virtually impossible for the person
charged with collaboration to rebut precise
charges made against him.

During the hearings, this procedural prob-
lem was discussed with the Chairman of the
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission. The
committee expects that in the adjudication
of individual cases arising under this legisla-
tion where benefits are proposed to be denied
to an individual on the basis of information
that he gave ald to, collaborated with, or
served the interests of North Vietnam or
North Korea, as the case may be, the Com-
mission’s procedures will provide that the
individual will be furnished a precise state-
ment of facts indicating such activity, If the
information is classified, and therefore can-
not be disclosed to the claimant or his coun-
sel, the committee expects that the Com-
mission will seek to obtain declassification
of this information. Where the information
is already known by the North Vietnamese or
North Koreans, as the case may be, and is
also presumably known by the claimant, it
would seem rather useless to the committee
to retain a security classification on such in-
formation. If the Commission is unable to
obtain declassification of such information,
the committee expects that this information
will be disregarded by the Commission in its
adjudication of the individual case, and the
Commission’s decision will be based entirely
on the record made at the hearing.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The first section of the reported bill would
amend sectlon 6 of the War Claims Act of
1948 by adding a new suhbsectlon (f) defin-
ing that terms “Vietnam confliet” and “pris-
oner of war.” Paragraphs (2) and (3) of the

new subsectlon (f) would prescribe the
amounts of payment to individuals, and the
conditions for payment of such benefits.

The subsection also provides for payments
out of appropriations and requires that
claims must be filed within 3 years from
whichever occurs last, the date of enact-
ment of the bill, the date of return of the
prisoner to the jurisdiction of the United
States, or in the event of death claims, the
date of death as determined by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Section 2 of the bill provides for payment
of war claims benefits to persons serving on
board the U.8.8. Pueblo who were captured
and held by the forces of North Korea during
1968. This covers not only the assigned mem-
bers of the crew, but marines and civilians
assigned to duty on board that vessel. Claims
under this sectlon must be filed within 1
year after date of enactment of the bill.

Section 3 of the bill provides for payment
to civilians captured in Southeast Asia dur-
ing the Vietnam conflict, who are held pris-
oner by the forces of North Vietnam. Bene-
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fits are to be pald at the rate of $60 per
month, and are to be pald out of appropri-
ated funds. Claims must be filled within 3
years from the date of enactment, the date
of return to the jurisdiction of the United
States, or the date determined to be the date
of death, whichever last occurs.

DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE COST OF THE PRIS-
ONER-OF-~WAR CLAIMS PROGRAM AS PROFOSED
UNDER THE BILL

The total number of civilian internees and
prisoners of war which will be covered under
H.R. 4204, of course, will not be known until
the end of the Vietnam conflict. Accordingly,
the exact cost of the program cannot be esti-
mated at this time.

The average number of prisoner-of-war
days per prisoner during the EKorean con-
flict was 556 days (approximately 1 year 6
months). Assuming 333 out of the 1,275
Amerlcan military personnel who are classed
as prisoners or missing were actually held as
prisoners of war for the same number of
days (556), the total number of prisoner-
of-war days would be 185,148, Based on the
foregoing figures, the estimated amount re-
quired to pay awards would be $462,870.

With respect to the Pueblo, 81 members
of the Armed Forces (of whom one died
while In captivity) and two civilians were
held prisoner for 11 months, The total cost
of claims arising out of this incident should
approximate $68,675.

The Department of Defense listed a total
of 8,818 members of the Armed Forces of
the United States as having been originally
reported as “missing in action” during the
Eorean conflict. Of this total, a determina-
tion of death was made in the case of ap-
proximately 7,000 individuals by the Depart-
ment of Defense under the Missing Persons
Act. Approximately 50 percent of the 7,000
presumptive death cases, or 3,500 military
personnel, were determined to have died
while in the hands of the opposing force.
It was ascertained that virtually all deceased
prisoners would have at least one survivor
eligible to assert a clalm authorized in the
Korean conflict clalms program.

In addition, the Department of Defense
listed 4,953 members of the Armed Forces
as having been captured or interned during
the Korean conflict. Accordingly, the poten-
tial claim load was estimated at 8,500 eligible
claimants. The average number of prisoner-
of-war days per prisoner was estimated at
556, making a total of 4,723,000 compensable
days at $2.50 per day. The cost of the claims
was estimated, therefore, at $11,817.500.

Upon completion of the program, however,
9,460 awards had actually been made to pris-
oners or their survivors in the total amount
of $8,886,473, an amount approximately $3
million less than had been previously esti-
mated. The total amount included seven
civilian internee claims amounting to $16,-
774. The increased number of awards was
due to the larger number of claims involving
more than one survivor for deceased pris-
oners which had not been previously esti-
mated.

Whether claims of prisoners of the Viet-
nam conflict will follow a similar pattern
cannot be estimated at this time. Undoubt-
edly more detailed information concerning
these prisoners will become available at
some future date.

AGENCY REPORTS
FoREIGN CLATMS SETTLEMENT, Com-
MISSION OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1969.

Hon. HARLEY O, STAGGERS,

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, House of Represent-
atives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, CHAIRMAN: Further reference is
made to your request of February 12, 1969,
for a report by the Forelgn Claims Settle-
ment Commission on the bill H.R. 4204, 91st
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Congress, to amend section 6 of the War
Claims Act of 1948 to include prisoners of
war captured during the Vietnam conflict.

In effect, the bill would provide for the
payment of compensation at the rate of $2.50
per day for every day a member of the Armed
Forces of the United States was held as &
prisoner of war by a hostile force from Aug-
ust 5, 1964, to some future date to be desig-
nated by the President or by the Congress.

In order to carry out the purpose of the
bill certain amendments are proposed to sub-
section (e) of section 6 of title I of the War
Claims Act of 1948, as amended, Subsection
(e) of section 6 was added to the act by
Public Law 83-615, approved August 21, 1954.
Subsection (e) of section 6 authorized the
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission to
recelive and determine the amount of any
claim filed by any prisoner of war for com-
pensation for the failure of the hostlle force
by which he was held as a prisoner of war
during the Korean conflict, or its agents, to
furnish him the quantity or quality of food
prescribed for prisoners of war as prescribed
under the terms of the Geneva Convention
of July 27, 1929. Compensation is payable at
the rate of $1 for each day on which he was
held as a prisoner of war and on which
such hostile force, or its agents, falled to
furnish him such quantity or quality of
food.

Bubsection (e) also provided an additional
$1.50 per day for each day on which he was
held as a prisoner of war based on the failure
of the hostile force to meet the conditions
and requirements prescribed wunder the
Geneva Convention of 1929 relating to the
labor and treatment of such prisoners.

In case of death or determination of death
of the person entltled to compensation, such
compensation would be payable to certain
specific survivors, including the widow, chil-
dren, and parents of the deceased prisoner
of war in that order of priority.

A “prisoner of war" is defined under the
present provisions of subsection (e), para-
graph (1), as “any regularly appointed, en-
rolled, enlisted or inducted member of the
Armed Forces of the United States who was
held as a prisoner of war for any period of
time subsequent to June 25, 1950, by any
hostile force with which the Armed Forces
of the United States were actually engaged
in armed confllct subsequent to such date
and prior to the data of enactment of this
subsection, except any such member who, at
any time, voluntarily, knowingly, and with-
out duress, gave ald to or collaborated with
or in any manner served any such hostile
force."

Payment of claims under subsection (e)
of section 6 of the War Clalms Act was au=
thorized to be made out of appropriated
funds,

The bill, HR. 4204, proposes to amend the
definition of a “prisoner of war" under sub-
section (e) (1) by making a technical change
in the dates of coverage under the completed
Korean prisoner of war program and those
prisoners to be covered during the Vietnam
conflict. Technical amendments are also pro-
posed under subsection (e) (5) of the act to
update the claims filing and completion pro-
visions for the Vietnam prisofier-of-war
claimants. In this connection, the Commis-
sion is required to complete its determina-
tions with respect to each claim filed no later
than 1 year after the date on which such
claim was filed.

The Commission, after a study of the ma-
terial contained In the State Department’s
so-called white paper on Vietnam prisoners
of war (“Vietnam Information Notes,” Office
of Media Service, Bureau of Public Affairs,
Department of State, No. 9, August 1967) , the
research material prepared by the Foreign
Affairs Division, Legislative Reference Serv-
ice, Library of Congress, as published in the
CowncrESsIONAL REecorp, vol. 113, pt. 18, pp.
22041-48, and subsequent material, Is of the
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opinion that there has been a gross mistreat-
ment of American servicemen who were cap-
tured and held as prisoners of war in Viet-
nam and that such servicemen be provided
some measure of relief over and above their
regular pay and allowances. Accordingly, the
Commission would recommend that some
measure of relief be provided to these
individuals.

The Commission understands that there
are estimated to be approximately 1,275
American servicemen who are either classed
as prisoners of war or missing in North and
South Vietnam. The total number of pris-
oners is not known because, generally, there
has been no identification of such prisoners
despite the provisions of the Geneva Conven-
tions of 1929 and 1949 which require the de-
faining power to make such identity. It is
known, however, that in addition to at least
several eligible survivors, a few prisoners
have been released or escaped thelir captors
and they, therefore, would be in a position
to file claims for benefits within a short time
after the enactment of H.R. 4204,

The attention of the committee is also in-
vited to the fact that a number of civilian
American citizens have been stationed in
Vietnam during the past 7 or 8 years. Al-
though the Commission has no specific in-
formation concerning the approximate num-
ber of these civillans or their present status,
it is known, however, that some of these
civillans have been, or are being, held by
hostile forces in Vietnam as well as in other
areas in Southeast Asia.

Claims of civilian American citizens who
were captured by the Japanese on U.S. ter-
ritories and possessions and interned during
World War II were provided for under section
5 (a) through (e) of title I of the War
Claims Act of 1948, as amended. Section 5
(g) of the act also provided compensation to
civiian American cltizens who were cap-
tured in Korea on or after June 26, 1950, by
a hostile force. Compensation for both the
World War II and Korean conflict civilian
internees was payable at the rate of $60 for
each calendar month during which a civilian
American citizen was at least 18 years of age
and at the rate of $25 per month for each
calendar month during which such citizen
was under 18 years of age,

Precedents for these claims have long been
established by the Congress. Accordingly, the
Commission recommends that consideration
be given to the inclusion of the claims of
civilian American citizens under the bill.

The Commission also recommends to the
committee that reference be made to the
Geneva Conventlion of August 12, 1949, in-
stead of the Geneva Convention of July 27,
1929. In this connection, the Commission un-
derstands that the Government in North
Vietnam is a party to the Geneva Convention
of August 12, 1949, having acceded to it on
June 28, 1957. Consequently, the bases for
payment would be violations of the conven-
tion of 1949 instead of the failure of a hostile
force to meet the conditions and require-
ments prescribed in the 1929 convention as is
presently provided under subsection (e) of
section 6 of the act. The recommendation,
therefore, would be to substitute language
similar to that contained under subsections
(d) (2) and (d) (3) of sectlon 6 for subsection
(e) of section 6 as well as the substitution of
the 1949 convention for the 1929 convention.
This would also require certain changes in
the act to Include the appropriate articles of
the later convention.

The committee may also wish to consider
the fact that the date of February 28, 1961,
has been used in other legislation as the be-
ginning date of the Vietnam conflict and
marks the appropriate date when American
military advisers began to accompany their
Vietnamese counterparts on military opera-
tions. Accordingly, it is recommended that
the date of “February 28, 1961" be sub-
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stituted for the date of “August 5, 1964" as

it appears on line 1, page 2 of the bill.

The committee's attention is also invited
to the bill, H.R. 6295, which was introduced
on February 5, 1969, by Representative Tun-
ney. This bill proposed a payment of $16 for
each day a member of a uniformed service
is in a “missing status.” This would include
members who were captured, beleaguered, or
besieged by a hostile force, who were in such
“missing status” before and after August 23,
1964. The bill which is presently pending be-
fore the Committee on Armed Services, would
amend title 37 of the United States Code (Pay
and Allowances of the Uniformed Services)
to provide such compensation. Whether this
bill would duplicate the purpose of H.R. 4204
the Commission cannot determine at this
time,

While the Commission is in full agreement
with the intent and purpose of H.R. 4204 and
would recommend its enactment, it never-
theless favors a broader coverage of these
claims as reflected in its recommendations
outlined above.

Whether the committee may wish to con-
sider the inclusion of these recommendations
in the bill is, of course, a matter within the
prerogative of the committee.

The commitiee is informed that time has
not permitted securing advice from the Bu-
reau of the Budget as to the relationship of
the pending legislation or the report to the
program of the President.

Sincerely yours,
LeoNARD v.B. SuTron,
Chairman.
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1969.

Hon. HARLEY O, STAGGERS,

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to
your request for the views of the Depart-
ment of Defense on H.R. 4204, 91st Congress,
& bill to amend section 6 of the War Claims
Act of 1948 to include prisoners of war cap-
tured during the Vietnam conflict.

The bill, if enacted, would grant any
member of the Armed Forces of the United
States who was held a prisoner of war for
any period of time between August 5, 1964,
and the official ending of the Vietnam con-
flict, the same benefits granted to authorized
prisoners of war captured during World War
II and the Korean conflict, Benefits under
this bill would consist of $1 per day of cap-
tivity for inadequate food and $1.50 per day
of captivity for forced labor or inhumane
treatment contrary to the Geneva Conven-
tion. The prisoner must have been captured
by a hostile force with which the United
States was actually engaged in armed con-
flict.

The date of August 5, 1964, and the pro-
vision that the prisoner of war must have
been captured “by a hostile force with which
the Armed Forces of the United States were
actually engaged in armed confiict” would
exclude a number of men now prisoners of
war and some of those who have returned
from captivity who were captured prior to
August 5, 1964. In the view of the Depart-
ment of Defense, this would be unfair. It is
understood that the Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission is recommending the in-
sertion of the date, February 28, 1961, The
Department of Defense concurs in this rec-
ommendation.

The benefits of $1 and $1.50 per day (maxi-
mum total $2.50 per day) under this bill
would be the same as those authorized for
World War II and the Korean conflict, These
rates are relatively low by today's standards.

Payments such as these to prisoners of war
of World War II and the Korean conflict were
not authorized by law until after the cessa-
tion of hostilities. This bill, if enacted now,
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would alter this precedent in that it would

provide for payment before the hostilities in

Vietnam are terminated. It is noted further

that the bill does not cover civilian internees

as has been the case in the past. It is be-
lieved that the procedure noted above; that
is, enactment of such legislation after cessa-
tion of hostilities in Southeast Asia would be
more appropriate. Accordingly the Depart-
ment of Defense recommends that enact-
ment of the proposed legislation be deferred.

The fiscal effects of this legislation cannot
be calculated by the Department of Defense
at this time.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that
time has not permitted determination of the
relationship of the proposal to the adminis-
tration's program.

Sincerely,
L. NIEDERLEHNER,
Acting General Counsel,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF
THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU oF THE BUbDGET,
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1969.

Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, House of Represent-
atives, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to
your February 12, 1969, letter requesting a
report on H.R. 4204, a bill to amend section 6
of the War Claims Act of 1948 to include
prisoners of war capturad during the Viet-
nam confiict,

In reporting to your committee, the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission stated
that while in full agreement with the bill's
intent and purpose, it favors broadening its
coverage to include American civillans cap-
tured in Vietnam, and recommends that the
effective date of the bill's coverage be Febru-
ary 28, 1961, rather than August 5, 1964, as in
the Introduced bill. The Department of De-
fense, in its report to your committee, held
the same view as FCSC on a desirable effec-
tive date for the bill's coverage, questioned
the appropriateness of the $2.50 per day ben-
efits rate, and noted that the bill does not
cover civilian internees as in the past. De-
fense further stated that such payments in
the past have not been authorized by law
until after the cessation of hostilities, that
such a procedure would be more appropriate
with respect to the Vietnam conflict than
enactment at this time, and the Department
therefore recommended that the bill's enact-
ment be deferred,

Subject to the committee’s consideration
of the points raised in the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission and Department of
Defense reports, the Bureau of the Budget
wm.gd not object to the enactment of H.R.
4204,

Sincerely yours,
WiLFrED H. ROMMEL,
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference.

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY
GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., March 17, 1969,

Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,

Chairman, Commitiee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, House of Represent-
atives, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to
your request for the views of the Department
of Justice on H.R. 4204, a bill to amend sec-
tion 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948 to in-
clude prisoners of war captured during the
Vietnam conflict.

Section 2005 of the War Claims Act of 1948
authorizes the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission to receive and adjudicate the
claims of prisoners of war for compensation
at the rate of $1 a day for the violation by
enemy governments of their obligation to
furnish such prisoners of war with the quan-
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tity or quality of food to which they are
entitled under the terms of the Geneva Con-
vention of July 27, 1829. By definition, the
term “prisoner of war" is limited to members
of the military and naval forces of the United
Stutes who were held as prisoners of war by
enemy governments during World War IT and
the Korean war. The proposed bill would
extend the benefits of section 2005 to mem-
bers of the Armed Forces of the United States
who have been held as prisoners of war at
any time during the Vietnam conflict.

Whether this legislation should be enacted
involves questions as to which the Depart-
ment of Justice defers to the Forelign Claims
Settlement Commission.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the submission of
this report from the standpoint of the admin-
istration’s program.

Sincerely,
RicHARD G. ELEINDIENST,
Deputy Attorney General.
APPENDIX A

GENEvA CONVENTION OF AvGusT 12, 1649

For the information of the Members of the
House, some of the relevant. provisions of the
Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949, re-
ferred to in this legislation are set forth be-
low:

GENEVA CONVENTION OF AUGUST 12, 1949

The undersigned Plenipotentiaries of the
Governments represented at the Diplomatic
Conference held at Geneva from April 21 to
August 12, 1949, for the purpose of revising
the Convention concluded at Geneva on July
27, 1929, relative to the Treatment of Prison-
ers of War, have agreed as follows:

PART I
GENERAL PROVISIONS
ARTICLE 1
The High Contracting Parties undertake to

respect and to ensure respect for the present
Convention in all circumstances.

ARTICLE 2

In addition to the provisions which shall
be implemented in peace time, the present
Convention shall apply to all cases of de-
clared war or of any other armed confliict
which may arise between two or more of the
High Contracting Parties, even if the state of
war is not recognized by one of them.

The Convention shall also apply to all cases
of partial or total occupation of the territory
of a High Contracting Party, even if the said
occupation meets with no armed resistance.

Although one of the Powers in conflict may
not be a party to the present Convention, the
Powers who are parties thereto shall remain
bound by it in their mutual relations. They
shall furthermore be bound by the Conven-
tion in relation to the said Power, if the
latter accepts and applies the provisions
thereof.

ARTICLE 3

In the case of armed conflict not of an
international character occurring in the
territory of one of the High Contracting
Parties, each Party to the conflict shall be
bound to apply, as a minimum, the following
provisions:

(1) Persons taking no active part in the
hostilities, including members of armed
forces who have laid down their arms and
those placed hors de combat by slckness,
wounds, detention, or any other cause, shall
in all circumstances be treated humanely,
without any adverse distinction founded on
race, colour, religion or falith, sex, birth or
wealth, or any other similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall
remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-
mentioned persons:

(a) violence to life and person, in particu-
lar murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;
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(b) taking of hostages;

(e) outrages upon personal dignity, in par-
ticular, humiliating and degrading treat-
ment;

(d) the passing of sentences and the carry-
ing out of executions without previous judg-
ment pronounced by a regularly constituted
court affording all the judiclal guarantees
which are recognized as indispensable by
civilized peoples.

(2) The wounded and sick shall be collected
and cared for.

An impartial humanitarian body, such as
the International Committee of the Red
Cross, may offer its services to the Parties
to the conflict.

The Parties to the conflict should further
endeavour to bring into force, by means of
special agreements, all or part of the other
provisions of the present Convention.

The application of the preceding provisions
shall not, affect the legal status of the Par-
ties to the conflict.

ARTICLE 4

A. Prisoners of war, in the sense of the
present Convention, are persons belonging
to one of the following categories, who have
fallen into the power of the enemy:

(1) Members of the armed forces of a Party

to the conflict, as well as members of militias
or volunteer corps forming part of such
armed forces.
"~ (2) Members of other militias and mem-
bers of other volunteer corps, including those
of organized resistance movements, belong-
ing to a Party to the conflict and operating
in or outside their own territory, even if
this territory is occupied, provided that such
militlas or volunteer corps, including such
organized resistance movements, fulfill the
following conditions:

(a) that of being commanded by & person
responsible for his subordinates;

(b) that of having a fixed distinctive sign
recognizable at a distance;

(e) that of carrylng arms openly;

(@) that of conducting thelr operations in
accordance with the laws and customs of
war,

(3) Members of regular armed forces who
profess allegiance to a government or an
authority not recognized by the Detaining
Power,

(4) Persons who accompany the armed
forces without actually belng members
thereof, such as civilian members of military
aircraft crews, war correspondents, supply
contractors, members of labour units or of
services responsible for the welfare of the
armed forces, provided that they have re-
ceived authorization from the armed forces
which they accompany, who shall provide
them for that purpose with an identity card
similar to the annexed model.

w L ] L] - ®
PART II
GENERAL PROTECTION OF FPRISONERS OF WAR
ARTICLE 12

Prisoners of war are in the hands of the
enemy Power, but not of the individuals
or military units who have captured them.
Irrespective of the individual responsibilities
that may exist, the De Power is re-
sponsible for the treatment given them.,

Prisoners of war may only be transferred
by the Detaining Power to a Power which is
a party to the Convention and after the
Detaining Power has satisfled itself of the
willingness and abillity of such transferee
Power to apply the Convention. When pris-
oners of war are transferred under such
cilrcumstances, responsibility for the appli-
cation of the Convention rests on the Power
accepting them while they are in its custody:.

Nevertheless, if that Power falls to carry
out the provisions of the Convention in any
important respect, the Power by whom the
prisoners of war were transferred shall, upon
being notified by the Protecting Power, take
effective measures to correct the situation

June 2, 1970

or shall request the return of the prisoners
of war, Such request must be complied with.

ARTICLE 13

Prisoners of war must at all times be hu-
manely treated. Any unlawful act or omis-
sion by the Detaining Power causing death
or seriously endangering the health of a
prisoner of war in its custody is prohibited,
and will be regarded as a serious breach of
the present Convention. In particular, no
prisoner of war may be subjected to physical
mutilation or to medical or scientific expe-
riments of any kind which are not justified
by the medical, dental or hospital treatment
of the prisoner concernd and carried out in
his interest.

Likewise, prisoners of war must at all times
be protected, particularly against acts of vio-
lence or intimidation and against insults and
public curiosity.

Measures of reprisal against prisoners of
war are prohibited.

ARTICLE 14

Prisoners of war are entitled in all eircum-
stances to respect for their persons and their
honour.

Women shall be treated with all the regard
due to their sex and shall in all cases benefit
by treatment as favourable as that granted
to men,

Prisoners of war shall retain the full elvil
capacity which they enjoyed at the time of
their capture. The Detaining Power may not
restrict the exercise, either within or without
its own territory, of the rights such capacity
confers except in so far as the captivity re-
quires.

ARTICLE 15

The Power detaining prisoners of war shall
be bound to provide free of charge for their
maintenance and for the medical attentlon
required by their state of health.

ARTICLE 16

Taking into consideration the provisions of
the present Convention relating to rank and
sex, and subject to any privileged treatment
which may be accorded to them by reason of
their state of health, age or professional qual-
ifications, all prisoners of war shall be treated
alike by the Detaining Power, without any
adverse distinction based on race, nationality,
religious bellef or political opinions, or any
other distinction founded on similar criteria.

PART III
CAPTIVITY

SeEcTION I—BEGINNING OF CAPTIVITY
ARTICLE 17

Every prisoner of war, when questioned on
the subject, is bound to give only his sur-
name, first names and rank, date of birth,
and army, regimental, personal or serial num-
ber, or failing this, equivalent information.

If he wilfully infringes this rule, he may
render himself liable to a restriction of the
privileges accorded to his rank or status.

Each Party to a conflict is required to fur-
nish the persons under its jurisdiction who
are liable to become prisoners of war, with
an ldentity card showing the owner’s sur-
name, first names, rank, army, regimental,
personal or serlal number or equivalent in-
formation, and date of birth. The identity
card may, furthermore, bear the signature
or the fingerprints, or both, of the owner,
and may bear, as well, any other informa-
tion the Party to the conflict may wish to
add concerning persons belonging to its
armed forces. As far as possible the card
shall measure 6.5 x 10 cm. and shall be issued
in duplicate. The identity card shall be shown
by the prisoner of war upon demand, but
may in no case be taken away from him.

No physical or mental torture nor any
other form of coercion, may be inflicted on
prisoners of war to secure from them in-
formation of any kind whatever. Prisoners
of war who refuse to answer may not be
threatened, insulted, or exposed to unpleas-
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ant or disadvantageous treatment of any
kind.

Prisoners of war who, owing to their phys-
ical or mental condition, are unable to
state their identity, shall be handed over to
the medical service. The identity of such
prisoners shall be established by all possible
means, subject to the provisions of the pre-
ceding paragraph.

The questioning of prisoners of war shall
be carried out in a language which they
understand.

ARTICLE 18

All effects and articles of personal use,
except arms, horses, military equipment and
military documents, shall remain in the
possession of prisoners of war, likewise their
metal helmets and gas masks and like
articles issued for personal protection. Effects
and articles used for their clothing or feed-
ing shall likewise remain in their possession,
even if such effects and articles belong to
thelr regulation military equipment.

At no time should prisoners of war be
without identity documents. The Detaining
Power shall supply such documents to
prisoners of war who possess none.

Badges of rank and nationality, decora-
tions and articles having above all a personal
or sentimental value may not be taken from
prisoners of war.

Sums of money carried by prisoners of war
may not be taken away from them except by
order of an officer, and after the amount and
particulars of the owner have been recorded
in a special register and an itemized receipt
has been given, legibly Inscribed with the
name, rank and unit of the person issuing
the sald receipt. Sums in the currency of the
Detaining Power, or which are changed into
such currency at the prisoner’s request, shall
be placed to the credit of the prisoner’s ae-
count as provided in Article 64.

The Detaining Power may withdraw ar-
ticles of value from prisoners of war only
for reasons of security; when such articles
are withdrawn, the procedure laid down for
sums of money impounded shall apply.

Such objects, likewise sums taken away in
any currency other than that of the Detain-
Ing Power and the conversion of which has
not been asked for by the owners, shall be
kept in the custody of the Detaining Power
and shall be returned in their initial shape
to prisoners of war at the end of their
captivity.

ARTICLE 19

Prisoners of war shall be evacuated, as
soon as possible after thelr capture, to
camps situated In an area far enough from
the combat zone for them to be out of
danger.

Only those prisoners of war who, owing to
wounds or sickness, would run greater risks
by being evacuated than by remaining where
they are, may be temporarily kept back in a
danger zone,

Prisoners of war shall not be unnecessarily
exposed to danger while awaiting evacuation
from a fighting zone.

ARTICLE 20

The evacuation of prisoners of war shall
always be effected humanely and in condi-
tions similar to those for the forces of the
Detaining Power in their changes of station.

The Detaining Power shall supply prisoners
of war who are being evacuated with suffi-
clent food and potable water, and with the
necessary clothing and medical attention.
The Detaining Power shall take all suitable
precautions to ensure theilr safety during
evacuation, and shall establish as soon as
possible a list of the prisoners of war who
are evacuated.

If prisoners of war must, during evacua-
tlon, pass through transit camps, thelir stay
in such camps shall be as brief as possible.
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SecTiOoN II—INTERNMENT OF PRISONERS OF
War

Chapter I—General Observations
ARTICLE 21

The Detaining Power may subject pris-
oners of war to internment. It may impose
on them the obligation of not leaving, be-
yond certain limits, the camp where they
are interned, or if the said camp is fenced
in, of not going outside its perimeter. Sub-
ject to the provisions of the present Con-
vention relative to penal and disciplinary
sanctions, prisoners of war may not be held
in close confinemet except where necessary
to safeguard their health and then only dur-
ing the continuation of the circumstances
which make such confinement necessary.

Prisoners of war may be partially or wholly
released on parole or promise, in so far as is
allowed by the laws of the Power on which
they depend. Such measures shall be taken
particularly in cases where this may con-
tribute to the improvement of their state of
health. No prisoner of war shall be compelled
to accept liberty on parole or promise.

Upon the outbreak of hostilitles, each
Party to the conflict shall notify the adverse
Party of the laws and regulations allowing
or forbidding its own nationals to accept
liberty on parole or promise. Prisoners of
war who are paroled or who have given their
promise in conformity with the laws and reg-
ulations so notified, are bound on their per-
sonal honour scrupulously to fulfil, both
towards the Power on which they depend
and towards the Power which has captured
them, the engagements of their paroles or
promises. In such cases, the Power on which
they depend is bound neither to require nor
to accept from them any service incompatible
with the parole or promise given.

ARTICLE 22

Prisoners of war may be Interned only in
premises located on land and affording every
guarantee of hygiene and healthfulness, Ex-
cept In particular cases which are justified
by the Interest of the prisoners themselves,
they shall not be interned in penitentiaries.

Prisoners of war interned in unhealthy
areas, or where the climate is injurious for
them, shall be removed as soon as possible
to a more favourable climate.

The Detaining Power shall assemble pris-
oners of war in camps or camp compounds
according to their nationality, language and
customs, provided that such prisoners shall
not be separated from prisoners of war be-
longing to the armed forces with which they
were serving at the time of their capture,
except with their consent.

ARTICLE 23

No prisoner of war may at any time be sent
to, or detained in areas where he may be
exposed to the fire of the combat zone, nor
may his presence be used to render certain
points or areas immune from military opera-
tions.

Prisoners of war shall have shelters against
air bombardment and other hazards of war,
to the same extent as the local civilian popu-
lation. With the exception of those engaged
in the protection of their guarters against
the aforesaid hazards, they may enter such
shelters as soon as possible after the giving
of the alarm. Any other protective measure
taken in favour of the population shall also
apply to them.

Detaining Powers shall give the Powers
concerned, through the intermediary of the
Protecting Powers, all useful information
regarding the geographical location of pris-
oner of war camps.

Whenever military considerations permit,
prisoner of war camps shall be indicated in
the day-time by the letters PW or PG, placed
so as to be clearly visible from the Air. The
Powers concerned may, however, agree upon
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any other system of marking. Only prisoner
of war camps shall be marked as such.

ARTICLE 24

Transit or screening camps of a perma-
nent kind shall be fitted out under condi-
tions similar to those described in the pres-
ent Section, and the prisoners therein shall
have the same treatment as in other camps.
Chapter 1I—Quarters, Food and Clothing of

Prisoners of War

ARTICLE 25

Prisoners of war shall be quartered under
conditions as favourable as those for the
forces of the Detaining Power who are bil-
leted in the same area, The said conditions
shall make allowance for the habits and
customs of the prisoners and shall in no
case be prejudicial to their health.

The foregoing provisions shall apply in
particular to the dormitories of prisoners of
war as regards both total surface and mini-
mum cubic space, and the general installa-
tions, bedding and blankets.

The premises provided for the use of pris-
oners of war individually or collectively, shall
be entirely protected from dampness and
adequately heated and lighted, in particular
between dusk and lights out. All precautions
must be taken against the danger of fire.

In any camps in which women prisoners
of war, as well as men, are accommodated,
separate dormitories shall be provided for
them.

ARTICLE 26

The basic dally food rations shall be suf-
ficlent in quantity, quality and variety to
keep prisoners of war in good health and to
prevent loss of weight or the development
of nutritional deficiencies. Account shall also
be taken of the habitual diet of the pris-
oners.

The Detalning Power shall supply prison-
ers of war who work with such additional ra-
tions as are necessary for the labour on
which they are employed.

Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied
to prisoners of war. The use of tobacco shall
be permitted.

Prisoners of war shall, as far as possible,
be assoclated with the preparation of their
meals; they may be employed for that pur-
pose in the kitchens. Furthermore, they shall
be given the means of preparing, themselves,
the additional food in their possession.

Adequate premises shall be provided for
messing.

Collective disciplinary measures affecting
food are prohibited.

ARTICLE 27

Clothing, underwear and footwear shall be
supplied to prisoners of war In sufficlent
gquantities by the Detaining Power, which
shall make allowance for the climate of the
reglon where the prisoners are detalned.
Uniforms of enemy armed forces captured
by the Detaining Power should, if suitable
for the climate, be made avallable to clothe
prisoners of war.

The regular replacement and repair of the
above articles shall be assured by the De-
talning Power. In addition, prisoners of war
who work shall receive appropriate clothing,
wherever the nature of the work demands.
Chapter I1I1—Hygiene and Medical Attention

ARTICLE 29

The Detalning Power shall be bound to
take all sanitary measures necessary to en-
sure the cleanliness and healthfulness of
camps and to prevent epldemics.

Prisoners of war shall have for their use,
day and night, conveniences which conform
to the rules of hygiene and are maintained
in a constant state of cleanliness. In any
camps in which women prisoners of war are
accommodated, separate convenlences shall
be provided for them.
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Also, apart from the baths and showers
with which the camps shall be furnished,
prisoners of war shall be provided with suf-
ficlent water and soap for their personal toilet
and for washing their personal laundry; the
necessary installations, facilities and time
shall be granted them for that purpose.

ARTICLE 30

Every camp shall have an adequate in-
firmary where prisoners of war may have the
attention they require, as well as appropriate
diet. Isolation wards, shall, if necessary, be
set aside for cases of contagious or mental
disease.

Prisoners of war suffering from serious dis-
ease, or whose condition necessitates special
treatment, & surgical operation or hospital
care, must be admitted to any military or
civilian medical unit where such treatment
can be given, even if their repatriation is
contemplated in the near future. Special fa-
cilities shall be afforded for the care to be
given to the disabled, In particular to the
blind, and for their rehabilitation, pending
repatriation.

Prisoners of war shall have the attention,
preferably, of medical personnel of the Power
on which they depend and, if possible, of
their nationality.

Prisoners of war may not be prevented from
presenting themselves to the medical author-
ities for examination. The detaining author-
ities ghall, upon request, issue to every pris-
oner who has undergone treatment, an
official certificate indicating the nature of
his iliness or injury, and the duration and
kind of treatment received. A duplicate of
this certificate shall be forwarded to the
Central Prisoners of War Agency.

The costs of treatment, including those of
any apparatus necessary for the maintenance
of prisoners of war in good health, partic-
ularly dentures and other artificial appli-
ances, and spectacles, shall be borne by the
Detailning Power.

ARTICLE 31

Medical inspections of prisoners of war
shall be held at least once a month. They
shall include the checking and the recording
of the weight of each prisoner of war.

L3 L] - L .
ARTICLE 40

The wearing of badges of rank and na-
tionality, as well as of decorations, shall be
permitted.

ARTICLE 41

In every camp the text of the present Con-
vention and its Annexes and the contents of
any special agreement provided for in Ar-
ticle 6, shall be posted, in the prisoners' own
language, in places where all may read them.
Coples shall be supplied, on request, to the
prisoners who cannot have access to the
copy which has been posted.

Regulations, orders, notices and publica-
tions of every kind relating to the conduct of
prisoners of war shall be issued to them in
a language which they understand. Such
regulations, orders and publications shall be
posted in the manner described above and
copies shall be handed to the prisoners’ rep-
resentative. Every order and command ad-
dressed to prisoners of war individually must
likewise be given in a language which they
understand.

ARTICLE 42

The use of weapons against prisoners of
war, especlally against those who are escap-
ing or attempting to escape, shall constitute
an extreme measure, Which shall always be
preceded by warnings appropriate to the eir-
cumstances.

Chapter VII—Rank of Prisoners of War

ARTICLE 43

Upon the outbreak of hostilities, the Par~

ties to the conflict shall communicate to one
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another the titles and ranks of all the per-
sons mentioned in Article 4 of the present
Convention, in order to ensure equality of
treatment between prisoners of equivalent
rank, Titles and ranks which are subse-
quently created shall form the subject of
similar communications.

The Detaining Power shall recognize pro-
motions in rank which have been accorded
to prisoners of war and which have been
duly notified by the Power on which these
prisoners depend.

ARTICLE 44

Officers and prisoners of equivalent status
shall be treated with the regard due to their
rank and age.

In order to ensure service in officers’ camps,
other ranks of the same armed forces who,
as far as possible, speak the same language,
shall be assigned in sufficlent numbers, ac-
count being taken of the rank of officers and
prisoners of equivalent status, Such orderlies
shall not be required to perform any other
work.

Supervision of the mess by the officers
themselves shall be facilitated in every way.

ARTICLE 45

Prisoners of war other than officers and
prisoners of equivalent status shall be treated
with the regard due to their rank and age.

Supervision of the mess by the prisoners
themselves shall be facilitated in every way.

Chapter VIII—Transfer of Prisoners of War
After Their Arrival in Camp

ARTICLE 46

The Detaining Power, when deciding upon
the transfer of prisoners of war, shall take
into account the interests of the prisoners
themselves, more especlally so as not to in-
crease the difficulty of their repatriation.

The transfer of prisoners of war shall al-
ways be effected humanely and in condi-
tions not less favourable than those under
which the forces of the Detaining Power are
transferred. Account shall always be taken
of the climatic conditions to which the pris-
oners of war are accustomed and the con-
ditions of transfer shall in no case be pre-
judicial to their health.

The Detaining Power shall supply prison-
ers of war durlng transfer with sufficient
food and drinking water to keep them in good
health, likewlse with the necessary clothing,
shelter and medical attention. The Detain-
ing Power shall take adequate precautions
especially in case of transport by sea or by
alr, to ensure their safety during transfer,
and shall draw up a complete list of all trans-
ferred prisoners before their departure.

ARTICLE 47

Sick or wounded prisoners of war shall
not be transferred as long as their recovery
may be endangered by the journey, unless
thelr safety imperatively demands it.

“If the combat zone draws closer to a camp,
the prisoners of war in the sald camp shall
not be transferred unless their transfer
can be carrled out in adequate conditions
of safety, or unless they are exposed to
greater risks by remaining on the spot than
by being transferred.

ARTICLE 48

In the event of transfer, prisoners of war
shall be officlally advised of their departure
and of their new postal address. Such notifi-
cations shall be given in time for them to
pack their luggage and inform thelr next
of kin.

They shall be allowed to take with them
their personal effects, and the correspondence
and parcels which have arrived for them. The
weight of such baggage may be limited, if
the conditions of transfer so require, to what
each prisoner can reasonably carry, which
shall In no case be more than twenty-five
kilograms per head.
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Mail and parcels addressed to their former
camp shall be forwarded to them without
delay. The camp commander shall take, in
agreement with the prisoners’ representative,
any measures needed to ensure the transport
of the prisoners’ community property and
of the luggage they are unable to take with
them in consequence of restrictions imposed
by virtue of the second paragraph of this
Article.

The costs of transfers shall be borne by
the Detaining Power.

SeECTION III—LABOUR OF PRISONERS OF WAR
ARTICLE 49

The Detaining Power may utilize the labour
of prisoners of war who are physically fit,
taking into account their age, sex, rank and
physical aptitude, and with a view particu-
larly to maintaining them in a good state
of physical and mental health.

Non-commissioned officers who are prison-
ers of war shall only be required to do super-
visory work. Those not so required may ask
for other suitable work which shall, so far
as possible, be found for them.

If officers or persons of equivalent status
ask for suitable work, it shall be found for
them, so far as possible, but they may in no
cilrcumstances be compelled to work.

ARTICLE 50

Besides work connected with camp ad-
ministration, installation or maintenance,
prisoners of war may be compelled to do only
such work as is included in the following
classes:

(a) agriculture;

{b) industries connected with the produc-
tion or the extraction of raw materials, and
manufacturing industries, with the excep-
tion of metallurgical, machinery and chemi-
cal industries; public works and building
operations which have no military character
or purpose;

(e) transport and handling of stores which
are not military in character or purpose;

(d) commercial business, and arts and
crafts;

(e) domestic service;

(f) public utility services having no mili-
tary character or purpose.

Should the above provisions be infringed,
prisoners of war shall be allowed to exercise
their right of complaint, In conformity with
Article T8.

ARTICLE 51

Prisoners of war must be granted suitable
working conditions, especially as regards ac-
commodation, food, clothing and equipment;
such conditions shall not be inferior to those
enjoyed by nationals of the Detaining Power
employed in similar work; account shall also
be taken of climate conditions.

The Detalning Power, in utilizing the
labour of prisoners of war, shall ensure that
in areas in which such prisoners are em-
ployed, the national legislation concerning
the protection of labour, and, more partic-
ularly, the regulations for the safety of work-
ers, are duly applied.

Prisoners of war shall recelve training and
be provided with the means of protection
suitable to the work they will have to do and
similar to those accorded to the nationals of
the Detaining Power, Subject to the provi-
sions of Article 52, prisoners may be sub-
mitted to the normal risks run by these
civillan workers.

Conditions of labour shall in no case be
rendered more arduous by disciplinary meas-
ures.

ARTICLE 52

Unless he be a volunteer, no prisoner of
war may be employed on labour which is of
an unhealthy or dangerous nature.

No prisoner of war shall be assigned to
labour which would be looked upon as
humiliating for a member of the Detaining
Power's own forces.
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The removal of mines or similar devices
shall be considered as dangerous labour.

ARTICLE 53

The duration of the daily labour of pris-
oners of war, including the time of the jour-
ney to and fro, shall not be excessive, and
must in no case exceed that permitted for
civilian workers in the district, who are na-
tionals of the Detalning Power and employed
on the same work.

Prisoners of war must be allowed, in the
middle of the day’s work, a rest of not less
than one hour. This rest will be the same as
that to which workers of the Detaining
Power are entitled, if the latter is of longer
duration. They shall be allowed in addition
a rest of twenty-four consecutive hours
every week, preferably on Sunday or the day
of rest in their country of origin. Further-
more, every prisoner who has worked for one
year shall be granted a rest of eight consecu-~
tive days, during which his working pay shall
be paid him.

1If methods of labour such as piece work are
employed, the length of the working period
shall not be rendered excessive thereby.

ARTICLE 54

The working pay due to prisoners of war
shall be fixed in accordance with the provi-
sions of Article 62 of the present Convention.

Prisoners of war who sustain accidents in
connection with work, or who contract a
disease in the course, or in consequence of
their work, shall receive all the care their
condition may require. The Detaining Power
shall furthermore deliver to such prisoners
of war & medical certificate enabling them
to submit their claims to the Power on which
they depend, and shall send a duplicate to
the Central Prisoners of War Agency pro-
vided for in Article 123.

ARTICLE 55

The fitness of prisoners of war for work
shall be periodically verified by medical ex-
aminations at least once a month. The ex-
aminations shall have particular regard to
the nature of the work which prisoners of
war are required to do.

If any prisoner of war considers himself
incapable of working, he shall be permitted
to appear before the medical authorities of
his camp. Physicians or surgeons may recom-
mend that the prisoners who are, in their
opinion, unfit for work, be exempted there-
from.

ARTICLE 56

The organization and administration of
labour detachments shall be similar to those
of prisoner of war camps.

Every labour detachment shall remain un-
der the control of and administratively part
of a prisoner of war camp. The military au-
thorities and the commander of the said
camp shall be responsible, under the direc-
tion of their government, for the observance
of the provisions of the present Convention
in labour detachments.

The camp commander shall keep an up-
to-date record of the labour detachments
dependent on his camp, and shall commu-
nicate it to the delegates of the Protecting
Power, of the International Committee of the
Red Cross, or of other agencies giving relief
to prisoners of war, who may visit the camp.

ARTICLE 57

The treatment of prisoners of war who
work for private persons, even of the latter
are responsible for guarding and protecting
them, shall not be inferior to that which is
provided for by the present Convention. The
Detaining Power, the military authorities and
the commander of the camp to which such
prisoners belong shall be entirely respon-
sible for the maintenance, care, treatment,
and payment of the working pay of such
prisoners of war.

Such prisoners of war shall have the right
to remain in communication with the pris-
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oners' representatives in the camps on which
they depend.
=

CHAPTER III

PENAL AND DISCIPLINARY SANCTIONS
- - - L -

ARTICLE 84

A prisoner of war shall be tried only by &
military court, unless the existing laws of the
Detaining Power expressly permit the civil
courts to try a member of the armed forces
of the Detaining Power in respect of the
particular offence alleged to have been com-
mitted by the prisoner of war.

In no circumstances whatever shall a pris-
oner of war be tried by a court of any kind
which does not offer the essential guarantees
of independence and impartiality as general-
ly recognized, and, in particular, the proce-
dure of which does not afford the accused the
right and means of defence provided for in
Article 105.

ARTICLE B85

Prisoners of war prosecuted under the laws
of the Detaining Power for acts committed
prior to capture shall retain, even if convict-
ed, the benefits of the present Convention.

ARTICLE 86

No prisoner of war may be punished more
than once for the same act or on the same
charge.

ARTICLE 87

Prisoners of war may not be sentenced by
the military authorities and courts of the
Detaining Power to any penalties except
those provided for in respect of members
of the armed forces of the sald Power who
have committed the same acts.

When fixing the penalty, the courts or
authorities of the Detaining Power shall take
into consideration, to the widest extent pos-
sible, the fact that the accused, not being
a national of the Detaining Power, is not
bound to it by any duty of allegiance, and
that he is in its power as the result of cir-
cumstances independent of his own will. The
sald courts or authorities shall be at liberty
to reduce the penalty provided for the viola-
tion of which the prisoner of war is accused,
and shall therefore not be bound to apply
the minimum penalty prescribed.

Collective punishment for individual acts,
corporal punishment, imprisonment in prem-
ises without daylight and, in general, any
form of torture or cruelty, are forbidden.

No prisoner of war may be deprived of his
rank by the Detaining Power, or prevented
from wearing his badges.

ARTICLE 88

Officers, non-commissioned officers and
men who are prisoners of war undergoing a
disciplinary or judicial punishment, shall
not be subjected to more severe treatment
than that applied in respect of the same
punishment to members of the armed forces
of the Detaining Power of equivalent rank.

A woman prisoner of war shall not be
awarded or sentenced to a punishment more
severe, or treated whilst undergoing punish-
ment more severely, than a woman member
of the armed forces of the Detaining Power
dealt with for a similar offence.

In no case may a woman prisoner of war
be awarded or sentenced to a punishment
more severe, or treated whilst undergoing
punishment more severely, than a male
member of the armed forces of the Detain-
ing Power dealt with for a similar offence.

Prisoners of war who have served disci-
plinary or judicial sentences may not be
treated differently from other prisoners of
war.

II. Disciplinary Sanctions

ARTICLE 889

The disciplinary punishments applicable
to prisoners of war are the following:

(1) A fine which shall not exceed 50 per
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cent of the advances of pay and working
pay which the prisoners of war would other-
wise receive under the provisions of Articles
60 and 62 during a period of not more than
thirty days.

(2) Discontinuance of privileges granted
over and above the treatment provided for
by the present Convention.

(3) Fatigue duties not exceeding two hours
daily.

(4) Confinement,

The punishment referred to under
shall not be applied to officers.

In no case shall disciplinary punishments
be inhuman, brutal or dangerous to the
health of prisoners of war.

ARTICLE 80

The duration of any single punishment
shall in no case exceed thirty days. Any
period of confinement awaiting the hearing
of a disciplinary offence or the award of dis-
ciplinary punishment shall be deducted from
an award pronounced against a prisoner of
war.

The maximum of thirty days provided
above may not be exceeded, even if the pris-
oner of war is answerable for several acts at
the same time whea he is awarded punish-
ment, whether such acts are related or not.

The period between the pronouncing of an
award of disciplinary punishment and its
execution shall not exceed one month.

When a prisoner of war is awarded a
further disciplinary punishment, a period of
at least three days shall elapse between the
execution of any two of the punishments,
if the duration of one of these is ten days or
more.

* - = * L d
ARTICLE 87

Prisoners of war shall not in any case be
transferred to penitentiary establishments
(prisons, penitentiaries, convict prisons, etc.)
to undergo disciplinary punishment therein.

All premises in which disciplinary punish-
ments are undergone shall conform to the
sanitary requirements set forth in Article 25.
A prisoner of war undergoing punishment
shall be enabled to keep himself in a state of
cleanliness, in conformity with Article 29.

Officers and persons of equivalent status
shall not be lodged in the same quarters as
non-commissioned officers or men.

Women prisoners of war undergoing dis-
ciplinary punishment shall be confined in
separate quarters from male prisoners of war
and shall be under the immediate super-
vision of women.

(3)

ARTICLE 98

A prisoner of war undergoing confinement
as a disciplinary punishment, shall continue
to enjoy the benefits of the provisions of this
Couvention except in so far as these are
necessarily rendered inapplicable by the mere
fact that he is confined. In no case may he be
deprived of the benefits of the provisions of
Articles 78 and 126.

A prisoner of war awarded disciplinary
punishment may not be deprived of the pre-
rogatives attached to his rank.

Prisoners of war awarded disciplinary
punishment shall be allowed to exercise and
to stay in the open air at least two hours
daily.

They shall be allowed, on their request, to
be present at the daily medical inspections.
They shall receive the attention which their
state of health requires and, if necessary,
shall be removed to the camp inflrmary or
to a hospital.

They shall have permission to read and
write, likewise to send and receive letters.
Parcels and remittances of money, however,
may be withheld from them until the com-
pletion of the punishment; they shall mean-
while be entrusted to the prisoners' repre-
sentatives, who will hand over to the in-
firmary the perishable goods contained in
such parcels.
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APPENDIX B

CHANGES IN ExisTinG Law MADE BY THE
BrL, AS REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII
of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (existing
law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in
black brackets, new matter is printed in
italic, existing law in which no change is pro-
posed is shown in roman) :

SecTIONS 5 AND 6 OF THE WAR CLAIMS ACT
orF 1948 (50 Arpr, U.S.C. 2004 AnD 2005)
INTERNEES

SEc. 5. (a) As used In subsections (b) and
(f) of this section, the term *clvillan Amer-
ican citizen"” means any person who, being
then a citizen of the United States, was cap-
tured by the Imperial Japanese Government
on or after December 7, 1941, at Midway,
Guam, Wake Island, the Philippine Islands,
or any Territory or possession of the United
States attacked or invaded by such govern-
ment, or while in transit to or from any such
place, or who went Into hiding at any such
place in order to avoid capture or Intern-
ment by such government; except (1) a per-
son who at any time voluntarily gave aid to,
collaborated with, or in any manner served
such government, or (2) a person who at the
time of his capture or entrance into hiding
was a regularly appointed, enrolled, enlisted,
or inducted member of any military or naval
force.

(b) The Commission is authorized to re-
celve, adjudicate according to law, and pro-
vide for the payment of any claim filed by, or
on behalf of, any civilian American citizen
for detention benefits for any period of time
subsequent to December 6, 1941, during
which he was held by the Imperial Japanese
Government as a prisoner, internee, hostage,
or in any other capacity, or remalned in
hiding to avoid being captured or interned
by such Imperial Japanese Government.

(c) The detention benefit allowed to any
person under the provisions of subsection
(b) shall be at the rate of $60 for each calen-
dar month during which such person was at
least eighteen years of age and at the rate of
$25 per month for each calendar month dur-
ing which such person was less than eight-
een years of age.

(d) The detention benefits allowed under
subsection (b) shall be allowed to the per-
son entitled thereto, or, in the event of his
death, only to the following persons:

(1) Widow or husband if there is no child
or children of the deceased;

(2) Widow or husband and child or chil-
dren of the deceased, one-half to the widow
or husband and the other half to the child
or children in equal shares;

(3) Child or children of the deceased (in
equal shares) if there is no widow or hus-
band and;

(4) Parents (in equal shares) if there 1s
no husband, or child.

(e) Any claim allowed by the Commis-
slon under this section (except under [sub-
section (g)] subsections (g) and (i)) shall
be certified to the Secretary of the Treasury
for payment out of the war claims funds
established by section 13 of this Act, and
shall be payable by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the person entlitled therefo; ex-
cept that where the person entitled to pay-
ment is under any legal disability, any part
of the amount payable may, in the discre-
tion of the Commission, be paid for the use
of the claimant, to the natural or legal
guardian, committee, conservator, orcurator
of the claimant, or, if there is no such
guardian, committee, conservator, or curator,
then the Commission may, in its discretion,
make payment to any other person, including
the spouse of such claimant, whom the Com-
mission may determine Is vested with the
care of the clalmant or his estate for the use
and benefit of such claimant or estate; and
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if such person is a minor, any part of the
amount payable may, in the discretion of
the Commission, be paid to such minor.

(f) (1) Except as otherwise provided in this
subsection, the provisions of titles I and II
of the Act entitled “An Act to provide bene-
fits for the injury, disability, death, or enemy
detention of employees of contractors with
the United States, and for other purposes”,
approved December 2, 1942, as amended, are
extended and shall apply with respect to the
injury, disability, or death resulting from
injury of a civillan American citizen occur-
ring while he was held by or in hiding from
the Imperial Japanese Government, to the
same extent as if such American citizen were
an employee within the purview of such
Act of December 2, 1942, as amended.

(2) For the purpose of determining the
benefits extended and made applicable by
paragraph (1)—

(A) the average weekly wage of any such
civilian American citizen, whether employed,
self-employed, or not employed, shall be
deemed to have been $37.50;

(B) the provisions of such Act shall be
applicable whether or not any such civilian
American citizen was employed;

(C) notice of injury or death shall not be
required; and limitation provisions with
respect to the filing of claims for injury,
disability, or death shall not begin to run
until the date of enactment of this section;
and

(D) the monthly compensation in cases
involving partial disability shall be deter-
mined by the percentage the degree of par-
tial disability bears to total disability and
shall not be determined with respect to the
extent of loss of wage earning capacity.

(3) The following provisions of such Act
of December 2, 1942, as amended, shall not
apply in the case of such civilian American
citizens: The last sentence of section 101(a),
section 101(b), section 101(d), section 104,
and section 106.

(4) Rights or benefits which, under this
subsection, are to be determined with refer-
ence to other provisions of law shall be de-
termined with reference to such provisions
of law as in force on January 3, 1948,

(6) The money benefit for disabllity or
death shall be pald only to the person en-
titled thereto, or to his legal or natural
guardian If he has one, and shall not upon
death of the person so entitled survive for
the benefit of his estate or any other person.

(6) The benefit of a minor or of an in-
competent person who has no natural or
legal guardian may, in the discretion of the
Federal Security Administrator, be pald, in
whole or in such part as he may determine
for and on behalf of such minor or incompe=-
tent directly to the person or institution
caring for, supporting, or having custody of
such minor or incompetent.

(7) Mo person, except a widow or a child,
shall be entitled to benefits for disabllity
with respect to himself, and to death bene-
fits on account of the death of another.

(8) If a civillan American citizen or his
dependent receives or has received from the
United States any payments on account of
the same injury or death, or from his em-
ployer, in the form of wages, or payments in
lieu of wages, or in any form of support or
compensation (including workmen’s com-
pensation) in respect to the same objects,
the benefits under this section shall be di-
minished by the amount of such payments
in the following manner: (A) Benefits on
account of injury or disability shall be re-
duced by the amount of payments to the
injured person on account of the same in-
jury or disability; and (B) benefits on ac-
count of death shall be reduced by the
amount of payments to the dependents of
the deceased civillan American citizen on
account of the same death.

(9) This subsection shall take effect as of
December 7, 1941, and the right of indi-
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viduals to benefits shall be held to have be-
gun to accrue as though this subsection had
been in effect as of such date.

(10) No benefits provided by this subsec-
tion for injury, disability, or death shall ac-
crue to any person who, without regard to
this subsection, is entitled to or has received
benefits for the same Injury, disabllity, or
death under such Act of December 2, 1042,
as amended.

(11) No bhenefits provided by this subsec-
tion shall accrue to any person to whom
benefits have been paid, or are payable, un-
der the Federal Employees' Compensation
Act, or any extension thereof, by reason of
disability or death of an employee of the
United States suffered after capture, deten-
tlon, or other restraint by an enemy of the
United States, when such disability or death
is deemed, in the administration of the Fed-
eral Employees’ Compensation Act, to have
resulted from injury occurring while in the
performance of duty, under subsection (b) of
section 5 of the Act entitled “An Act to
amend the Act entitled ‘An Act to provide
compensation for employees of the United
States suffering injuries while in the per-
formance of their duties, and for other pur=-
poses’, as amended"”, approved July 28, 1845,
as amended.

(g)(1) As used in this subsectlion, the
term ‘“civilian American citizens” means
any person who, being then a citizen of the
United States, was captured in Korea on
or after June 25, 1950, by any hostile force
with which the Armed Forces of the United
States were actually engaged in armed con-
flict subsequent to such date and prior to
the date of enactment of this subsection,
or who went into hiding in Korea in order to
avold capture or internment by any such
hostile force; except (A) a person who at
any time voluntarily, knowingly, and without
duress, gave ald to or collaborated with or
in any manner served any such hostile force,
or (B) a regularly appointed, enrolled, en-
listed, or inducted member of the Armed
Forces of the United States,

(2) The Commission is authorized to
receive and to determine, according to law,
the amount and validity, and provide for the
payment of any claim filed by, or on behalf
of, any civillan American citizen for deten-
tion benefits for any period of time subse-
quent to June 25, 1950, during which he
was held by any such hostile force as a
prisoner, internee, hostage, or in any other
capacity, or remaining in hiding to avoid
being captured or intermed by any such
hostile force.

(3) The detention benefit allowed to any
person under the provisions of paragraph (2)
of this subsection shall be at the rate of 60
for each calendar month during which such
person was at least eighteen years of age
and at the rate of $25 per month for each
calendar month during which such person
was less than eighteen years of age.

(4) The detention benefits allowed under
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be
allowed to the person entitled thereto, or,
in the event of his death, only to the follow=-
ing persons:

(A) widow or husband if there is no child
or children of the deceased;

(B) widow or dependent husband and
child or children of the deceased, one-half to
the widow or dependent husband and the
other half to the child or children in equal
shares;

(C) child or children of the deceased (in
equal shares) if there is no widow or depend-
ent husband.

(6) Any claim allowed by the Commis-
sion under this subsection shall be certified
to the Becretary of the Treasury for pay-
ment out of funds appropriated pursuant to
this subsection, and shall be paid by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the person en-
titled thereto, except that where any person
entitled to payment under this subsection 1is
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under any legal disability, payment may be
made in accordance with the provisions of
subsection (e) of this section.

(8) Each claim filed under this subsection
must be filed not later than one year from
whichever of the following dates last occurs:

(A) The date of enactment of this sub-
section;

(B) The date the civilian American citi-
zen by whom the claim is filed returned to
the jurisdiction of the United States; or

(C) The date upon which the Commis-

sion, at the request of a potentially eligible
survivor, makes a determination that the
clvilian American citizen has actually died
or may be presumed to be dead, in the case
of any civilian American citizen who has not
returned to the jurisdiction of the United
States.
The Commission shall complete its deter-
minations with respect to each claim filed
under this subsection at the earllest practi-
cable date, but in no vent later than one
year after the date on which such clalm was
filed.

(7) (A) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section, including necessary administrative
expenses.

(B) The Commission shall determine, from
time to time, the share of its administrative
expenses attributable to the performance of
its functions under this subsection and make
the appropriate adjustments in its accounts,
and determinations and adjustments made
pursuant to this subparagraph shall be final
and conclusive.

(h) In the case of any Guamanian killed
or captured by the Imperial Japanese Gov-
ernment on or after December 7, 1944, at
Wake Island, benefits shall be granted under
subsections (a) through (f) of this section
in the same manner and to the same extent
as apply in the case of civillan American citi-
zens so killed or captured. Claims for benefits
under subsections (a) through (e) of this
section must be filed within six months after
the date of enactment of this subsection, and
the time limitation applicable to any indil-
vidual by subsection (f) shall not begin to
run until the date of enactment of this sub-
section, with respect to any individual who
is entitled to such benefits solely by reason
of this subsection. The preceding subsection
shall not be construed to affect the right of
any individual to receive such benefits with
respect to any period prior to the date of
enactment of this subsection.

(i) (1) As used in this subsection—

(A) the term “Vietnam conflict” relates to
the period beginning on February 28, 1961,
and ending on such date as shall thereafter
be determined by Presidential proclamation
or concurrent resolution of the Congress; and

(B) the term “civilian American citizen”
means any person who, being then a citi-
zen of the United States, was captured in
Southeast Asia during the Vietnam conjflict
by any force hostile to the United States, or
who went into hiding in Southeast Asia in
order to avoid capture or internment by any
such hostile force, except (i) a person who
voluntarily, knowingly, and without duress,
gave aid to or collaborated with or in any
manner served any such hostile force, or (ii)
a regularly appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or
inducted member of the Armed Forces of the
United States.

(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law, the
amount and validity, end provide for the
payment of any claim filed by, or on behalf
of, any civilian American citizen for deten-
tion Denefits jor any period of time subse-
quent to February 27, 1961, during which he
was held by any such hostile force as a pris-
oner, internee, hostage, or in any other ca-
pacity, or remained in hiding to avoid cap-
ture or internment by any such hostile foree.
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(3) The detention benefits allowed under
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be at
the rate of $60 for each calendar monih.

(4) The detention benefits allowed under
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be al-
lowed to the civilian American citizen en-
titled thereto, or, in the event of his death,
only to the following persons:

(A) the widow or husband if there is no
child or children of the deceased;

(B) the widow or dependent husband and
child or children of the deceased, one-half to
the widow or dependent husband and the
other half to the child or children in equal
shares;

(C) the child or children of the deceased
in equal shares if there is no widow or de-
pendent husband.

(5) Any claim allowed by the Commis-
sion under this subsection shall be certified
to the Secretary of the Treasury for pay-
ment out of funds appropriated pursuant to
this subsection, and shall be paid to the per-
son entitled thereto, except that if a person
entitled to payment under this section is un-
der any legal disability, payment shall be
made in accordance with the provisions of
subsection (e) of this section.

(6) Each claim filed under this section
must be filed not later than three years from
whichever of the jollowing dates last occurs:

(4) the date of enactment of this sub-
section;

(B) the date the civilian American citizen
by whom the claim is filed returned to the
jurisdiction of the United States; or

(C) the date upon which the Commission,
at the request of a potentially eligible sur-
vivor, makes a determination that the civil-
ian American citizen has actually died or
may be presumed to be dead, in the case of
any civilian American citizen who has not
returned to the jurisdiction of the United
States.

The Commission shall complete its determi-
nations for each claim filed under this sub-
section at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than one year after the date on
which such claim was filed.

(7) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such amounts as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this subsection,
including necessary adminisirative ez-
penses.

PRISONERS OF WAR

Sec. 6. (a) As used in subsection (b) of
this section, the term “prisoner of war"”
means any regular appointed, enrolled, en-
listed, or inducted member of the military
or naval forces of the United States who was
held as a prisoner of war for any period of
time subsequent to December 7, 1941, by
any government of any nation with which
the United States has been at war subsequent
to such date.

(b) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive, adjudicate according to law, and pro-
vide for the payment of any claim filed by
any prisoner of war for compensation for the
violation by the enemy government by which
he was held as a prisoner of war, or its agents,
of its obligation to furnish him the quantity
or quality of food to which he was entitled
as a prisoner of war under the terms of the
Geneva Convention of July 27, 1929. The com-
pensation allowed to any prisoner of war un-
der the provisions of this subsection shall
be at the rate of 1 for each day he was
held as a prisoner of war on which the
enemy government or its agents failed to
furnish him such quantity or quality of food.
Any claim allowed under the provisions of
this subsection shall be certified to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury for payment out of the
War Claims Fund established by section 13 of
this Act.

(e) Claims pursuant to subsection (b)
shall be paid to the person entitled thereto,
and shall in case of death of the persons who
are entitled to be payable only to or for the
benefit of the following persons:
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(1) Widow or husband if there is no child
or children of the deceased;

(2) Widow or husband and child or chil-
dren of the deceased, one-half to the widow
or husband and the other half to the child
or children of the deceased in equal shares;

(3) Child or children of the deceased (in
equal shares) if there is no widow or hus-
band; and

(4) Parents (in equal shares) if there 1s no
widow, husband, or child.

(d) (1) As used in this subsection the term
“prisoner of war” means any regularly ap-
pointed, enrolled, enlisted, or inducted mem-
ber of the military or naval forces of the
United States who was held a prisoner of war
for any period of time subsequent to Decems-
ber 7, 1941, by any government of any nation
with which the United States has been at war
subsequent to such date.

(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive, adjudicate according to law, and to
provide for the payment of any claim filed by
any prisoner of war for compensation—

(A) for the violations by the enemy gov-
ernment by which he was held as a prisoner
of war, or its agents, of such government's
obligations under title III, section III, of the
Geneva Convention of July 27, 1920, relating
to labor of prisoners of war; or

(B) for inhumane treatment by the enemy
government by which he was held, or its
agents. The term “inhumane treatment” as
used herein shall include, but not be limited
to, viclation by such enemy government, or
its agents, of one or more of the provisions
of articles 2, 3, 7, 10, 12, 13, 21, 22, 64, 56, or
57, of the Geneva Convention of July 27,
1929.

(3) Compensation shall be allowed to any
prisoner of war under this subsection at the
rate of $1.50 per day for each day he was
held as a prisoner of war on which he alleges
and proves in a manner acceptable to the
Commission—

(A) the violation by such enemy govern-
ment or its agent of the provisions of title
IIT, section III, of the Geneva Convention of
July 27, 1929: or

(B) any inhumane treatment as defined
herein.

Any claim allowed under the provisions of
this subsection shall be certified to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury for payment out of
the War Claims Fund established by section
13 of this Act. In no event shall the com-
pensation allowed to any prisoner of war un-
der this subsection exceed the sum of $1.50
with respect to any one day.

(4) Claims pursuant to subsection (d) (2)
shall be paid to the person entitled thereto,
or to his legal or natural guardian if he has
one, and shall, in case of death of the per-
sons who are entitled be payable only to or
for the benefit of the following persons:

(A) widow or husband if there is no child
or children of the deceased;

(B) widow or husband and child or chil-
dren of the deceased, one-half to the widow
or husband and the other half to the child
or children of the deceased in equal shares;

(C) child or children of the deceased (in
equal shares) if there is no widow or hus-
band; and

(D) parents In (equal shares) if there is
no widow, husband, or child.

(e) (1) As used in this subsection the
term “prisoner of war" means any regularly
appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or inducted
member of the Armed Forces of the United
States who was held as a prisoner of war
for any period of time subsequent to June
25, 1950, by any hostile force with which
the Armed Forces of the United States were
actually engaged In armed conflict subse-
quent to such date and prior to the date of
enactment of this subsection, [except any
such member] or any person (military or
civilian) assigned to duty in the U.S.S.
Pueblo who was captured by the military
forces of North Korea on January 23, 1968,
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and thereafter held prisoner by the Govern-
ment of North Korea for any period of time
ending on or before December 23, 1968, ex-
cept any person who, at any time, volun-
tarily, knowingly, and without duress, gave
ald to or collaborated with or in any manner
served any such hostile force.

(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law, the
amount and validity, and provide for the
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation for the failure of
the hostile force by which he was held as a
prisoner of war, or its agents, to furnish him
the quantity or quality of food prescribed
for prisoners of war under the terms of the
Geneva Convention of July 27, 1820. The
compensation allowed to any prisoner of war
under the provisions of this paragraph shall
be at the rate of 1 for each day on which
he was held as a prisoner of war and on
which such hostile force, or its agents, failed
to furnish him such quantity or quality of
food.

(3) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law, the
amount and validity and provide for the
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation—

(A) for the failure of the hostile force by
which he was held as a prisoner of war, or its
agents, to meet the conditions and require-
ments prescribed under title III, section III,
of the Geneva Convention of July 27, 1929,
relating to labor of prisoners of war; or

(B) for inhumane treatment by the hos-

tile force by which he was held, or its agents.
The term “inhumane treatment” as used
herein shall include, but not be limited to,
failure of such hostile force, or its agents, to
meet the conditions and requirements of one
or more of the provisions of articles 2, 3, T,
10, 12, 13, 21, 22, 54, 66, or 57 of the Geneva
Convention of July 27, 1929,
Compensation shall be allowed to any pris-
oner of war under this paragraph at the rate
of $1.50 per day for each day on which he was
held as a prisoner of war and with respect to
which he alleges and proves in a manner
acceptable to the Commission the failure to
meet the conditions and requirements de-
scribed In subparagraph (A) or the inhu-
mane treatment described in subparagraph
(B). In no event shall the compensation
allowed to any prisoner of war under this
paragraph exceed the sum of $1.50 with re-
spect to any one day.

(4) Any claim allowed by the Commission
under this subsection shall be certified to the
Secretary of the Treasury for payment out of
funds appropriated pursuant to this subsec-
tion and shall be pald by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the person entitled thereto, and
shall, in case of death or determination of
death of the persons who are entitled, be
paid only to or for the benefit of the persons
specified, and in the order established, by
paragraph (4) of subsection (d) of this
section,

(5) Each claim filed under this subsection
must be filed not later than one year from
whichever of the following dates last occurs:

(A) The date of enactment of this sub-
section;

(B) The date the prisoner of war by whom
the claim is filed returned to the jurisdiction
of the Armed Forces of the United States; or

(C) The date upon which the Department
of Defense makes a determination that the
prisoner of war has actually died or is pre-
sumed to be dead, in the case of any prisoner
of war who has not returned to the jurisdic-
tion of the Armed Forces of the United
States.

(D) In the case of any person assigned to
duty in the U.S.S. Pueblo referred to in para-
graph (1) of this subsection, one year after
the date of enactment of this subparagraph.
The Commission shall complete its determi-
nations with respect to each claim filed
under this subsection at the earliest practi-
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cable date, but In no event later than one
year after the date on which such claim was
filed.

(6) Any claim allowed under the provi-
sions of this subsection shall be pald from
funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(7) of this subsection.

(7) (A) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section, including necessary administrative
expenses,

(B) The Commission shall determine, from
time to time, the share of its administrative
expenses attributable to the performance of
its functions under this subsection and make
the appropriate adjustments in its accounts,
and determinations and adjustments made
pursuant to this subparagraph shall be final
and coneclusive,

(f) (1) As used in this subsection—

(4) the term “Vietnam conflict” relates to
the period beginning February 28, 1961, and
ending on such date as shall thereafter be
determined by Presidential proclamation or
concurrent resolution of the Congress; and

(B) the term “prisoner of war” means any
regularly appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or in-
ducted member of the Armed Forces of the
United States who was held as a prisoner
of war for any period of time during the
Vietnam conflict by any force hostile to the
United States, except any such member who,
at any time, voluntarily, knowingly, and
without duress, gave aid to or collaborated
with, or in any manner served, such hostile
force,

(2) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law,
the amount and validity, and provide Jor the
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation for the failure of
the hostile force by which he was held as
a prisoner of war, or its agents, to Jurnish
him the quantity or quality of food pre-
scribed for prisoners of war under the terms
of the Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949,
The compensation allowed to any prisoner of
war under the provisions of this paragraph
shall be at the rate of $1 for each day on
which he was held as a prisoner of war and
on which such hostile force, or its agents,
failed to furnish him such quantity or qual-
ity of food.

(3) The Commission is authorized to re-
ceive and to determine, according to law, the
amount and validity and provide jor the
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner
of war for compensation—

(4) for the failure of the hostile force by
which he was held as a prisoner of war, or
its agents, to meet the conditions and re-
quirements prescribed under chapter VIII,
section III, of the Geneva Convention of
August 12, 1949, relating to labor of prisoners
of war; or

(B) for inhumane treatment by the hos-

tile force by which he was held, or its agents.
The term “inhumane treatment” as used in
this subparagraph shall include, but not be
limited to, failure of such hostile force, or
its agents, to meet the conditions and re-
quirements of one or more of the provisions
of article 3, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25,
27, 289, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 84, 85, 86, 87,
88, 89, 90, 97, or 98 of the Geneva Conven-
tion of August 12, 1949,
Compensation shall be allowed to any pris-
oner of war under this paragraph at the rate
of $1.50 per day for each day on which he
was held as a prisoner of war and with re-
spect to which he alleges and proves in a
manner accepiable to the Commission the
failure to meet the conditions and recuire-
ments described in subparagraph (A) of this
paragraph or the inhumane treatment de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) of this para-
graph. In no event shall the compensation
allowed to any prisoner of war under this
paragraph exceed the sum of $1.50 with
respect to any one day.
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(4) Any claim allowed by the Commission
under this subsection shall be certified to
the Secretary of the Treasury for payment
out of funds appropriated pursuant to this
subsection and shall be paid by the Secretary
of the Treasury to the person entitled there-
to, and shall, in the case of death or deter-
mination of death of the persons who are
entitled, be paid only to or for the benefit of
the persons specified, and in the order estab-
lished, by subsection (d)(4) of this section.

(5) Each claim filed under this subsection
must be filed not later than three years from
whichever of the following dates last occurs:

(A) the date of enactment of this subsee-
tion;

(B) the date the prisoner of war by whom
the claim is filed returned to the jurisdiction
of the Armed Forces of the United States: or

(C) the date upon which the Department

of Defense makes a determination that the
prisoner of war has actually died or is pre-
sumed to be dead, in the case of any pris-
oner of war who has not returned to the
jurisdiction of the Armed Forces of the
United States,
The Commission shall complete its deter-
minations with respect to each claim filed
under this subsection at the earliest prac-
ticable date, but in no event later than one
year after the date on which such claim was
filed.

(6) Any claim allowed under the provi-
sions of this subsection shall be paid from
Junds appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(7) of this subsection.

(7) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such amounts as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this subsection,
including nec Yy administrative expenses.

L(f)1(g) Where any person entitled to
payment under this section is under any
legal disability, payment may be made in
accordance with the provisions of subsection
(e) of section 5.

Mr, BAYH, Mr. President, I should
like to reemphasize my main purpose for
rising, and that is to make clear that,
regardless of our position on the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Kansas or, indeed, our positions on the
direction in which the war has headed
since the expansion into Cambodia, it
would be folly for those in North Viet-
nam or in Moscow or any place else to
misinterpret this expression in the
traditional and best manner of free
speech in this country as anything less
than an expression of determination on
our part to take whatever steps neces-
sary to obtain the release of these pris-
oners. That is why I have spoken this
afternoon. I am hopeful that many other
Members of this body will express a
similar concern about the future safety
and well-being of those young men who
have given so much for our country in
North Vietnam.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
came to the Chamber to join in this dis-
cussion of the pending amendment and
the prisoner of war situation facing our
country because of the deep concern all
of us have over this unhappy matter. I
am certain that virtually every Sena-
tor—if not all Senators—has constitu-
ents who are prisoners of war. I am cer-
tain that among our constituents are
wives, mothers, children, or other loved
ones who are deeply concerned over the
fate of American prisoners of war in
Southeast Asia.

So much has been so eloquently said
by the Senator from Idaho and the
Senator from Indiana that there is little
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that one can add, except to say that all
of us here, of course, share this concern.
All of us are appalled at the incredibly
awiul treatment accorded prisoners of
war by our enemy, most of all by their
use of those prisoners for political pur-
poses, and the heartless withholding of
the names of those held, so that loved
ones here are left in doubt as to whether
people missing in action are alive or
dead.

I support the efforts of this adminis-
tration to deal with this problem in ap-
propriate ways. I do not think that the
pending amendment is an appropriate
way. It collides not only with the spirit
and intent of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment but also, in effect, with the policy
of the President, which the Cooper-
Church amendment is designed to sup-
port and to share responsibility with, be-
cause the President has stated that he
will not have American troops go more
than 20 miles into Cambodia, that he
will have them out by July 1. The im-
plication of this amendment is that he
should be free to go anywhere at any
time in Cambodia as long as prisoners of
war are there or elsewhere in Southeast
Asia,

It is rather plain that the way to get
American prisoners of war home is to
first get our troops out of Southeast
Asia. The developments will then make
it quite possible to get all our prisoners
home, also. The Cooper-Church amend-
ment—and other moves afoot on Capi-
tol Hill—are designed to bring that war
to an end in a way consistent with the
safety and systematic removal of Ameri-
can troops from Southeast Asia; and I
believe that will be followed by the safe
and systematic return to America of
prisoners of war.

Therefore, I join with those who op-
pose the pending amendment.

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

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. I have listened with inter-
est to the Senator from California, the
Senator from Idaho, and the Senator
from Indiana, and I understand their
concern—everyone's concern—for Amer-
ican prisoners of war and Americans
missing in action. I applaud the state-
ments by the Senator from Indiana, the
Senator from California, the Senator
from Idaho, and others who may speak
this afternoon about prisoners of war or
those missing in action. But I would sug-
gest to my friend from California that I
fail to see how we have any leverage if we
wait until troops are withdrawn and then
go to the enemy and say, “Please release
our prisoners.” If we have any leverage
it is because we have some impact in
that area and some strength. My amend-
ment would give the President the right
to rescue prisoners.

Would the Senator from California
agree if the President had an oppor-
tunity to rescue prisoners he should take
advantage of such an opportunity?

Mr. CRANSTON. We have been ap-
plying a great deal of leverage for a long
time in Southeast Asia without achiev-
ing the results we are entitled to expect
to achieve by that leverage, particularly
when that leverage involves the deaths
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of Americans, the maiming of Ameri-
cans, and the spending of billions of dol-
lars in that fruitless effort. We will have
more prisoners of war to be concerned
about as long as the war continues. I
believe that the surest way to end the
increasing numbers of prisoners of war
is to get those back who are there now,
and to turn in the direction of getting
out of Southeast Asia.

Mr. DOLE. Does the Senator believe
that the President, whoever he might
be, has the right to rescue American
prisoners, American newsmen, or any
other American citizens, or should he be
denied that right?

Mr. CRANSTON. I believe the sound-
est way to rescue those people from their
very unhappy fate, those presently alive
there, is to find a way to end the hostil-
ities that presently divide us and make it
possible, through a negotiated settle-
ment, that we will include the release of
our prisoners.

Mr. DOLE. Well, I do not want to be-
labor the point, but it appears that the
Senator from California has not re-
sponded to the question of whether the
President, whoever he may be, has the
right to rescue American bprisoners or
Americans missing in action, whether
they be members of the Armed Forces,
newsmen, or civilians, Does the Senator
believe that is a right the President
should have, or should we in Congress
tie the President’s hands?

Mr. CRANSTON. I believe that the
President has that right but I do not be-
lieve the way to achieve that right is to
have open-ended, everlasting war, with
the President permitted, without con-
sultation with Congress, or proceeding
without consultation with Congress, to
send ground troops in all directions into
any new land, without any invitation
from those governments, and involving
ourselves in invasion, unprecedented in
American history, leading to more prison-
ers of war, more dead, more wounded,
with no end in sight.

Mr. DOLE. Again I do not quarrel with
the Senator from California. I under-
stand his good intentions, but would say
that if any measure would require the
President, whoever he may be, to consult
first with the Senate or Congress before
he could take any action to rescue pris-
oners of war, I would not want to be a
prisoner while the matter was being de-
bated in Congress, not knowing how long
it would take—2 or 3 weeks, a month, or
longer. I believe that when Americans
are imperiled and are in immediate dan-
ger, someone in this country should have
the right to rescue them.

Why should we shackle the President?
We have never done so in the past.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a false
issue is being raised in this debate.

No one is questioning the right of the
President of the United States, acting
as Commander in Chief, to come to the
rescue of captured Americans if he feels
that a quick, surprise rescue operation is
feasible.

We are all grown men. I cannot con-
ceive of anyone standing here on the
floor of the Senate and questioning the
right of the President to order such a
rescue mission if the opportunity pre-
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sented itself; I cannot conceive of a
serious challenge being raised to the
President’s inherent authority, as Com-
mander in Chief, under such circum-
stances,

One can attempt to distort the Cooper-
Church amendment, to read into it some
imaginary prohibition that is not there.
But if the amendment offered by the
Senator from Kansas is affixed to the
Cooper-Church amendment, it will have
only one effect, and that will be to render
meaningless the attempt on the part of
the Senate to set the outer limits of
American involvement in Cambodia.

What is the logic of the argument of-
fered by the Senafor from Kansas?

He argues that, as long as a prisoner
of war is held in Cambodia, we should
legislate what, in effect, is congressional
consent to leaving an American Army in
that country indefinitely.

The logic is that by applying relentless
and unceasing military pressure, we
somehow serve the interests of those
Americans captured by the enemy and
held in Cambodia.

If there is any sense to that proposi-
tion, then it is as sensible to apply it to
North Vietnam or Laos as to Cambodia.

There are only a handful of American
prisoners—if any at all—in Cambodia.
But there are many hundreds of Ameri-
can prisoners in North Vietnam.

If the Senator is really serious about
his amendment, if he actually believes
that a continued American military pres-
ence helps our prisoners of war, then
why does he not expand the amendment
to include Laos and North Vietnam?

Mr. DOLE. Would the Senator from
Idaho support it, if I made that addition?

Mr. CHURCH. I would not support it
under any circumstances, because the
whole proposition on which it rests is
invalid. But anyone who believes the
proposition, could hardly contend that
the amendment should be restricted to
Cambodia, if its purpose is really to serve
the cause of American prisoners of war.

If one were to accept the logic with
which the amendment is pressed, it
would also follow that we should not
withdraw another 150,000 American
combat troops from South Vietnam, in
the interest of helping American pris-
oners of war in North Vietnam.

Let the Senator from Kansas show me
a logical distinction between the argu-
ment he makes on behalf of his amend-
ment as it applies to Cambodia, and the
application of the same argument as it
would apply to the bulk of American
prisoners in North Vietnam.

Yet, he does not come here to ask that
we write into law some prohibition
against the withdrawal of 150,000 Amer-
ican troops from South Vietnam.

What is really intended is to gouge out
the substance and the core of the Cooper-
Church amendment by playing on our
deep concern over American prisoners
of war.

Let the Senator from Kansas show how
a single American prisoner of war will
be helped, whether imprisoned in Cam-
bodia, Laos, or North Vietnam, with the
passage of his amendment.

It cannot be shown.

The only effect of the amendment, if
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the President were ever to take it seri-
ously—and one would assume that he
would not—would be to keep us indefi-
nitely engaged in Cambodia, where the
number of American dead would con-
tinue to grow with each passing week,
along with the number of Americans
maimed and wounded, and where the list
of American prisoners of war would also
grow larger and larger.

The longer we stay in Southeast Asia,
the more Americans there will be who
will be imprisoned and mistreated.

I submit, Mr. President, that the real
impact of the amendment would not be
to help American prisoners of war in any
way but, rather, if taken seriously by the
President, to create a situation in which
the numbers of Americans captured
would increase with every passing day.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. BAYH. I would like to emphasize
what the Senator from Idaho has said,
that we do not know of any specific
numbers of prisoners who are presently
captured in Cambodia, but we do know
of large numbers who are missing in
action and presumed captured elsewhere.

And I would again like to re-
turn to the Zocal point, the fact that
these men are being held contrary to
the principles of the Geneva Convention
that all eivilized nations adhere to. Their
names are not even published so that
their loved ones will know whether they
arz alive and well. They are denied mail.
They are denied proper physical and
medical attention.

If this were not so, why would they not
let the International Red Cross have an
opportunity to inspect these camps so
that the whole world would know they
are being treated properly?

We are equally concerned, if not more
concerned, with the barbarous manner
in which they are treating prisoners of
War.

Mr. President, I think this is ade-
quately described in an editorial pub-
lished in the May 5, 1970, issue of Look
magazine entitled “What about the
POW's?”

I ask unanimous consent to have this
editorial printed at this point in the
Recorp so that those who may not have
seen it prior to this time will have an
opportunity to read it.

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

[From Look magazine, May 5, 1970]
WHAT ABOUT THE POW's?

The plight of Amerlcan prisoners of war
in Southeast Asia, as Diana O'Grady sald on
the preceding page, cannot be “a closed
book.” More than 1,500 men are missing or
presumed captured: some 800 in North Viet-
nam, 500 in South Vietnam, and 200 in Laos.
Their fate should concern every one of us,
however we may feel—or differ—about U.S.
intervention in Vietnam.

North Vietnam has never extended the
POW'’s their rights under the Geneva Con-
vention on Protection of Prisoners of War,
which it signed in 1957. It has evaded this
pledge through the fiction that the downed
American pilots are criminals. Were this so—
and we at LOOK do not believe it is—the
men would still be entitled to humane
treatment.
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But the few returning POW’s have told of
Americans isolated, beaten, and humiliated
in North Vietnam, hung by their wrists in
Laos, led about like animals or summarily
shot in South Vietnam. Such reports gain
credence from North Vietnam's complete un-
concern for its own prisoners held in the
South and in Laos.

Nor can there be any justification for
tormenting the wives and children of Ameri-
can prisoners. Why should a woman have to
plead for the right to know if her husband
is alive? Not until Diana O'Grady got tough
did she get an answer. After months of de-
spair, other wives have had to endure propa-
ganda lectures. They have been told they
will only get their husbands back if they
demonstrate at home against the war. They
have been promised information that has
then been withheld or leaked only for propa-
ganda purposes.

In 1968 and 1969, LOOK editorials called
the Vietnam war a tragic and costly mis-
take—one that we should end as soon as
possible. This does not diminish our concern
for the Americans held captive.

That is why we now ask North Vietnam
to disclose the names of all the POW's it
holds and to urge the National Liberation
Front and the Pathet Lao to do the same.
We ask for assurance of proper detention
facilities, food and medical care for the
POW's. We ask for unhampered correspond-
ence with their families. We ask for the re-
patriation of sick or wounded who might not
survive captivity. In short, we ask that North
Vietnam honor its legal obligations under
the Geneva Convention.

We ask that the International Red Cross
or International Control Commission be per-
mitted to inspect the prison camps in North
Vietnam, as has been done in the South.
Refusal can only mean that North Vietnam
is ashamed of the way It treats American
POW's.

In addition, we have written the Hanol
government requesting that a LOOK team
be allowed into North Vietnam to report di-
rectly on the condition of the POW's.

We now ask the American people, alone
or in community groups, to express their
concern for our men missing and captive in
a letter to North Vietnam's Premier, Pham
Van Dong. Letters sent to: What About the
POW’'s?, ¢/o LOOK, P.O. Box 1, Des Moines,
Iowa 50301 will be forwarded to Hanol.

The welfare of these unfortunate men and
the feelings of their families are matters of
simple humanity—not polities.

North Vietnam has sald in the Paris peace
talks that discussion on the POW's cannot
begin until the other issues of the war are
resolved. This completely misreads the mood
of the American people. Yes, we want peace
in Vietnam, as much as anyone and as
quickly as possible, but first we want assur-
ance about the well-being of all our service-
men in captivity. The sooner Hanoi under-
stands this, the easier it will be to end the
war.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I en-
dorse the statement of the Senator from
Idaho in his colloguy this afternoon with
the Senator from Indiana.

I think that North Vietnam un-
doubtedly does misread the intention of
those of us who oppose this war in Viet-
nam and the incursion into Cambodia.

I am afraid that perhaps the Senator
from Kansas might misread our intent
also, although I do not believe that he
does.

Certainly none of us would wish to
prohibit the President of the United
States from taking whatever steps he

June 2, 1970

feels are necessary to negotiate and se-
cure the humane treatment and the re-
turn of those American soldiers who are
being held by the enemy.

I agree with the Senator from Idaho
that this amendment may actually in-
hibit the negotiations that would bring
about a release of these prisoners. I think
that although none of us likes it, un-
doubtedly our invasion of Cambodia has
increased the danger to those men being
held prisoner in Vietnam as well as to
those being taken prisoner now in Cam-
bodia.

While certainly the North Vietnamese
have defied all rules for handling pris-
oners of war and have refused to admit
that our men are entitled to proper
treatment, they have not conducted the
public trials which they threatened to
carry out in the early days of this war.

I believe that the proper and most
efficient way to secure the release of
these men is through the Paris peace
negotiations. If the President would ap-
point a man of proper status to repre-
sent the United States in those talks,
there would be a greater hope that we
could obtain their release.

I certainly subscribe to the statement
of the Senator from Idaho and the Sen-
ator from Indiana that those of us who
oppose this war would hope that those
in Peking, Moscow, or Hanoi would not
misread our intentions. We desire to
secure proper and humane treatment,
exchange of those who are seriously
wounded and ill, and negotiations for a
general exchange of all prisoners of war.

I want to lend my voice, for whatever
it is worth at this particular time, to the
viewpoint expressed that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kansas would
inhibit those negotiations rather than
increase the prospects for such negotia-
tions.

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

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
came to the floor originally to speak in
support of the concern expressed by the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bayn) and
also to say a word in opposition to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DOLE).

I think the difficulty with that amend-
ment is that it leaves the impression
that the keystone of the policy in Cam-
bodia is the welfare of the American
prisoners of war, which is of course not
the reason that we entered Cambodia.
Our staying there only prolongs the re-
lease of any prisoners of war who might
be held by the enemy forces.

I think that what we have to keep in
mind, whether we are talking about the
prisoners of war in North Vietnam, where
the main force of American prisoners
are being held, or the prisoners who
might have been taken in Cambodia, is
that in all probability no matter how
many speeches we make on the Senate
floor or how many resolutions of con-
cern we author, those prisoners will
doubtless be held until hostilities cease.

The purpose of the basic amendment
offered by the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CrURCH) and the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr, Coorer), as well as the so-
called amendment to end the war offered
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by me and other Senators, is to bring the
hostilities to an end, but to do it with
an eye on the safety of our troops in
Southeast Asia, and also to make what
efforts we can to bring about a release of
our prisoners of war.

If I were an American GI sitting in a
prisoner of war camp, either in North
Vietnam or in Cambodia, or if I were an
American fighting man involved in this
war, I think I would be praying every
night that this amendment to make sure
that our forces are taken out of Cam-
bodia, as indicated by the President, and
the additional amendment to bring the
war in Vietnam to an early end, would
pass.

I see no other way in which Congress
can really be effective in serving those
prisoners and effecting their release at
an early date.

I want to add one final word. We need
to keep in mind that if there is any one
reason why the war continues in South-
east Asia, it is because of the opposition
of the enemy forces to the government
in Saigon and our insistence that we are
going to sustain that government and
maintain whatever forces are necessary
to sustain it.

That really is the keystone of our pol-
icy, rather than the matter of prisoner
exchange.

I suggest that as long as that policy is
carried out, the war will continue.

We need to keep in mind at a time
when we are shedding American blood
to save the regime in Saigon that the
record of that regime on the treatment
of prisoners has not been entirely pure.

The military reports of the torture of
prisoners on the part of our forces, on
the part of the South Vietnamese Gov-
ernment, are not reassuring to me, con-
sidering our sacrifice in blood and treas-
ure to safeguard and sustain that regime
in Vietnam.

I think we would be in a stronger
moral position to protest the objection-
able treatment of our own prisoners of
war on the part of North Vietnam and
the North Vietnamese if the record of
our own ally, South Vietnam, were some-
what better.

I conclude simply with another appeal
for us to recognize that the only way to
make sure that our prisoners are released
and our fighting men saved is to bring
this war to an orderly end.

And that, I know, is what the Senator
from Idaho is trying to accomplish.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I concur
with what the Senator has said. If this
war were comparable to the kind of wars
we have fought in the past, if our pur-
pose were to conquer North Vietnam and
impose unconditional surrender upon the
enemy, it would then be possible to make,
at least, a rational case for the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Kan-
sas.

This is not, however, that kind of war.
Nor was it ever intended to be, either on
the part of the present occupant of the
White House or any of his predecessors.
No President, at any time, has indicated
that our purpose in this war was to in-
vade, conquer, or force the government
in Hanoi to an unconditional surrender.

President Nixon has repeatedly ex-
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plained to the American people that our
participation in Vietnam is for a limited
purpose. He has emphasized that our
purpose is only to help the government
in Saigon put down the insurrection
against it.

Under these circumstances, it makes
no sense to argue that by applying mili-
tary pressure we can somehow come to
the rescue of American prisoners of war.
How can we possibly reach them if our
military objective does not involve the
occupation or conguest of the enemy’s
territory? There is no way, by military
means, to serve or save American
POW'’s in a limited war of this kind.

Moreover, as the Senator from South
Dakota wisely pointed out, this is a war
of deep hatreds; it entails the kind of
bloodletting which occurs only in civil
war situation, where brother turns
against brother, where families split
apart. Only once in our history have we
suffered such a bloodletting in this
country, and that occurred in the great
War Between the States from 1861 to
1865, our Civil War.

But even if, under some unforeseen cir-
cumstance, the President were to cast
aside all the limits we have imposed on
this war, and suddenly were to declare
that the United States had decided to
conguer North Vietnam, even then I
doubt that our prisoners of war would
be well served by the more forcible appli-
cation of our military might. For I am
sure that, given the character of this
war, by the time we finally reached the
camps where our men are being held
captive, we would never find them left
alive.

No, Mr. President. There is only one
way to serve the American prisoners of
war. That is the way suggested by the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota: To begin to set the outer limits of
our involvement in this widening war by
the adoption of the Cooper-Church
amendment, and then to proceed to ex-
tricate the United States from its in-
volvement in Southeast Asia through the
adoption of the end-the-war amend-
ment which the Senator from South
Dakota, the Senator from Idaho, and
others are urging. This would set into
effect a train of events that would lead
to the release of American prisoners of
war and their safe return home.

Those of us who have opposed this war
through the years have felt every bit as
much compassion for American prisoners
of war as those Members of the Senate
who have constantly favored the war.

Mr. President, I went back over the
REecorp to a time long before the Sena-
tor from Kansas was a Member of this
body, back to July 15, 1966, when opinion
in support of the war was nearly mono-
lithic in the United States, when only
a few of us in the Senate had spoken out
against it. At that time, a very serious
threat was posed to American prisoners,
mostly airmen, who had been shot down
while bombing North Vietnam. The
threat took on a particularly ominous
character, because the Hanoi govern-
ment had announced it would treat the
prisoners as common criminals. The
North Vietnamese intended to proceed
to their trial and public execution,
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It was suggested to me, at that time,
that I might, with the assistance of
others in the Senate who had spoken out
against the war, be of help to those
American airmen.

Spokesmen for the previous adminis-
tration, charged with the conduct of the
war, admitted to me that their own ap-
peals had fallen on deaf ears in Hanoi.
They said, however, that if those Mem-
bers of the Senate who had opposed the
war would speak up, it might prove possi-
ble to save the American airmen who
were faced with trial and execution.

On July 15, 1966, joined by 18 other
Members of the Senate, I entered in the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement en-
titled “A Plea for Sanity.” That state-
ment was translated into Vietnamese
and brought to the attention of the
Hanoi government. It read as follows:

A PLEA FOR SANITY

We, the undersigned, have previously pro-
tested the relentless escalation of the war
in Vietnam. We have deplored those deci-
sions, taken on both sides, which have
steadily extended the dimensions of the war
and intensified 1ts fury.

The struggle in Vietnam now approaches
a peril point of no return. Violence begets
more violence:; the fever of reprisal rises,
feeding upon itself; reason is in danger of
falling prisoner to blind passion. Then the
war becomes a raging inferno, burning away
the last barriers of restraint.

We apprehend that the execution of Amer-
ican prisoners, as threatened by th2 govern-
ment of North Vietnam, would provoke the
gravest reprisals, and further blacken the
hopes for peace.

In the past, we have worked for an honor-
able settlement of this tragic war. We have
publicly criticized the mounting involvement
of our own country, and have sought to keep
open the path of moderation that could
lead to a negotiated peace.

S0, before the last remnants of reason are
irrevocably abandoned, we call upon the
Hanoi government to refrain from any act of
vengeance against the American airmen.
They are prisoners of war, fully entitled to
the protection extended to men in uniform
when captured in the performance of their
duty. Their execution would drastically re-
duce the influence of all those in the United
States who have tried to curtail the fighting.
It would incite a public demand for retalia-
tion swift and sure, inflicting new levels of
suffering and sorrow, and fixing more firmly
still the seal of an implacable war.

Mr. President, that statement was
signed by the following Senators, in addi-
tion to myself: GEorGE McGOVERN, GAY-
LorD NELsoN, E. L. BARTLETT, LEE MET-
caLr, EuGENE J. McCARTHY, MAURINE B.
NEUBERGER, J. WiLLIAM FULBRIGHT, QUEN-
TIN N. Burpick, Frank E. Moss, ERNEST
GRUENING, STEPHEN M., YoOUNG, VANCE
HARTKE, WAYNE MoRsE, WIiLLIAM PrOX-
MIRE, ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, JOSEPH CLARK,
HAgrrISON A, WiILLIAMS, JR.,, EDMUND S.
MUSKIE.

Following the printing of the state-
ment in the Recorp, there occurred a
floor colloquy in which other Senators,
who were not themselves signatories to
the statement but nonetheless supported
it in spirit, joined in a common expres-
sion of concern for these prisoners of
war. They, too, entered statements of
their own.

One such Senator is now our esteemed
whip, the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY), one was the Senator
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from Ohio (Mr. Younc). One was the
distinguished majority leader, the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD).
And still another was the late Robert
Kennedy, of New York.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement appearing in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp of Friday, July
15, 1966, together with the colloguy to
which I have referred, may appear at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbD,
as follows:

AMERICAN PRISONERS IN HANOI—A PLEA FOR
SaNITY

Mr. CHurcH. Mr. President, I have been
gravely disturbed at persistent reports that
the government in Hanoi has threatened to
execute, as common criminals, American
airmen who are now prisoners of war.

Accordingly, I have prepared a statement,
“A Plea for Sanity,” in which I am joined by
18 other Members of the Senate.

This declaration has been just released to
the press, and I shall, at this time, read it
into the RECORD.

“A PLEA FOR SANITY

“We, the undersigned, have previously pro-
tested the relentless escalation of the war
in Vietnam. We have deplored those decisions,
taken on both sides, which have steadily ex-
tended the dimensions of the war and inten-
sified its fury.

“The struggle in Vietnam now approaches
a peril point of no return. Viclence begets
more violence; the fever of reprisal rises,
feeding upon itself; reason is in danger of
falling prisoner to blind passion. Then the
war becomes a raging inferno, burning away
the last barriers of restraint.

“We apprehend that the execution of

American prisoners, as threatened by the
government of North Vietnam, would pro-

voke the gravest reprisals, and further
blacken the hope for peace.

“In the past, we have worked for an honor-
able settlement of this tragic war. We have
publicly criticized the mounting involve-
ment of our own country, and have sought to
keep open the path of moderation that could
lead to a negotiated peace.

“So, before the last remnants of reason are
irrevocably abandoned, we call upon the
Hanol government to refrain from any act of
vengeance against the American airmen.
They are prisoners of war, fully entitled to
the protection extended to men in uniform
when captured in the performance of their
duty. Their execution would drastically re-
duce the influence of all those in the United
States who have tried to curtall the fighting.
It would incite a public demand for retalla-
tion swift and sure, inflicting new levels of
suffering and sorrow, and fixing more firmly
still the seal of an implacable war.

“FRaNE CHURCH, GEORGE MCcGOVERN,
GAYLORD NELSON, E. L. BARTLETT, LEE
MeTrcaLy, EvucENE J. McCARTHY,
MaurINE B. NEUBERGER, J. WILLIAM
FuLBRIGHT, QUENTIN N. BURDICKE,
FraNg E. Moss, ErRNEST GRUENING,
STEFHEN M. YoUNG, VANCE HARTKE,
WAYNE MORSE, WILLIAM PROXMIRE,
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, JOSEPH B. CLARK,
HarrisoN A. WiLriams, Jr., EpMUunND
8. MuskIg, U.S. Senators.”

Mr. KenneEpy of Massachusetts. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. Eenneny. of Massachusetts. As the
Senator is probably aware, yesterday morn-
ing the Subcommittee on Refugees and Es-
capees, which is conducting a series of hear-
ings on the various refugee programs, heard
testimony by the Secretary of State,

In the course of that hearing I asked the
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Secretary of State directly what the attitude
of the U.S. Government would be if these
trials scheduled for the end of next week
took place. The Secretary made an extremely
forthright, strong, and vigorous policy state-
ment. He indicated, first of all, that if these
trials took place, that we, as a nation, would
look upon such behavior by the North Viet-
namese with the greatest degree of horror
and revulsion. The Secretary stated that
every effort was being made by the United
States, by third countries, as well as by prom-
inent individuals, to bring our very strong
position on this matter to the attention of
those in responsible positions in the Hanoi
government. I was very much heartened by
the Secretary’s statement. I am sure that
he is aware that we are all relying upon the
administration’s activities on this problem
and hopeful that they will spare no effort
to assist the prisoners.

Mr. President, the war in Vietnam is per-
haps one of the most impersonal of conflicts
undertaken by nations. I have had serious
questions in the past concerning our activi-
ties in Vietnam and its effects upon the
civilian population. On the other hand I
have been appalled by the incidents of terror
and assassination that the Vietcong have
used to achieve their ends in this struggle.
The possibility that prisoners of war will
now be used to satisfy the frustrations of the
north or in a vain attempt to affect our fu-
ture military decisions is only a further re-
flection of the absence of considerations for
the innocent and those now removed from
this conflict. But this prospect of violence
against helpless men, in violation of all
traditional international agreements, is up-
permost in the minds of all Amerians today,
regardless of their views of the overall con-
flict. I know of two American fighting men
from my own State, Comdr. James Mulligan
and Lt. Edward Brudno who, having faced
and met their military obligations now find
themselves the victims of retaliation in the
larger political and ideological struggle of
our day.

So I wish to joln the Senator from Idaho
|Mr. CHURCH] in his very strong declaration
and statement of concern for the welfare and
the well-being of the American servicemen
who are being held as prisoners,

During the testimony by the Secretary
of State we asked him about the South Viet-
namese Government’s observing the Geneva
agreements on prisoners of war, He indicated
that the names of prisoners in the hands of
the South Vietnamese are now being turned
over to the International Red Cross, that the
Red Cross has access to all prisoners, and that
the South Vietnamese Government is now
in full cooperation with the International
Red Cross.

I recall that on two occaslons when I was
in Geneva talking with the International
Red Cross, they were, as of December of last
year, expressing criticism of the South Viet-
namese Government for their reluctance in
turning over the names of the Vietcong and
North Vietnamese prisoners that the South
Vietnamese had taken. These lists were not
avallable and the Red Cross indicated to me
and the other members of the delegation who
were at Geneva at that time their strong
feeling that the United States should utilize
its good offices with the South Vietnamese to
have the South Vietnamese observe to the
fullest extent the Geneva Conventlon.

The Secretary indicated on yesterday that
he was firmly convinced that we are now obh-
serving these conventions in the fullest. This
development, though late in coming is a
source of satisfaction to those of us who
have been concerned with prisoner
indignities.

I also feel that the people of the free world
have recognized the very strong effort re-
cently made by the United States in at-
tempting to insure that all In the south were
respecting these Geneva agreements. On this
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basis, we have every right to expect the north
to act in accordance with the norms of civil-
ized men. So little of human dignity sur-
vives war that we are justified in abhoring
such regressive actions as contemplated by
the north and to remind them that the be-
ginnings of peace are found in civilized be-
havior toward their fellow man. I therefore
want to say to the Senator from Idaho that
he has performed a very useful service today,
one for which he deserves great commenda-
tion.

Mr. CrurcH. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. YouNnG of Ohio. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Ohlo.

Mr. YounG of Ohio. Mr. President, this
afternoon, in this Chamber, let me attest to
my admiration for the distingulshed Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CaurcH] for the real pub-
lic service he has rendered in presenting his
statement today before the country and the
world.

Earlier today, I was glad to be associated
with him when he and I talked over the
statement he was going to make.

Burely, the heads of state of the nations
of the world, including those in Hanoi, Red
China, and all other Asiatic countries,
whether they be somewhat neutral in this
matter or extremely hostile toward the
United States because of its involvement in
Vietnam, must know—and they should
know—that all Americans regard the lives
of their airmen who are now prisoners of war
as precious lives. All Americans hold to the
view that these airmen are prisoners of war.
As fighting men in our Armed Forces, they
were flying over the areas where they were
shot down in North Vietnam pursuant to or-
ders given them. They must, therefore, be
treated as prisoners of war.

If the horrible act which is being threat-
ened by the Hanoil regime against our air-
men is carried out, let the rulers of the world
know that all Americans will be united, be-
cause we regard those lives as so precious.

Let me repeat, I was glad to join with
other colleagues in the statement of the
Senator from Idaho. We want the rulers of
the world over—friendly or unfriendly—to
know our views and our determination.

Mr. CHUrcH. I thank the Senator from
Ohio, and fully share his sentiments. I ap-
preciate the fact that he has joired in sign-
ing the statement which I have just read
into the Recorp this afterncon.

Mr. MansFIELD. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CaurcH. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr, MaNsSFIELD., Mr. President, I commend
the Senator from Idaho for the initiative he
has just shown, and the initiative the other
Senators have shown in signing the plea for
sanity.

I would say that the sentiments expressed
in the statement which has just been read
would apply not only to the 18 signatories
but also to the 100 Members of this body.

The Senator from Idaho has once more per-
formed a public service on the question of
Vietnam. I would express the hope that this
plea for sanity would be a plea for sanity on
all sides.

As Senators know, the Prime Minister of
India, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, is just completing
an official state visit to the Soviet Union.
She will be leaving shortly, but during the
course of this meeting she has placed before
Messrs. Kosygin and Brezhnev the possibility
of a seven-point peace program which could
possibly lead to the negotiation table.

Mr. MansFIeLD. Mr. President, I know that
there are those who find fault with anyone
who uses the word “peace,” or repeats the
word “negotiations.” However, somehow,
some way, some time, the situation in Viet-
nam will be settled at the conference table
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through negotiations. 11 1s just not going
to peter out. I would hope that in view of
the proposal made by the Prime Minister of
India, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, and tied in with
the fact that the Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom, Mr. Harold Wilson, will,
next week, be visiting the Soviet Union,
when Mr. Wilson and Messrs. Kosygin and
Brezhnev meet, they will recognize their re-
sponsibilities as cochairmen of the Geneva
Conventions of 1954 and 1962, and that they
will exercise their authority and assume
their responsibilities, and on their own ini-
tiative reconvene the Geneva Conference for
the purpose of getting the situation in Viet-
nam to the negotiation table.

I think it is imperative. I know that so
far as the President of the United States is
concerned, no man is more eager to reach
that table, to sit down with whoever may
be there, and to arrive at a reasonable and
an honorable settlement—a settlement
which will give some degree of assurance
to all of southeast Asia—not just Vietnam—
a settlement which will be guaranteed by all
the great powers, a settlement which will
allow us to get out of Vietnam, not to with-
draw hastily, and a settlement which will
make it very apparent that we have no de-
sire for bases such as Cam Ranh and others
by means of which we could maintain &
foothold for years and decades to come.

Every word I have stated, I am sure, fits
in with what the President has been trying
to do over this past year or more to bring
this matter to a conclusion,

Accordingly, I hope that Mr. Wilson and
Messrs. Brezhnev and Kosygin will take up
the proposals lald down by Mrs. Indira
Gandhi, Prime Minister of India, and that
out of this meeting in Moscow next week
will come some small ray of hope which
will bring this matter to a conclusion and
bring back to the world—especially to the
Far East, and most especially to southeast
Asia—a degree of stabllity and peace which
it has not had for more than two decades.

So, again, I commend the distinguished
Senator from Idaho and his colleagues for
taking this initiative and express the hope
that his efforts, which have heen persistent,
and accomplished under difficulties—be-
cause he has received his share of criti-
cism—will continue.

I am delighted that this statement has
been made, and again extend my commenda-
tion and thanks to him.

Mr. CHurcH. I thank the able Senator
very much, I would only mention that nearly
all of the SBenators who have jolned in the
signing of this plea previously joined in a
letter to the Presldent, last January, ex-
pressing the hope that the suspension of
the bombing, then in effect, would be con-
tinued, and that the new round of bombing
would not be renewed.

Some Senators who joined in the signing
of this plea were not parties to that letter,
but are nonetheless identified as Senators
who have resisted the acceleration of the
war, who have sought to further the efforts
for peace, and who have worked to keep
open the path of moderation which might
lead to negotiations.

As to the threatened execution of these
American prisoners of war, we hope to make
it unmistakably clear that the consequences
of such an atrocity will be very grave. By
adding our voices in timely warning, we
seek to contribute to the saving of these
lives, and to prevent further escalation of
the war in southeast Asia, with all the dire
results that could follow.

I yleld now to the Senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr, EENNEDY of New York, First, Mr. Pres-
ident, I wish to commend the Senator for his
efforts, and that of his fellow Senators.

Mr. President, regardless of one’s opinion
of the war, or of the bombings of North
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Vietnam, there is no justification and no
excuse for the personal reprisals now
threatened by Hanoi against individual
American pilots, These men, in the oldest
tradition of war, were following the orders
of superior officers to attack targets which
to the best of their knowledge were military
involving no loss or damage to civilian life.
They were doing their duty for their coun-
try—just as the soldiers of North Vietnam
are acting according to their duty as defined
by their leaders.

I have dissented at many points from this
war and its conduct. But I am at one with
all Americans in regarding any reprisals
agalnst these young men and indirectly
against their families, as an intolerable act—
contrary to the laws of war, contrary to all
past practices in this war, a plunge into bar-
barism which could serve the interest of no
man and no nation.

Moreover, such reprisals would do terrible
damage to the possibilities of reasoned dis-
cussions between our two countries—which
is the only way to a peaceful solution of this
conflict. Within our own countries, in inter-
national bodies, and in the world at large, the
new bitterness and meanness which such
reprisals represent would inevitably stifle
debate and discussion and, perhaps, place
our countries on a course of even-greater
escalation, a course from which there is no
return.

Mr. CrurcH. Mr. President, I appreciate
the eloquent statement made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York and the
general support he has given to the effort
by this group of Senators for whom I have
spoken. We hope the message will be very
clear that the threatened execution of Amer-
ican prisoners of war may well carry this
cruel conflict beyond the point of no return.

As one who has constantly sought to find
an honorable settlement, who can speak with
some measure of independence and objectiv-
ity, as ocne who has frequently disagreed
with our own Vietnamese policy, I hope
this message will get through.

Mr. BAYH, Mr.
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes; I am very pleased
to vield.

Mr. BAYH. I would like to salute my
colleague from Idaho for the courageous
position which he took. At that par-
ticular moment, it was not the most
popular thing to do. Neither was it, po-
litically, the most advantageous thing
to do. The record will show that the Sen-
ator from Idaho and some others who
were deeply concerned about the policy
of our country at that time did in fact
speak out about the callous attitude of
the North Vietnamese in regard to the
lives of our fliers, and that it had more
to do than anything else with the fact
that they were not executed as the North
Vietnamese had threatened. I salute him
for the tremendous econtribution he
made,

I would hope that perhaps other Sen-
ators might join in broadening this col-
loguy and that this might persuade the
North Vietnamese, once again, of the
error of their ways concerning the ter-
rible manner in which they are treating
American prisoners of war.

Mr. CHURCH. I fully share the senti-
ment of the Senator.

A few days after the statement to
which I referred was released, the gov-
ernment in Hanoi decided against the
trials. It did not proceed either to try
or execute the American airmen. I was
told later by spokesmen for the State
Department who were close to the situa-
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tion that they thought our timely state-
ment had proved very effectively in
Hanoi.

Now is another time for us to speak
out, as the Senator from Indiana has
done today, to let Hanoi know of our
heartfelt concern for American prisoners
of war, and the outrage we feel that
these men have not received the kind
of humane treatment to which they are
entitled under the conventions that
should govern the conduct of all civilized
nations.

Regarding the earlier statement, and
in order to make the REcOrRD complete, I
ask unanimous consent that an article
dealing with that statement, which ap-
peared in the Boston Sunday Globe on
July 17, 1966, may appear at this point
in the RECORD.

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

THE PHONE RANG, WITH URGENT PLEA
(By Martin F. Nolan)

WasHINGTON.—The most dramatie, ironic
hours in the administration’s latest overture
to Hanol began last week when the phone
rang in the Bethesda home of Sen. Frank
Church of Idaho.

George Ball, the Undersecretary of State,
was calling with an urgent plea. It was
Thursday night, with the lives of American
airmen hanging in the balance and what
Church later called “a peril point of no re-
turn” approaching the Viet Nam war.

The North Vietnamese government re-
ported ready to announce the trials and ex-
pected executions of downed fliers. Ball's
message was desperate, acknowledging that
all appeals from the President and the State
Department through mnormal diplomatic
channels had failed to convince Hanoi that
the executions would further escalate the
war; the administration’s “credibility gap”
had stretched across the Pacific.

Since Hanoi had always believed that in-
ternal political dissension in America had
aided the cause, only a plea from Senate
“doves” might save the airmen.

For Church, a member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and one of the earliest
advocates of de-escalating the war, Ball's
telephone request represented supreme irony.
Since late 1964, when he first criticized
American policy in Viet Nam, the Idaho
Democrat had been snubbed by the White
House and ridiculed at the State Depart-
ment. Now he was being asked to help rescue
some of the administration's most agonizing
chestnuts from a perilous fire.

Had the advice given by Church and other
Senate critics been followed, the “very, very
grave development”—as Becretary of State
Dean Rusk called it—might not have been a
threat today. Church and others had opposed
bombing the north, claiming it would lead
to unforeseen escalation and needless loss of
life.

But now, with the deadline in Hanoi ap-
proaching, the situation was critical. Church
agreed to make a statement and to ask other
senatorial critics of the administration to
join him,

The 41-year-old senator called several sen-
ators for advice and began writing his state-
ment. A press conference was called for Fri-
day afterncon at 2 p.m. for the widest pos-
sible *“exposure”. A special effort was made
to get Communist country correspondents to
attend; a reporter for Izvestia showed up.

After calling several senators, including
Joseph 8. Clark (D-Pa.), vacationing in Wyo-
ming. Church was advised on the statement’s
preparation. He was advised to keep it short
and easlly translatable into French for Ha-
noi’s benefit. The word “atrocity” was crossed
out to avold any provocative inference.
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Most of the five-paragraph statement was
Church’s own, ringing with mountain-state
Old Testament rhetoric: “Violence begets vio-
lence; the fever of reprisal rises, feeding upon
itself: . . then the war becomes a raging
inferno, burning away the last barriers of
restraint.”

At 9 am. Friday, Church began to call as
many senators as he could. He had to do it
himself, since the scope of the subject was
beyond the area of staff aides. Few Republi-
cans were reached in the four-hour period al-
though Bens. George Alken of Vermont and
John Sherman Cooper of Kentucky were cer-
tified “doves.”

Church began with the most severe critics
and worked down a list of 15 senators who
had signed a request to President Johnson
early this year asking a continued suspension
of bombing North Viet Nam. He added three
new recruits including Sen. J. Willlam Ful-
bright.

The two Eennedy brothers and Majority
Leader Mike Mansfield were reached less than
an hour before Church's announcement.
They later joined the appeal in spirit with
separate statements,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, also I ask
unanimous consent that an editorial pub-
lished in the Lewiston, Idaho, Tribune on
July 27, 1966, may appear here in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

CHURCH'S ROLE IN THE PrLoT TRIALS

Idaho Sen. Frank Church played a key
and perhaps decisive role in convincing
North Viet Nam that American pilots should
not be placed on trial as war criminals, ac-
cording to a behind-the-scenes story in the
Boston Sunday Globe.

The story goes a long way to explain why
Church suddenly came forward with a state-
ment from himself and fellow Senate doves
agalnst a threat from Hanol that few Ameri-
cans knew existed.

The Globe reports the Johnson adminis-
tration had known about the threatened
trials and probable executions and had been
unable to dissuade Hanol through normal
channels. Assuming that the North Viet-
namese leaders place too much stress on
American dissenters as verbal allles, the ad-
ministration sought to demonstrate that
pilot trials would be harmful to Hanoi's cause.

Undersecretary of State George W. Ball
called Church and enlisted his help. The
Globe says this is what happened:

“The 41-year-old senator called several
senators for advice and began writing his
statement. A press conference was called for
Friday afternoon . . . for the widest possible
exposure. A special effort was made to get
Communist country correspondents to at-
tend; a reporter for Izvestia showed wup.

“After calling several senators, including
Joseph 8. Clark, D-Pa., vacationing in Wyo-
ming, Church was advised on the statement’s
preparation. He was advised to keep 1t short
and easily translatable into French for
Hanol's benefit. The word ‘atrocity’ was
crossed out to avold any provocative infer-
ence. Most of the five-paragraph statement
was Church’s own, ringing with mountain-
state Old Testament rhetoric: ‘“Viclence be-
gets violence; the fever of reprisal rises,
feeding upon itself; . . . then the war be-
comes a raging inferno, burning away the
last barriers of restraint.’

“At 9 a.m. Friday, Church began to call
as many senators as he could . . . Church
began with the most severe critics and
worked down a list of 15 senators who had
signed a request to President Johnson early
this year, asking a continued suspension of
bombing North Viet Nam. He added three new
recruits including Sen. J. Willlam Fulbright.
The two Eennedy brothers and Majority
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Leader Mike Mansfleld were reached less
than an hour before Church's announce-
ment. They later joined the appeal in spirit
with separate statements.”

There is no way of knowing whether the
statement by Church and his fellow doves
was the persuading influence, but it didn't
hurt anything, and it probably was a key
factor.

Hanoi has been encouraged by the dis-
sent on the war in America and has remained
inflexible in the hope that the U.S. would—
at the prodding of the dissenters—grow
weary of the conflict. But there are signs
Hanoi has placed the wrong emphasis on the
dissent—somehow taking it as support for
North Viet Nam, somehow equating Church
and other senators with that insignificant
band of radicals who wave the Viet Cong
flag at protest rallies.

Church and the others have never excused
the presence of North Vietnamese troops in
South Viet Nam, nor do they believe Hanoi
is right and America wrong. In the long run,
they are unylelding enemies of international
communism, especially the Red Chinese
variety.

Church and his fellow critics question
whether America’'s best interests are being
served by becoming involved in an Asian land
war. Certainly, the Red Chinese seems to be
delighted by the presence of American troops
in Asia as some sort of a confirmation of their
propaganda.

In the long run, Church and the others
may be wrong. It may be possible to prove
something in Viet Nam. But it would be im-
portant for Hanol and the hawks at home
to remember that Church and other critics
of the war are not taking sides in a struggle
between America and international commu-~
nism. They represent, instead, a third point
of view. But when the chips are down and
Hanol or anyone else does force them to take
sides, as it did in the case of the pilot trials,
Church and the other critics will side with
Washington over Hanol any day.—B.H.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I also
have news releases issued subsequently,
which bear out the continuing concern I
have felt for American prisoners of war.
On May 1, 1970, I joined the distinguished
Senator from Kansas as one of the co-
sponsors of a resolution he introduced,
which had, so far as I know, the unani-
mous support of the Senate, in which we
expressed our strong feeling that these
prisoners are entitled to better treat-
men: than they have received from the
North Vietnamese. I said at that time:

I hope that this latest Congressional reso-
lution will focus additional attention upon
the situation of American POW’'s and help
to assure both humane treatment for them
and speed the day of thelir safe return home.

I ask unanimous consent that the news
release dated May 1, 1970, may appear
at this point in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the news
release was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

News RELEASE FroM FraANK CHURCH

WAsSHINGTON, May 1, 1970.—Senator Frank
Church has co-sponsored a Senate concur-
rent resolution designating today—May 1—
as a day for an appeal for international jus-
tice for American prisoners of war and serv-
icemen missing in action in Southeast Asla.

Church noted that American prisoners of
war or those missing in action now number
1,500, including several from Idaho.

In remarks prepared for delivery in the
Senate, Church sald that '“The treatment of
American POW's in Southeast Asia has been
a concern of mine for many years.” The
Idaho Senator noted that in 1966, he drafted
a statement—in which he was joined by
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many other Senators—which warned the
Hanol government against treating Amer-
ican prisoners as war criminals. As a result,
Hanoi dropped its criminal charges against
captured American pilots.

More recently, Church co-sponsored and
helped move through the Foreign Relations
Committee a Senate resolution calling on
the United Nations to intervene on behalf
of American prisoners to insure that the
Geneva Convention covering treatment of
POW'’'s is obeyed and that prisoners received
humane treatment.

“I hope,” Church said, “that this latest
Congressional resolution will focus addi-
tional attention upon the situation of Amer-
ican POWs and help to assure both humane
treatment for them and speed the day of
their safe return home.”

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, again
last year, in October of 1969, I issued
another public statement calling the
treatment accorded American prisoners
of war by North Vietnam “indefensible.”
I described it as still another barrier to
a successful settlement of the war. I
said at that time:

As a Senator who has long objected to
our involvement in Vietnam, I call on the
North Vietnamese and the National Libera-
tion Front to observe the canons of morality
and international law.

1 said further that:

No legalisms can absolve any government
of its obligation to accord humane treat-
ment to prisoners of war.

And I noted that the cruelty of the
North Vietnamese policy:

Is felt most deeply by the prisoners’ wives
and familles. For many, the pain of separa-
tion is worsened by the terrible uncertainty
about whether their loved ones are alive.

I concluded with:

The obstinacy of the government of North
Vietnam and the NLF increases bitterness
and suspicion, and raises still another bar-
rier to a successful settlement of the war.
Without producing any military or diplo-
matic advantage, it multiplies grievances,
spreads distrust and has much the same
effect on progress toward peace as escala-
tion on the battlefield.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full statement, issued on
October 1, 1969, appear in the RECORD.

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

News RELEASE FrROM FRANK CHURCH

WasHINGTON, October 1, 1969.—Senator
Frank Church said today that the treatment
accorded American prisoners of war by North
Vietnam 1s “indefensible” and still another
barrler to "“a successful settlement of the
‘war."”

In remarks prepared for delivery in the
Senate, the Idaho Senator said it is time “for
Hanol to recognize that its treatment of
prisoners of war is morally repulsive to peo-
ple of all shades of opinion in the United
States and the world.

“As a Senator who has long objected to our
involvement in Vietnam, I call on the North
Vietnamese and the National Liberation
Front to observe the canons of morality and
international law.”

Hanoi and the NLF, Church sald, “should
identify the prisoners of war, allow the free
flow of mall, permit inspection of the de-
tention facilities by the International Red
Cross, and give real evidence that the cap-
tives are recelving adequate care. In the
name of our common humanity, they should
do so now.”

At the same time, Church reiterated his
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support for a pending Senate resolution
urging the United Nations to act on behalf
of American prisoners.

Noting the continued refusal of Hanoi and
the NLF to abide by the Geneva Conventions
of 1949 concering treatment of prisoners,
Church said that “No legalisms can absolve
any government of its obligation to accord
humane treatment to prisoners of war.”

The cruelty of the North Vietnamese
policy, the Idaho Democrat continued, “is
felt most deeply by the prisoners’ wives and
families. For many, the pain of separation is
worsened by the terrible uncertainty about
whether their loved ones are alive.”

And, Church sald, “The obstinacy of the
government of North Vietnam and the NLF
increases bitterness and suspicion, and raises
still another barrier to a successful settle-
ment of the war. Without producing any
military or diplomatic advantage, it multi-
plies grievances, spreads distrust and has
much the same effect on progress toward
peace as escalation on the battlefield.”

In 1966, in an effort led by Church, several
Senate opponents of the war in Vietnam
warned the North Vietnamese against going
ahead with their threat to execute captured
American flyers as war criminals. A few days
later, Hanoi dropped its plan for the war
criminal trials,

Mr, CHURCH. So, Mr. President, I
would hope that no one is led to con-
clude that those of us who oppose this
amendment have any less feeling for the
plight of American prisoners of war than
those who vote for the amendment.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly ?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. I just want to underscore
the Senator's last statement. Certainly,
as I tried to make it clear, I applaud
those efforts of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho and others who have
spoken on the floor today. I do not ques-
tion the motives of anyone. I do not ques-
tion anyone’s patriotism. I do not agree
with the Senator from Idaho's assess-
ment of this amendment but certainly do
not intend to make an issue of anyone'’s
patriotism, whether he opposes or sup-
ports the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Kansas. I believe it is an ap-
propriate amendment and will speak to
that later this afternoon. I have high
regard for the Senator from Idaho and
recognize his long and continuing in-
terest, not only in opposition to the war,
but in the status of American prisoners
of war and those missing in action in
Southeast Asia.

I hope the Senate will deal with the
amendment, on its merits and not by way
of some parliamentary procedure to
table it. At least we should have a vote
on the merits of the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator for
his personal references.

I yield now to the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) .

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a great
deal has been said and done in recent
years regarding the young Americans be-
ing held as prisoners of war by the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong. Our own
Government and others, private groups
and individuals, Members of Congress,
and the relatives of the prisoners them-
selves, have gone to extraordinary
lengths and pursued every channel in the
hope of at least finding out the names of
the prisoners held.
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My personal efforts in this regard go
back to the fall of 1965, and have con-
tinued until the present time. In addi-
tion to a number of visits to the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross in
Geneva, and conversations with repre-
sentatives of various governments and
the United Nations, on three separate oc-
casions, I have addressed letters to the
President of North Vietnam. My primary
concern was merely information on the
identity and condition of the prisoners,
and arrangements for the free flow of
mail between these men and their fami-
lies in the United States. The first letter,
sent in 1966, was never answered. The
second letter, sent in 1967, was acknowl-
edged through an aide to the President
of North Vietnam. The third letter, sent
last year, was answered by President Ho
Chi Minh'’s successor, Ton Duc Thang.

The negative response to my personal
efforts are a matter of record—so I share
the deep frustration of all Americans, on
the lack of any meaningful progress re-
lating to the prisoners of war issue.

Our duty to these men, of course, and
to their families, is basically humani-
tarian. And I strongly feel, that if we
are to successfully obtain humane and
fair treatment for them, we must stop
tying their rights to unrelated political
controversies, both foreign and domestic.
We must stop exploiting their helpless
plight to beat the war drums in South-
east Asia. We must stop using them as
pawns in the Paris talks, thereby evad-
ing the real issues involved in reaching
a political settlement—a negotiated set-
tlement—that will end the violence and
war in Indochina.

It is this increasing politicization of
the prisoners of war issue that concerns
me today. And so I say, as I have said in
this Chamber before, let us remove the
political pressures from the prisoner is-
sue. Let us give credibility to our legiti-
mate humanitarian concerns. Let us
stop the shouting and denunciations, and
begin the quiet, private international ini-
tiatives necessary, I feel, to accomplish
the objectives all of us seek.

A few months ago—in February—the
American National Red Cross began such
an effort. Chairman E. Roland Harriman
wrote letters appealing for the help of
Red Cross societies throughout the
world. On April 9 I reported to Sena-
tors some progress on responses to his
letters. Today I can report additional
progress, but I also want to urge those
National Red Cross societies that have
not responded positively to do so now.

It is my understanding that at least
45 of the societies have communicated
with Mr. Harriman. At least 30 of these
have responded positively. Only three so-
cieties have been negative so far—those
in the Soviet Union, Mainland China,
and East Germany.

I would certainly hope and urge that
other societies—the Red Cross being per-
haps the most universal of humanitarian
agencies—would respond positively to
the pleas for help from their counter-
part in their country, and in turn work
together to generate some program on an
issue of vital concern to the American
people and humanitarians throughout
the world.
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It is my hope that other American
voluntary organizations, with essential-
ly humanitarian concerns, will support
and join this effort of the Red Cress.
I appeal to these other organizations—
in the religious community and else-
where—to encourage their counterparts
and related agencies overseas, to raise
the prisoners of war issue in other coun-
tries.

The fact remains, Mr. President, that
there are a number of international
agencies which have shown themselves
to be interested in humanitarian efforts
and concerns involving disadvantaged
peoples—in Nigeria and elsewhere. Some
are concerned with such things as the
past massacres in Indonesia or political
prisoners in Brazil, for example. I do not
feel that these organizations have been
sufficiently activated to this issue of pris-
oners of war, and I would certainly be
hopeful that all the information that we
have, that is available to the Govern-
ment, could be presented to these groups,
religious groups and others, and that we
could actively implore the use of their
good offices in trying to reach a solution
to this very compelling humanitarian
issue of the American prisoners in North
Vietnam.

Perhaps such an internationalization
of the prisoners of war issue, within
the humanitarian context of these pri-
vate organizations, will persuade Hanoi
that even modest steps to ease the an-
guish felt in the hearts of so many
Americans would be gratefully welcomed
by people throughout the world as a
measure of respect for the dignity of man
and a meaningful contribution ftoward
peace.

Mr. President, I want to commend the
distinguished floor leader, the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayr) and a number of others for their
statements this afternoon, I think they
have reflected, as shown by their past
efforts, a very true, deep, and passionate
concern for the welfare and the well-
being of these prisoners.

I think all of us feel the sense of frus-
tration from the fact that even efforts
made by well-intentioned people have
failed to bring about the kind of solu-
tion to this problem which all of us in
this body would like to see achieved.

The prisoner of war issue, in its real
humanitarian aspects, has to be brought
home even further throughout the world
community. I think we have to be un-
relenting in our efforts to achieve the
aims which all of us would like to achieve.
I think we can see that in the very recent
months, there have been some very slight
rays of light occasioned by the exchange
of some mail and packages. Certainly
this is not the whole story, but there have
been certain kinds of indications which
are a good deal more hopeful than we
ever expected in the past.

So I would hope that if we can get
international humanitarian agencies to
make the necessary effort, we will have
at least provided some additional and
meaningful channels to meet what I
know concerns every Member of this
body.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
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Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I express
my gratitude to the Senator for the per-
suasive argument he has made.

I yield now to the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. CasE).

Mr., CASE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague for yielding. I asked him to do
so only for the purpose of adding a little
cumulative weight to what has been said
already.

Those of us who do not believe that
the pending amendment is the best way
to proceed in the matter of helping pris-
oners of war are very much concerned
that our opposition to it should not in any
way be misunderstood. As the Senator
from Idaho and other colleagues who
have just spoken have clearly indicated,
our concern for these men—and women,
if there be any—who are in the hands of
the enemy is in no way diminished by
the action that we expect to take in re-
gard to this amendment, and we do not
want anyone to misunderstand this. We
shall continue as strongly as we can in
all the various ways that have been pur-
sued, and in others, too, if they can be
found, to ameliorate this situation and
to bring, if it is possible in any way to do
it, the force of world opinion to bear upon
the North Vietnamese and upon the peo-
ple who are holding Americans as prison-
ers of war in circumstances that are not
tolerable.

I commend my colleague for having
raised this issue, and other Senators as
well.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to say
a word in support of the Senator from
Idaho and other Senators who would not
want what we say here to be construed
as a message to Hanoi that we in any
way sympathize with or excuse or con-
done their obnoxious treatment of our
men who are prisoners of war.

I am reminded of World War II, when
the Germans had two kinds of prisoners
of war—those from nations that had
signed the Geneva convention and those
from nations that had not. The prisoners
from nations that had not signed the
convention were treated as nonprisoners
and were treated very badly. I am think-
ing specifically of the Russians who were
German prisoners of war. But even in
that case, their treatment was better
than the treatment that is accorded the
prisoners of war held by North Vietnam.
In World War II, the prisoners were not
called criminals, they were not brutal-
ized, and they were not brainwashed.

I think it is very important for Hanoi
to recognize that those who oppose the
war find far more obnoxious, from an
individual viewpoint the treatment the
North Vietnamese are according to
American men held as prisoners of war.

I commend the Senator from Idaho
for his statement.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, no one
abhors war more deeply than the Quak-
ers. Those who devoutly believe in the
Quaker faith must feel deep compas-
sion toward American prisoners of war,
and the condition in which they now find
themselves.

I received today a letter from Mr. Ed-
ward F. Snyder, of the Friends Commit-
tee on National Legislation. It is an elo-
quent statement in opposition to the
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enactment of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Kansas. The letter
points out how the adoption of this
amendment could not possibly help our
prisoners of war, indeed it might have
the opposite effect.

Mr. Snyder concludes his letter with
this statement:

If we are truly concerned for the welfare
of prisoners of war in Vietnam, Cambodia
and Laos, it seems to me the best way to
secure their release is in the context of a
general agreement to end the war in Indo-
china.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of this letter be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
LEGISLATION,
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1970.
Senator FrRaNk CHURCH,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR CHURCH: During the early
months of 1968 as Quaker International Af-
fairs Representative in Southeast Asla I had
occasion to talk with representatives of the
DRVN and the National Liberation Front
about the question of prisoner release. This
was done in the context of seeking the re-
lease of one of our Quaker doctors taken pris-
oner at Hue during the Tet Offensive and of
her friend who worked with International
Volunteer Services. We also urged the release
of other civilians and government personnel.

In the course of these conversations I had
the opportunity to form some opinion re-
garding the possibilities for releasing such
prizoners and the conditions under which a
general release might occur.

Having had personal friends who were or
are now thought to be prisoners, I can sym-
pathize deeply with the desire of those who
seek to obtain their release. It does seem to
me, however, that proposals such as those
offered by Senator Dole of Kansas will be
completely ineffectual in achieving that goal.

Two references arise from Senator Dole's
proposal that the Church-Cooper Amend-
ment “. . . shall be Ilnoperative during any
period that the President determines that
citizens or nationals of the United States are
held as prisoners of war in Cambodia by the
North Vietnamese or the forces of the Na-
tional Liberation Front."

One inference is that there is an implied
threat to continue or escalate the military
action in Cambodia if the North Vietnamese
or the forces of the National Liberation
Front hold U.S. prisoners of war there.
Threats or the actuality of much stronger
action such as massive bombing of North
Vietnam have had no such effect and it
seems practically inconceivable that the
threat that U.S. troops will remain in or
return to Cambodia will persuade them to
release prisoners.

There is also an implication which may be
unintended that, by leaving the way open
for U.S. forces to remain in or return to
Cambodia, some sort of armed column rescue
operation might be carried out. Even if it
were possible to locate the place where pris-
oners were being held in Cambodia, the risk
to the lives and safety of the prisoners them-
selves in the course of such an operation
would be, in my opinion, so great that this
course of action is extremely difficult to
justify.

The only real hope for securing a general
release of prisoners lies in achievement of
a final settlement such as occurred in the
Geneva Accords of 1954, As you recall, Arti-
cle 21 of the Agreement on the Cessation of
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Hostilities In Vietnam of July 20,
states:

“The liberation and repatriation of all
prisoners of war and civillan internees de-
talned by each of the two parties at the
coming into force of the present Agreement
shall be carried out under the following con-
ditlons:

“(a) All prisoners of war and civilian in-
ternees of Viet-Nam, French and other na-
tionalities captured since the beginning of
hostilities in Viet-Nam during military op-
erations or in any other circumstances of
war and in any part of the territory of Viet-
Nam shall be liberated within a period of
thirty (30) days after the date when the
cease-fire becomes effective in each theatre.

“(b) The term ‘civilian internees’ is under-
stood to mean all persons who, having in any
way contributed to the political and armed
struggle between the two parties, have been
arrested for that reason and have been kept
in detention by either party during the
period of hostilities.

“{c) All prisoners of war and civilian in-
ternees held by either party shall be sur-
rendered to the appropriate authorities of
the other party, who shall give them all
possible assistance in proceeding to their
country of origin, place of habitual resi-
dence or the zone of their choice.”

If we are truly concerned for the welfare
of prisoners of war in Vietnam, Cambodia
and Laos, it seems to me the best way to
secure their release is in the context of a
general agreement to end the war in Indo-
china.

Sincerely yours,
Eowarp F, SNYDER.

Mr. CHURCH. I yield now to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH, I thank the Senator from
Idaho.

In talking with a number of citizens of
this country and other countries who
have been in direct communication with
the North Vietnamese, it appears that
it is difficult for the North Vietnamese
leaders to understand our system of gov-
ernment.

The Senator from Indiana wonders
whether there is anything we can do,
other than this type of colloquy, to try
to drive this message home: that in our
system it is entirely possible for the
Senator from Indiana and the Senator
from Idaho and some of the rest of us
to disagree with vigor, but with respect,
as to the proposition of our friend and
colleague the Senator from Kansas, and
yvet, with equal fervor, to agree on a
somewhat related point such as the pris-
oners of war.

The Senator from Idaho asked a mo-
ment ago whether there was anything
else we could do. The Senator from In-
diana is at a loss to suggest anything
that can guarantee the return of our
men.

It has been suggested by some that
perhaps something dramatic might be
done, a joint session of Congress, for ex-
ample, for the purpose of dealing with
the problems of prisoners of war, The
Senator from Indiana feels that perhaps
this should be explored with the Presid-
ing Officer, the Vice President, or with
the officials of the other body.

I ask the Senator from Idaho and the
Senator from Kansas whether & message
I just have penned might profitably be
sent to the premier of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam, the North Viet-
namese, to which we would try to get the

June 2,

1954,




June 2, 1970

signatures of all Members of the Senate,
indicating that we are deeply concerned.
I am not wed to this language, and I am
not certain it will do anything, but any-
thing we can do to get the North Viet-
namese to better understand the deep
concern that the people of this country
have, and that we as their representa-
tives have, might be of some assistance.
It could read as follows:

We the undersigned members of the United
States Senate feel compelled to personally
express our sense of outrage at the continu-
ing inhumane treatment of United States
prisoners of war held captive by the govern-
ment of North Vietnam and National Libera-
tion Front.

As a signatory to the Geneva Prisoner of
War Convention of 1940—

Which I understand North Vietnam
signed in 1957.

North Vietnam is bound to identify the
persons held prisoner, release those who are
i1l or wounded, permit the regular flow of
mail to and from the prisoners, and permit
inspection of the prisoner of war facilities.
In blatant disregard of these basis human-
itarian requirements, the government of
North Vietnam continually has refused to
adhere to the terms of the Geneva Conven-
tion.

While we are not of one mind on the past
and present policies of our government in
Southeast Asia, we think it is important for
North Vietnam to know that we are of one
mind in insisting on the immediate release
and proper treatment of our prisoners.

I suggest that we might pursue this.
I further suggest to the Senator from
Kansas that together—all of us on both
sides of this issue—that this would be a
telling point. If a message such as this,
which could be drafted jointly by us,
could arrive in North Vietnam with the
signatures of 100 Senators affixed to if,
it might have an impact.

It would seem to me that this would
at least show a unanimity of purpose in
this country relative to what is happen-
ing to our young men.

Mr. CHURCH. I would be proud to add
my name to such a message. The unani-
mous endorsement of the Senate of such
a message, conveyed to the Government
of North Vietnam, could very possibly
have a helpful eflect.

I want to do anything I can that has
some chance of being effective in helping
our prisoners of war who are now held
prineipally in North Vietnam—not Cam-
bodia.

As the Senator himself has so well said
earlier in this debate, the pending
amendment offered by the Senator from
Kansas cannot possibly be effective in
helping American prisoners of war. By
retaining American forces in Cambodia
beyond the date the President himself
has set for their withdrawal, our POW’s
in Indochina are not helped at all.

One cannot believe, even if the Dole
amendment, were adopted, that the Pres-
ident would ever invoke it.

I thus commend the Senator for his
suggestion. I want to do something that
could help. Yet, we must not raise false
expectations, which would be the case if
we adopted an amendment of the char-
acter offered.

Mr. BAYH. It seems to me—I see our
distinguished colleague from Kansas ris-
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ing so I shall be brief—that one thing
that certainly could do no harm and
might, as the Senator from Idaho has
suggested, drive home the point that we
are united on the issue of the humane
treatment of U.S. prisoners, is a telegram
from the 100 Members of the Senate.

I appreciate the Senator’s yielding to
me.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, let me say,
first of all, in response to the suggestion
of the Senator from Indiana, it is a good
one. Certainly, I would be pleased fo
participate.

With reference to the debate this
afternoon, if nothing else, my amend-
ment has been successful, in that it has
at least spurred some debate.

I do not impugn the motives of any-
one but, to the contrary, applaud the
statements made. I recognize the inter-
est of many Senators in American pris-
oners of war and those missing in action
extending back before I became a Mem-
ber of this body.

Thus, to my friends who have risen to
express their views, perhaps this activity
in itself will be meaningful to the wives
and children and mothers of Americans
missing in action and our prisoners of
war in Southeast Asia.

I have been told many times by the
wives and parents of Americans missing
in action, and prisoners of war, that any
interest expressed on the Senate floor or
on the floor of the House, or by the Pres-
ident is meaningful, because it may re-
result in some way in better treatment
for their husbands and sons.

Thus, I would hope that the debate
today will have that meaning, notwith-
standinz the fate of my amendment,
which will be voted on tomorrow at
11:30 a.m.

I would say to my friends from Idaho
and Indiana that tomorrow, rather than
moving to table the amendment, that
we should have a vote on its merits.

I happen to believe this is one way
we can express ourselves, I happen to be-
lieve that this is a responsible amend-
ment. I do not consider it a travesty, as
has been suggested by the Senator from
Idaho. It says merely that—

(b) The provislons of subsection (a) of
this section shall be inoperative during any
period that the President determines that
citizens or nationals of the United States
are held as prisoners of war in Cambodia by
the North Vietnamese or the forces of the
National Liberation Front.

All it says, in effect, is, if the President
determines there are prisoners there,
American citizens, or American na-
tionals, that the sections are inoperative
and American troops could go into Cam-
bodia without the President first con-
sulting or obtaining the consent of
Congress.

Mr. CHURCH. Can the Senator from
Kansas tell us how many prisoners of
war there are in Cambodia?

Mr. DOLE. Not precisely. I think there
are reports of 20 or more.

Mr., CHURCH. Can the Senator tell us
how many prisoners of war there are in
North Vietnam?

Mr. DOLE. Again, not precisely. I think
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perhaps as 400—known
prisoners.

Mr. CHURCH. Then why does not the
Senator extend the amendment to cover
North Vietnam and provide that there
shall be no withdrawal of troops from
South Vietnam as long as there are pris-
oners of war in North Vietnam ?

Mr. DOLE. I would be very happy to
add North Vietnam, Laos, and Thailand,
but would not add the last section. I be-
lieve the President would exercise the
right of rescue, notwithstanding the
amendment, as has been expressed by
the Senator from Idaho and many oth-
ers. That is why I feel this amendment
would be a positive step by the Senate,
that the President should have that right.
It underscores what has been said by
every Senator speaking today, that we
are concerned about our prisoners of war
and those missing in action.

Why do we not say so in so many
words? I would be very happy to accept
the amendment, to include Laos, Thai-
land, and North Vietnam.

Mr, CHURCH. Last December, the
Senator supported an amendment here
that prohibited the introduction of
American ground forces into Laos. At
that time he did not raise any question
concerning American prisoners of war
held in Laos. Is that not true?

Mr. DOLE. That is true. It was a mis-
take, but I did not raise that question
at that time.

Mr, CHURCH. Is not the principle
involved in this amendment, as it ap-
plies to Cambodia, equally applicable to
Laos and North Vietnam?

Mr. DOLE. There is no question about
it. In fact, there are other amendments
pending. They will all be offered in due
course, some much broader than mine.
I restricted mine to Cambodia because
the Church-Cooper resolution was re-
stricted to Cambodia. There are some
16 or 17 amendments pending. This is
only the beginning. There will be others
following this one. The Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GoOLDWATER) has an
amendment which deals with prisoners
of war in the entire area of Southeast
Asia. I confess that I voted last Decem-
ber 15 for the Laos-Thailand amend-
ment and perhaps at that time there
should have been some recognition, that
the President had that power in any
event. Again, as has been stated by the
Senator from Idaho, I feel the Presi-
dent has that right and he has that
power. Thus, I hope the Senator from
Idaho might agree to some language in
the Church-Cooper resolution itself.

Mr. CHURCH. Whatever constitu-
tional power the President has, irrespec-
tive of what language we put in the
Cooper-Church amendment, he will re-
tain.

Mr. President, I have here a tabula-
tion from the Department of Defense
on the prisoner of war situation as of
May 26, 1970. I call it to the Senator’'s
attention because it is highly pertinent
to his amendment.

This compilation shows that of those
Americans missing in action, 481 are
listed as missing in action in South Viet-
nam, 405 are listed as missing in action
in North Vietnam, 219 in Laos, none in

many as
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Cambodia—for a subtotal of 1,105. Of

those believed to be captured by the

enemy, 75 are believed to be in South

Vietnam, 375 are believed to be in North

Vietnam, three are believed to be in Laos,

and none are believed to be in Cam-

bodia. The total, 1,558, is the latest com-
pilation furnished us by the Department
of Defense.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this compilation be printed
in the RECORD.

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

American servicemen missing in action or
believed captured—Southeast Asia, as of
May 26, 1970

1. Missing in action (location):

a. South Vietnam_

b. North Vietnam..

Subtotal

2. Believed captured (location) :
a. South Vietnam
b. North Vietnam
c. Laos -
d. Cambodia -

Bubtotal

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

Mr. DOLE, I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,

there are 18 or 20 American newsmen
missing in action. They could be as-

sumed to be prisoners of war in Cam-
bodia.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, at this point
in the Recorp, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed a number of telegrams
from the wives and mothers of Amer-
ican prisoners of war and Americans
missing in action with reference to the
amendment I have offered, and with
reference to the other amendments deal-
ing with prisoners of war and Americans
missing in action, and the so-called
Cooper-Church amendment.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

LewisToN, IDAHO,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoserT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR DOLE: MY son, Lt. Roderick
Mayer, U.S.N., has been a prisoner of war in
North Vietnam since Oct. 17, 1965.

If President Nixon withdraws our troops
from Vietnam before Hanol releases our men,
I will never see my son again.

Please use your influence to convince the
President that he must negotiate the release
of our prisoners of war by North Vietnam
and the Vietcong before he withdraws any
more troops from Vietnam.

Sincerely,
Mrs. JoE MAYER.

ForT MapisoN, Iowa,
June 1, 1970.
Senator RoBerT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
‘We urge support of prisoner of war amend-

ment to bill 609.

Mr. and Mrs. DarwiN CUTHBERT.
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BEATTLE, WASH.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoBerT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C..

We strongly commend and support your
proposed POW amendment to the Church-
Cooper bill.

Mr. and Mrs. R. W. BaLcoM,

SPOKANE, WasH.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoserT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Mrs. Jeanette Shively, Mrs. Faye Schier-
man, and Mrs. Marie Bossio from Spokane,
Wash., left this morning for Europe to seek
information of their loved ones who are MIA
POW. They join with me in gratitude for your
constant concern of our POWs and in com-
mending you on the recent amendment to
the POW resolution.

Sincerely,
Joan VissoTzKY.

PouvarLup, WasH.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RosErT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I commend you on your POW amendment
to Church-Cooper bill. Now is the time for
expanding war legislation to include the
prisoners and missing held by North Vietnam,
Loas, and the National Liberation Front. We
must be sure money and troops are not with-
drawn before satisfactory negotiations of the
prisoner question. We cannot abandon the
1,500 in Southeast Asla as we did the 389 in
Eorea.

Best personal wishes.

Mrs. ROBERT HAGERMAN,
Washington Families Prisoners of War.

WALLA WALLA, WASH.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoBerT DoOLE, 4
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR DOLE: We the parents of a
son who is missing in action in Southeast
Asia want to commend you on your amend-
ment of the return of Americans including
all prisoners of war in Southeast Asia. Your
efforts are greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours.,
FLORENCE M. KLEINKNECHT.

TAacoMA, WASH.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoBerT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I commend you for your amendment to
the Church-Cooper bill with consideration
for the prisoners and missing in action. The
familles and loved ones of these men sup-
port you in your endeavor to show concern
and are placing our confidence in you that
the men in Cambodia and also those held as
prisoners and missing in action category in
the other areas of Southeast Asia shall not
be forgotten in haste to withdraw funds and
troops before these brave captives are re-
turned home and a just peace is realized.

JoYCcE ENISELY.

LAGUNA BEACH, CALIF,
Senator RoeerT DoOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I support you in your amendment to the
Church-Cooper bill which would prohibit the
the cutting off of funds to Cambodia until
our prisoners of war are released,

Mrs. LiLianw N. SmITH.

June 2, 1970

Lacuna BeacH, CALr.,
June 1, 1970,
Senator RoserT DoOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washingion, D.C.:

You have of full support on your amend-

ment to the Church-Cooper bill.
MaRrY A. WATERS.
8r. Louis, Mo.,
May 30, 1970.
Senator RoeerT DoLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
We back your move to reenter Cambodia
If necessary to release American prisoners.
Mr. and Mrs. RICHARD VASEL,
OAK HARBOR, WASH.,
May 29, 1970.
Senator Boe DoLE,
Washington, D.C.:

Strongly support your stand for prisoner
release on Cambodian bill. Vitally concerned
citizen,

ALICE L. KANE.
OLYMPIA, WASH,,
May 29, 1970,
Senator RoserT DoLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I commend and support your efforts on
the POW's amendment to the Church-Coop-
er bill. We must not withdraw from Cambo-
dia for it may mean leaving prisoners of war
behind. I am one of many heart broken
loved ones of those missing in action and
our prayer is that men like you help for the
return of all prisoner of war men all over
in Southeast Asia. Thank you again for your
;very effort to help and our prayers are with

ou.
Mrs. PAUL L. VRAFFEE.
MERCER ISLAND, WASH.,
May 29, 1970.
Senator DoLE,
Washington, D.C.:

Commend and support your efforts. Behalf
of prisoner of war amendment to Church-
Cooper bill,

MELITTA JOHNSON,
SEATTLE, WaASH.,
Senator DoLE, Moy E0A0%0:
Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We are for our President and concur in his
Cambodia action please support amendment
to Church-Cooper bill our prisoners of war
and missing in action must not be left
behind and uncounted,

Mr, and Mrs. GEORGE A. JENSEN,
Oax HArBOR, WASH.,
May 29, 1970,
Senator Bos DoLE,
Washington, D.C.:

Strongly support your stand for prisoner
release on Cambodian bill,

GAmL OReLL.

LAGUNA BEACH, CaLrv,,
May 31, 1970.
Senator RoBErT DoLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I support you in your amendment to the
Church-Cooper bill which would prohibit the
cutting off of funds to Cambodia until our
prisoners of war are released.

Mrs. Liriaxw N. SMmitH.
Piqua, O=Io,
June 1, 1970.
Senator RoBErT DoLE,
Washington, D.C.:

We support the POW amendment.

Mary BaUGH.
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Lacuna BEacH, CALIF,,
June 1, 1970.
Senator RoBERT DOLE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
You have our full support on your amend-

ment to the Church-Cooper bill.

VIRGINIA DAILEY.

Oax HArBOR, WasH.,
May 30, 1970.

Senator RoBerT DOLE,
Washington, D.C.:

As the wife of a navy leutenant who is
missing in action in Vietnam I heartily sup-
port your amendment to the Cambodian bill.
I'm glad we have one very concerned Senator
in Washington.

Mrs. BarBara HUNT.

Oax Harpor, WasH.
Senator RoserT DoOLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

I am the wife of Cdr. W. P. Yarbrough, Mia,
North Vietnam, January 1, 1967. Before Con-
gress considers the people who scream what
can the United States do for them consider
the people who said what can we do for the
United States, the men who are missing in
action and prisoners of war in Southeast
Asla. The first have the voting power but the
second have the courage, Stop the Cooper-
Church bill from passage by the Senate. First
make North Vietnam return all missing in
action and prisoners of war.

BeErTY E. YARBROUGH.
CHICAGO, ILL.
June 1, 1970.
Senator RoserT DoOLE,
Washington, D.C.:

We support Robert J. Dole, Republican
from Kansas, amendment for the POW.

Mr. and Mrs. GEORGE STARK.

Piqua, OHIO,

June 2, 1970.
Senator RoBerT DoOLE,
Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.;
I support Senator Dole POW amendment.
Mr. and Mrs. EARL BAUGH.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, at the hour
of 11:30 tomorrow morning, there will
be a vote, hopefully, on the merits of the
amendment I have offered, to page 5,
lines 18 and 19 of the Military Sales Act.

I have no control over what motion
might be offered ahead of any vote on
the merits, but would assume and pre-
sume that there will be a motion to table.
But I hope in view of the thoughts ex-
pressed by a number of distinguished
Senators this afternoon that we will vote
on the merits of the amendment and that
the amendment will be adopted.

It is not very complicated. It is rather
simple. It merely says that if the Pres-
ident determines that Americans are
captives of the enemy in Cambodia, the
provisions of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment shall be inoperative.

The Senator from Idaho said and al-
most every other Senator believes, that
the President has this right and power
to effect the rescue of prisoners under
the Constitution in any event, although
it is not delineated clearly in the Con-
stitution.

Some raise doubts about the powers
that the President has under the Con-
stitution. That is the sole and only pur-
pose of offering the amendment, to make
it crystal clear that if the President
should determine that citizens or na-
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tionals are held prisoners of war in Cam-
bodia, the so-called Cooper-Church
amendment would not be operative.

As the Senate has proceeded in its
consideration of the Cooper-Church
amendment, initial doubts held by many
as to its timeliness and propriety have
been confirmed, and other weaknesses
have been disclosed.

The first flaw which was noted, and
one which has remained unrepaired, is
the amendment’s imposition of legisla-
tive initiative in a situation where the
President has taken action and is pur-
suing a well-defined and delimited ob-
jective, this legislative action is no less
than an attempt to second-guess the
President in his conduct of the Cam-
bodian operations. Furthermore, despite
assertions to the contrary, this legisla-
tive action amounts to a declaration of
lack of confidence in the President’s
ability or intention to fulfill his time-
table for termination of the Cambodian
operations.

Although the amendment has been
modified to take effect after the Presi-
dent’s deadline for withdrawal of U.S.
forces and to express the intent of acting
in concert with the President’s objec-
tives, the underlying implications of the
amendment have not been altered to any
meaningful extent.

Another objectionable aspect of the
Cooper-Church amendment, aside from
the present considerations of Cambodia,
is the actual or apparent limitation
which would be placed on the President’s
Commander in Chief powers. As a mat-
ter of constitutional law and realistic
understanding, the Congress cannot
place limitations on any of the Presi-
dent’s exclusive powers. However, in
world politics, just as in the domestic
variety, appearances, and impressions
are often of equal importance with ac-
tuality. While we in the Senate and the
American public would likely under-
stand the boundaries of any legislative
expressions in this field, we could not
count on similar understanding by peo-
ples of other countries, friends and en-
emies alike. If it were believed—falsely
or not—that the President, in the con-
duct of this Nation’s foreign policy and
in the command of our troops through-
out the world, was operating under leg-
islatively directed limitations on his ex-
clusive powers, the ramifications would
be profound.

Our capacity and dedication to meet-
ing our treaty and mutual security obli-
gations would be subjected to consider-
able question. If the Congress were be-
lieved to have restricted the President
in Cambodia what would allay suspicions
that limits might not be imposed in situ-
ations which might arise in Korea, in
Europe, or in Israel?

Our treaty partners throughout the
world would be forced to reevaluate their
positions within our alliances. If they
could no longer place their firm reliance
in our resolve to meet the spirit as well
as the letter of these obligations, they
could be expected to take fundamentally
different views of their roles in world
affairs. In pursuit of their own self-
interest, they would have to seek accom-
modations with other powers and inter-
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ests—perhaps against the wishes and
positions of the United States.

Even those nations who are not bound
to us by treaties would have to study
their positions in the light of an appar-
ently fettered U.S. President and re-
stricted U.S. capacity to influence world
events, and honor commitments.

Our enemies, too, would be given cause
to consider what new ventures and poli-
cies they might undertake believing U.S.
response to be encumbered by legislative
directives.

As I said, Mr. President, in reality, the
President’s and the country’s ability and
intention to wield power and fulfill ob-
ligations would not be impaired by the
Cooper-Church amendment. But if our
friends, our enemies, and noncommitted
peoples believed otherwise, the reality
would be irrelevant.

Another objectionable aspect of any
attempt to restrict the President’s Com~
mander in Chief authority has to do with
the men he commands. As Commander
in Chief the President has the immense
burden and responsibility of protecting
his troops to the utmost of his abilities.
He is, of course, required to order them
into hazardous duty. But to the maxi-
mum extent possible, he is charged with
insuring their safety—and the safety of
all Americans.

Mr. President, as I have done so many
times before, let me indicate, underscore,
and emphasize that President Nixon has
kept his word to the American people.
President Nixon has kept faith in the
American people. President Nixon has
reduced the troop level in South Vietnam
by 115,500.

Every withdrawal announced by Presi-
dent Nixon has been on schedule or
ahead of schedule. He has also announced
the withdrawal of another 150,000 troops
to be completed by next spring.

As I have stated before, I do not ques-
tion the motives of the sponsors of the
Cooper-Church amendment, but I ques-
tion the timing of it.

Had President Nixon announced he
would withdraw troops and then not fol-
lowed through, we would have had occa-
sion to question his credibility and in-
tegrity.

President Nixon has stated time and
time again that all American troops
would be withdrawn from Cambodia by
June 30. I have faith in President Nixon.
I believe President Nixon when he says
the troops will be withdrawn from Cam-
bodia on or before June 30.

I believe President Nixon when he says
150,000 additional American troops will
be withdrawn by next May 1 or before.

I believe President Nixon when he says
that the incursion into Cambodia was
necessary for two purposes and two pur-
poses only—first, to protect our Ameri-
can forces remaining in South Vietnam
and, second, to keep our Vietnamization
program on schedule or perhaps even
ahead of schedule.

Mr. President, we are faced tomorrow
with the initial vote, not a test vote by
any means, but the initial vote on a
series of amendments, many of which
would improve the so-called Cooper-
Church amendment.

Let me emphasize again that my
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amendment is not intended to gut the
Cooper-Church amendment. My amend-
ment is not intended to delay considera-
tion of the Cooper-Church amendment.

My amendment is intended to protect
the lives of Americans who may be
captives or prisoners of war in Cam-
bodia.

I suggest to my friends who spoke
today of their concern, and I have no
doubt that their concern is real and
sincere, that another way to express their
concern is to vote for the amendment
and against any motion to table.

This would be meaningful. It would be
a signal to Hanoi and to the National
Liberation Front that Americans do
care, that Americans will not take these
rights away from our President to pro-
tect the American prisoners.

It would be a signal of hope to Ameri-
can wives and mothers who have hus-
bands and sons who are now prisoners
of war in North and South Vietnam,
Laos, and Cambodia.

Mr. President, I conclude by request-
ing that those who have spoken today in
opposition to the amendment read it
carefully, read it in its entirety. Read
it as an effort to strengthen the Cooper-
Church amendment, read it as an effort
to strengthen the hand of the President,
read it as an effort to give hope to those
Americans who may be prisoners of war
or who may be Americans missing in
action anywhere in Southeast Asia.

Mr. President, I share the view ex-
pressed by the Senator from Idaho that
perhaps the amendment should be broad-
ened. Other amendments will be offered,
one by the Senafor from Arizona with
reference to American prisoners of war
and Americans missing in aetion in
North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos,
and other countries in Southeast Asia.

If we are truly concerned about Ameri-
can prisoners of war, wherever they may
be in Southeast Asia, I know of no better
way to express that concern than by
voting for my amendment tomorrow.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
the past 10 days it has been my privilege
to visit several widely separated sections
of the country and to talk with the people
in those areas. And during this time I
made it a special point to ask for opinions
on the Cambodian operation about which
there has been so much discussion since
the President moved to take forthright
action to wipe out sanctuaries from which
American fighting men were being
attacked.

I have discovered, Mr. President, what
I believe to be a rather interesting phe-
nomenon. When I first began my ques-
tioning 10 days to 2 weeks ago, I en-
countered a large degree of confusion,
a heavy percentage of doubt and a very,
very large degree of total and almost
complete misunderstanding of the prob-
lem and the geography of the part of the
world with which we are so intimately
and intricately concerned today.

During the latter part of my trip, how-
ever, I began to detect a change. I began
to discover a new and better under-
standing of just what the situation is in
the Far East. People seemed to be gain-
ing a better grasp of just what it is that
we are involved in in Vietnam and Cam-
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bodia at the present time. By the same
token, my mail is reflecting a similar
change. Several weeks ago it was running
about 5 to 2 in favor of the President’'s
position. Now the ratio is more like 9 to
1 in the President's favor.

Mr. President, I believe that the peo-
ple of this country are beginning to grasp
the fact that they, at long last, have in
the White House a President whose in-
tentions and whose purpose is to bring
the war in Southeast Asia to an honor-
able conclusion. I believe the people of
this country are now beginning to under-
stand that they finally have a President
with the courage and the determination
to overcome all obstacles and withstand
all types of public criticism for the good
of his country and for the good of peace.
Heaven knows our President has been
showered with plenty of abuse and
criticism from all directions since his
decision to move forthrightly in Cam-
bodia and take advantage of a political
situation in that country which could do
nothing but help terminate the war in
Southeast Asia and facilitate the with-
drawal of more and more American
troops.

Mr. President, it is my belief that we
owe a debt of gratitude at this time to
the advocates of peace, the so-called
doves in our midst, who brought about
this very, very vehement discussion of
the situation in Southeast Asia. I believe
that we owe them a debt of gratitude be-
cause without their criticism we could
not have reached this point of under-
standing, generally speaking, with the
American people. I do not believe that
we could have, in so short a time, brought
the people to a point where they more
thoroughly and completely seem to un-
derstand just what it is we are attempting
to do. I believe that many events have
aided in this process. I believe that the
“hard hat"” demonstrations in New York
were a large part of what went on. I
believe these patriotic and determined
men were able to open the people’s eyes,
figuratively and literally. I believe it
amazed the American people over the
length and breadth of this land to see
and hear about 150,000 laboring men
demonstrating in the streets of New York
for a public position in support of their
President. I believe it was a shock for
many to find unionized working men out
demonstrating for a Republican Presi-
dent on any issue. You will understand,
I am sure, that for the past 30 years,
Republicans were supposed to have been
the enemy of all those people who worked
with their hands.

This, of course, was a fallacy promul-
gated in the days of the depression and
the days of FDR. and the days of the
WPA and so forth. These were the days
when it was popular to downgrade and
to cast reflections on anybody and any-
thing that stood forthrightly for the
free enterprise system, who believed
capitalism could still work, or who felt
patriotism was not beneath them. These
were the days, of course, when we began
formulating the permissiveness and the
intellectual approach to foreign aflairs
which has encouraged some people to
believe that they themselves, if possessed
of a college degree or several college de-
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grees, could formulate foreign policy
much better than anybody elected to do
that job or anyone appointed and trained
to do that job for the Government of the
United States.

Now, Mr. President, today we find our-
selves in a situation where a full-blown
war exists in Southeast Asia and the
United States of America is deeply in-
volved. And I might add, again, we are
involved through no fault of any Re-
publican President. But we are involved
and we are involved deeply and tragi-
cally. The problem is to become unin-
volved in a way which will serve freedom
best. I believe the President of the United
States is doing this. I believe he is mak-
ing progress at this, and I believe the war
in Southeast Asia shows more signs of
progress toward a successful conclusion,
as far as we are concerned, than ever
before. But at this very time, Mr. Presi-
dent, we find the Senate of the United
States engaged in a heated, even a bitter,
controversy and debate over whether or
not we should pass legislation to restriet
the President’s actions in the field of for-
eign affairs; whether we should take ac-
tion, legislative action, that is, to actually
usurp Presidential and executive powers
in this field because some people in the
Senate of the United States disagree with
the way the President is handling things.

Now, I am not a lawyer and I am not
an expert on the Constitution. However,
I do revere that document and have spent
considerable time as a layman studying
it and trying to make myself familiar
with its various provisions. In that docu-
ment the Congress of the United States
is entrusted with the authority to declare
war. Now, we seem here today to be try-
ing to clarify, if you will, in a legislative
fashion, just where congressional powers
begin and leave off and where executive
powers begin and leave off in the field of
foreign relations generally. This whole
area has been described by experts as a
“twilight zone” in a legal sense; as a zone
which is not carefully defined or exactly
laid out.

I have an unhappy feeling when we
approach this particular subject in any-
thing but a constitutional sense. We keep
hearing the charge that the President
has usurped congressional warmaking
powers under the Constitution. We keep
hearing the statement that this is an
undeclared war. We keep hearing the
charge that the President has over-
reached his power and that action by
Congress is necessary to put the record
straight.

Mr. President, lef us assume for a
moment that such is the case and that
a clarification of the duties and responsi-
bilities of the President under the Con-
sitution for the conduct of foreign af-
fairs is needed. Then I propose, Mr.
President, that we forget this business
of passing amendments and tacking
things on to other bills and proceed in a
forthright fashion. If people in this body
believe that the President of the United
States is acting in a questionable fashion,
why do they not propose a constitutional
amendment which will forever clarify
where the powers of Congress begin and
leave off and where the powers of the
Executive begin and leave off in this very,
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very important field—a field of vital con-
cern to the very security and future of
the United States as well as to the cause
of freedom throughout the world? Why
do we not have a constitutional amend-
ment in this field, a constitutional
amendment which can be submitted to
the people of this country through their
legislatures and assemblies?

As I said earlier, Mr. President, I get
an unhappy feeling when I see us ap-
proaching legislatively the whole ques-
tion of the conduct of foreign policy in
an area where an actual state of a war
exists. I get an unhappy feeling that we
are here not only limiting or attempting
to limit the power of the executive, but
we are in effect announcing to the whole
world that we question the wisdom of
this policy and the course of action being
followed by the United States of America.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
this is the time or that it is ever the time
when we are conducting armed conflict
with an enemy to go about in a legisla-
tive fashion to question the actions of
our President or the course of our Gov-
ernment. But for those who insist on
some kind of action, I say to them the
only kind of action which this body can
take in the best interest of the American
people and the American fighting men is
an action which will have the effect of an-
nouncing to the world that we in the
Senate of the United States and the Con-
gress of the United States underwrite
and support the Executive in everything
he has done. This cannot be accom-
plished, I do believe, in the adoption of
the Cooper-Church amendment. Nor do
I believe it can be done through the more
stringent McGovern-Hatfield amend-
ment to end the war in Southeast Asia,
or through any of the proposals to repeal
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

No, Mr. President, I feel that only
something that would underscore the
President’s action with approval and
then try and accomplish some other ob-
jective connected with the war can per-
form properly the purpose which we
have before us today. Therefore, I be-
lieve the amendment introduced by the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. DoLE), to
the effect that mo limitation upon the
President voted by this body or this Con-
gress shall be operative during any
period when the President determines
that U.S. nationals or citizens are being
held prisoners by the North Vietnamese
or Vietcong forces in Cambodia.

Mr. President, in that respect I lis-
tened to the distinguished Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) question the Sena-
tor from Kansas (Mr. DorLE) as to why
he did not include the North Vietnamese,
the Vietcong, or Laotians. I was satis-
fied with the Senator’s explanation that
we are talking about only Cambodia at
the present time; but at the proper time
in the course of this debate I shall call up
my amendment to H.R. 15628 which
states in effect that—

The provisions of subsection (a) of this
section shall become effective as soon as the
President (1) obtains the release and safe
return to the jurisdiction of the United
States of every United States prisoner of war
held by the North Vietnamese and the forces
of the National Liberation Front, and (2)
notifies the Congress that the provisions of
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clause (1) of this subsection have been
satisfied.

Getting back to my discussion of the
question on Senator DorE’s amendment,
in this I believe we would, in effect, be
telling the world that we would leave the
area of Cambodia at a specific time pro-
vided we were assured that there were
no American prisoners of war being left
behind—and I include in those prisoners
the 18 to 20 who, the morning papers
told us, had disappeared in Cambodia.

This would have the effect, Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe, of hastening that time
when we can get some kind of honest and
humane action from our Communist
enemy in Southeast Asia on the 1,500
American soldiers and fighting men who
are held prisoners in that area of war,
those prisoners about whom we can ob-
tain no information on ways and means
of obtaining their release and about
whom we can get no details on their
physical well-being, which are so impor-
tant to their loved ones and parents
and relatives.

Therefore, passage of the Dole amend-
ment, it strikes me, would accomplish at
least a step in the direction of impressing
further upon our Communist enemy the
fact that we hold the welfare of those
1,500 American prisoners as a very im-
portant factor in the eonduct of the war.

I believe, therefore, that the Dole
amendment, if it were passed, could com-
pletely alter the appearance of action
taken in this body as it relates to the
President and his authority in the field
of foreign affairs.

Now, I understand, Mr. President, that
if this particular amendment, about
which I feel very personally involved,
should happen to fail, an amendment will
be proposed by Senator Byrp, my es-
teemed colleague from West Virginia,
which states that nothing in the Cooper-
Church. amendment shall preclude the
President from taking any aection that
may be necessary to protect the lives of
U.S. forces in South Vietnam or to has-
ten withdrawal of U.S. forces from South
Vietnam.

While I would prefer the Dole amend-
ment, I would not object to the Byrd
amendment, Mr, President, because I be-
lieve that the Byrd amendment would be
one way of saying we hope the President
can obtain the withdrawal of all Ameri-
can troops on the June 30 deadline which
he fixed himself, but that if he cannot do
that he may take any action that may be
necessary to protect the lives of U.S.
forces in South Vietnam or any action he
may see fit to hasten the withdrawal of
U.S. forces from South Vietnam.

In effect, I say the Byrd amendment
would nullify the Cooper-Church amend-
ment, and that, to my way of thinking,
would be all to the best. However, sup-
pose that both of these amendments fall,
Mr. President. Where does that leave us?
That leaves us confronted with a legis-
lative proposal which would limit the op-
tions of the President in a specific field
of foreign relations; namely, Cambodia.
This proposal does not serve the cause
of freedom. On the contrary, I believe
either adoption would be injurious to our
national interest.

Now, I have discussed previously the

17873

Gulf of Tonkin resolution, which I like
to think of in my own mind as the Ful-
bright resolution, giving it the name of
its author, giving it the name of the Hon-
orable Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee who sponsored the
resolution, who steered it through the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
who insisted in its adoption on the floor
of the Senate at the behest of a Demo-
cratic President.

Mr. President, it has been said, and I
am one of those who believe it could be
the case, that the Gulf of Tonkin reso-
lution was, in effect, a contingent decla-
ration of war. What the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution did was place the Congress of
the United States on record as approving
any steps the President felt necessary to
take to protect American forces in
Southeast Asia. This, in effect, handed
the President all the powers that he
needed to do whatever is necessary in
the Indochina war. It certainly covers
the action which has been taken with
respect to Cambodia. Now, before we be-
gin tampering too seriously with the
President's powers in Southeast Asia, I
believe that we ought to ask ourselves a
number of important questions. The
most important of these to my way of
thinking is that: Given the seriousness
of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution and
given the authority which it contains for
Presidential action, I believe it behooves
us to ask, “Has the Congress of the
United States ever repealed a declara-
tion of war?” Now, while we are think-
ing that one over I have another gues-
tion, Mr. President, and it is this. Has
the Congress of the United States ever
declared war without a recommenda-
tion from the Executive?

Any way you figure it, Mr. President,
the man who is elected Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United
States must necessarily have the author-
ity to act in such a situation, must have
the authority to do things to protect the
entire Nation as well as our fighting men
without the necessity of going through
the congressional process.

Mr. President, I may not be an expert
in this particular field but I have an in-
teresting and authoritative source of
reference for my last statement. I am
speaking of Chairman FurLericHT of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
who claimed in an article in the Cornell
Law Quarterly, fall, 1961, that “the
source of an effective foreign policy un-
der our system is Presidential power.”

I believe it might serve us well to con-
sider more fully the Foreign Relation
chairman’s attitude on this important
question in 1961. I quote him directly:

The pre-eminence of Presidential leader-
ship overrides the most logical and ingenious
administrative and organizational schemes,
The essence of our “policymaking machin-
ery" and of the "declslonmakmg process’”—
concepts of current vogue in the academic
world—is the President himself who is
neither a machine nor a process, but a living
human beilng whose effectiveness is prin-

cipally a function of our own knowledge,
wisdom, vision, and authority, It Is not
within our powers to confer wisdom or per-
ception on the Presidential person. It is with-
in our power to grant or deny him suthority.
It is my contentlon that for the existing
requirements of American foreign policy
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we have hobbled the President by too nig-
gardly a grant of power. ..

Senator FuLBrRIGHT went on to explain
that it is difficult, if not impossible, to
devise policies oriented to a clear and
definite conception of national interest
“through a system in which power and
responsibility for foreign policy are
‘shared and overlapping.’”

Mr. FULBRIGHT continued:

Policles thus evolved are likely to be ill-
coordinated, short-ranged, and often unsuc-
cessful, while the responsibility for failure
is placed squarely on the President, neither
“shared” nor “overlapping.”

Further on in this same article Chair-
man FuLeriGHT pointed out that while
Congress has many powers under the
Constitution having to do with foreign
affairs, they do not enable the Congress
to initiate or shape foreign policy.

And now, in conclusion, let me answer
one of my earlier questions, While under
the Constitution Congress alone has the
power to declare war, it has never exer-
cised this power except as a consequence
of a President’'s acts or recommenda-
tions. -

And, according to the Historical
Studies Division of the Department of
State, the President, historically and
without the prior approval of Congress,
has repeatedly utilized the Armed Forces
of this country in response to an imme-
diate military situation.

In fact, if my memory is right, this
country has had 137 military engage-
ments which ranged from that to war,
and we have had five declarations of
war—The War of 1812, the Spanish
American War, World War I, the dec-
laration against Germany and another
declaration against Japan in World
War II.

As Commander in Chief, he has full
control over the use of American Armed
Forces, and he may on his own author-
ity commit them to action beyond our
borders to protect the national interests
of this country. That at least is the way
the State Department views the twilight
zone in constitutional powers, I suggest
that Members of Congress who want to
alter that concept would do well to pur-
sue their objective through an amend-
ment to the Constitution. That is the
proper way to proceed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL
COMMISSION ON LIERARIES AND
INFORMATION SCIENCE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Represen-
tatives on S. 1519.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Berimon) laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representa-
tives to the bill (S. 1519) to establish a
National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science, and for other pur-
poses, which was to strike out all after
the enacting clause, and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “National
Commission on Librarles and Information
Science Act.”

SeC. 2. The Congress hereby affirms that
library and information services adequate
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to meet the needs of the people of the
United States are essential to achieve na-
tional goals and to utilize most effectively
the Nation's educational resources and that
the Federal Government will cooperate with
State and local governments and public and
private agencies in assuring optimum pro-
vision of such services.

Bec. 3. There 1s hereby established as an
independent agency within the executive
branch, a National Commission on Libraries
and Information Science (hereinafter referred
to as the “Commission”).

SEc. 4. The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare shall provide the Com-
mission with necessary administrative serv-
ices (including those related to budgeting,
accounting, financial reporting, personnel,
and procurement) for which payment shall
be made in advance, or by reimbursement,
from funds of the Commission in such
amounts as may be agreed upon by the Com-
mission and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

FUNCTIONS

SEc. 5. (&) The Commission shall have the
primary responsibility for developing over-
all plans for, and advising the appropriate
governments and agencies on, the policy set
forth in section 2. In carrying out that re-
sponsibility, the Commission shall—

(1) advise the President and the Congress
on the implementation of national policy by
such statements, presentations, and reports
as it deems appropriate;

(2) conduct studies, surveys, and analyses
fo the library and informational needs of the
Nation, including the special library and in-
formational needs of the economically, so-
cially, or culturally deprived, and the means
by which these needs may be met through
information centers, through the libraries of
elementary and secondary schools and insti-
tutions of higher education, and through
publie, research, speclal, and other types of
libraries;

(3) appralse the adequacies and deficien-
cles of current library and information re-
sources and evaluate the effectiveness of cur-
rent library and information science pro-

(4) develop overall plans for meeting na-
tional library and informational needs and
for the coordination of activities at the Fed-
eral, State, and local levels, taking into con-
sideration all of the library and informa-
tional resources of the Nation to meet these
needs;

(5) promote research and development ac-
tivities which will extend and improve the
Nations library and information-handling
capability as essential links in the national
communications networks;

(6) submit to the President and the Con-
gress (not later than January 1 of each year)
a report on its activities during the preceding
fiscal year; and

(7) make and publish such additional re-
ports as it deems to be necessary, including,
but not limited to, reports of consultants,
transcripts of testimony, summary reports
and reports of other Commission findings,
studies, and recommendations.

(8) The Commission is authorized to con-
tract with Federal agencies and other public
and private agencies to carry out any of its
functions under subsection (a) and to pub-
lish and disseminate such reports, findings,
studies, and records as it deems appropriate.

(¢) The Commission is further authorized
to conduct such hearings at such times and
places as it deems appropriate for carrying
out the purposes of this Act.

(d) The heads of all Federal agencies are,
to the extent not prohibited by law, directed
to cooperate with the Commission in carry-
ing out the purposes of this Act.

MEMBERSHIP

SEc. 6. (a) The Commission shall be com-
posed of fifteen members appointed by the
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President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. Pive members of the
Commission shall be professional librarians
or information specialists, and the remainder
shall be persons having special competence
or interest in the needs of our society for li-
brary and information services. One of the
members of the Commission shall be desig-
nated by the President as Chairman of the
Commission. The terms of office of members
of the Commission shall be five years, except
that (1) the terms of office of the members
first. appointed shall commence on the date
of enactment of this Act and shall expire
three at the end of one year, three at the end
of two years, three at the end of three years,
three at the end of four years, and three at
the end of five years, as designated by the
President at the time of appointment, and
(2) a member appointed to fill a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
?: appointed only for the remainder of such
rm.

(b): Members of the Commission who are
not in the regular full-time employ of the
United States shall, while attending meet-
ings or conferences of the Commission or
otherwise engaged in the business of the
Commission, be entitled to recelve compen-
sation at a rate fixed by the Chairman, but
not exceeding the rate specified at the time
of such service for grade GS-18 in section
5332 of title 5, United States Code, including
traveltime, and while so serving on the busi-
ness of the Commission away from their
homes or regular places of business, they
may be allowed travel expenses, including
per diem in lleu of subsistence, and author-
ized by section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons employed intermittently in
the Government service.

(¢)(1) The Commission is authorized to
appoint, without regard to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, covering appoint-
ments in the competitive service, such pro-
fessional and technical personnel as may be
necessary to enable it to carry out its funec-
tlons under this Act.

(2) The Commission may procure, without
regard to the civil service or classification
laws, temporary and intermittent services of
such personnel as is necessary to the extent
authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code, but at rates not to exceed the
rate specified at the tlme of such service for
grade GS-18 in section 5832 of title 5, United
States Code, including traveltime, and while
50 serving on the business of the Commis-
slon away from thelr homes or regular places
of business they may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 5,
United States Code, for persons employed
intermittently in the Government service.

AUTHORIZATION OF APFROPRIATIONS

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated $500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for each succeeding
fiscal year such sums as may be appropriated
by the Congress for the purposes of carrying
out the provisions of this Act.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree with the
amendment of the House of Representa-
tives on S. 1519 and ask for a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. PELL, Mr.
YARBOROUGH, Mr. RaNporLpH, Mr. WiL-
Liams of New Jersey, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
MONDALE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr, PrRouUTYy, Mr.
Javrrs, Mr. Dominick, Mr. MurpHY, and
Mr. ScHWEIKER conferees on the part of
the Senate.
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ORDER AUTHORIZING STAR PRINT
OF S. 3848

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a star print
be made of S. 3848, to correct certain in-
advertent typographical errors and omis-
sions.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the fol-
lowing bills of the Senate:

S. 614. An act for the relief of Franz Charles

Feldmeiler; and
S. 1786. An act for the relief of James

Harry Martin.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 3339) to authorize the
Public Printer to fix the subsecription
price of the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

COMMENCEMENT AT THE UNI-
VERSITY OF WYOMING

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, it was
my privilege and distinet pleasure to be
on the campus this past weekend for
commencement exercises at the Univer-
sity of Wyoming at Laramie.

The message given to the graduating
class of 1970 by Wyoming Governor
Stanley Hathaway was most important
and significant. I take this means, by
asking unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp, to share it with
Senators and other interested persons.

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

ADDRESS BY GOV. STANLEY HATHAWAY

A renowned student of youth, Erik Erik-
son, has noted that young and old alike
achieve mutal respect when, as Erikson put
it, “Soclety recognizes the young individual
as a bearer of fresh energy, and the youth
recognizes society as a living process which
inspires loyalty as it recelves it, maintains
allegiance as 1t extracts it, honors con-
fidence as it demands 1t.”

I don't believe we can truthfully say that
our soclety today follows that philosophy.

In the existing atmosphere of polariza-
tion .and alienation sacross this country,
youth, all too often is suspect—and con-
versely youth too often fails to lend loyalty
and alleglance to soclety or inspire soclety
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to reciprocate. That, of course, is the result
of polarization.

In recent times this allenation and polar-
ization has had a very real—and, at times,
very tragic impact upon American univer-
sities.

Student, and, often, faculty revolt against
authority—the so-called ‘“‘establishment”—
or to use the currently popular phrase, the
“system” which dissidents believe rule aca-
demia—is not a problem confined to the
campus.

Student unrest—Ilike the dissatisfaction
found everywhere in our soclety, cannot be
categorized as the result of any one cause—
nor is there any single solution.

The disruptions scarring America today
are symptomatic of deep-rooted problems
within a society which has reached the
heights of technology and come face to face
with a situation which may be analagous to
that of the agriculturist whose fields and
crops win blue ribbons—but who has dif-
ficulty cleaning and improving his own
backyard.

And this applies too, I think, to our in-
stitutions of higher learning—in their ca-
pacity as vital extensions of our total
soclety.

From the very beginning of nationwide
student activism the question of academic
freedom has been debated.

As with all matters—there are various
answers proferred. I do not propose to offer
any concrete definition of academic freedom.

However, I do feel that in pursuing their
historic role—one which has resulted in
many benefits to mankind—as critics, think-
ers, activists—pioneers, if you will—students
and some members of university and college
faculties have contributed to and are par-
ticipating in the polarization threatening to
split this nation into opposing camps.

And—they are certainly not deserving of
the entire blame for this.

Americans everywhere must renew their
support for and acceptance of peaceful dis-
sent—acknowledge the right of students—
of every American—to pursue this peaceful
course in attempting to bring about con-
structive change. All of us—whether or not
we are or consider ourselves to be numbered
among the so-called “silent majority”"—must
call upon our abilities to distinguished be-
tween the type of dissent successfully uti-
lized from the first days of this nation as
& means of gaining support for necessary
change—as opposed to violent, deliberately
destructive disruption.

It is as vitally important that—for their
part—students accept the validity of the
basic structure of the American political
system—that in their desire to improve its
ability to activate performance of its pro-
fessed Ideals, they avoid viclent tactics which
will only prove again that violence feeds
upon itself—and grows.

If the academic offerings of universities
and colleges must be made more relevant to
today’s world—as many campus spokesmen
maintain—and, I think, as many university
administrations and faculty are endeavoring
to achieve—by the same token dissidents
must recognize that a burned-out campus
complex is relevant to nothing progressive
or beneficial to humanity—that a university,
should it be allowed to fill the role of sanc-
tuary for violent individuals of any political
or philosophical persuasion, would be rele-
vant only to violence, death and destruction.
The relevancy of our educational system
should be to the America we are determined
to build and maintain—agreement on the
kind of country we should be determined to
bulld can be accomplished only through the
kind of debate and reasonable demonstration
of worth our universities have been noted
for.

Academic freedom is not golng to be pre-
served—nor can it be purchased by—gaso-
line bombs and rocks and riot squads.
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Academie freedom is, in my opinion, the
freedom of faculty and students to teach,
learn, think new thoughts, innovate and
experiment, dissent constructively against
established or existing local, state, national
and world policies and conditions, and to
take non-viclent actlon through educa-
tional, legal, political or civic or religious
channels to achieve beneficial change. This
has been done before—it can be done again.

Communication—sincere, consistent, ob-
jective llaison between youth and the older
generation—universities and local and state
government—can, I believe, contribute to the
challenge we face In protecting the processes
which we describe as academic freedom—to
achieve the goals set forth in the statement
by Erik Erikson with which I opened these
remarks,

Government officlals can do much to aid
the public In recognizing the difference be-
tween peaceful opposition and dissent and
violent disruption—between the non-con-
formity of those opposed to what they view
as the inability of the system to “practice
what it preaches”—and the terror tactics of
extremists,

In the meantime—and I address this to
all of us here today—I believe an effective
way for us to help reduce unrest on the
campuses and in the streets—as stated by
the President's Special Commission on Vio-
lence in America—is to focus on the un-
finished task of striving toward the goals of
human life"that all of us share and that
young people—and, I might add—any truly
concerned individual—admire and respect.

THE AMERICAN LEGION, THE VET-
ERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, AND
THE SILENT MAJORITY

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I speak
today to again briefly commend the
members of the American Legion and
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, for their
service as patriots to this country, both
while they wear the uniform of the
United States and in their effective vet-
erans’ organizations,

The Legion and the VFW, through
statements by their respective com-
manders, J. Milton Patrick and Ray Gal-
lagher, have strongly supported Presi-
dent Nixon’s wise and courageous deci-
sions concerning Cambodia, and the
American troops who are serving our
country in Indochina.

Mr. President, the Wyoming State
Tribune, in an editorial of May 21 en-
titled “Senator McGovern's Outburst,”
defended the right of these veterans’ or-
ganizations to support our President. The
editorial points out that it definitely is
the right of “the representatives of this
country's two biggest veterans’ organiza-
tions to speak out on this issue that
affects the entire country.”

It further states that the two com-
manders “both were given the mandate
for their declarations of policy by their
national executive committees.”

The article notes that—

It is incumbent on the veterans’ groups
to speak out on these issues and not rele-
gate their roles in the nation’'s life merely
to begging handouts from Conigress.

Mr. President, some have chosen to
doubt that there is a silent majority in
the United States that supports our
President, this Nation, and what it stands
for. Some have criticized the majority
because it has been silent, and now that
the voices of the so-called silent majority
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are beginning to be heard, and heard
clearly, I believe that this is highly com-
mendable and that these voices are due
praise rather than criticism.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Tribune editorial be printed
in the RECORD.

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

SENATOR MCGOVERN'S OUTBURST

The indictment by the American Legion
and Veterans of Foreign Wars national com-
manders of those senators seeking to tie
President Nixon's hands in the Cambodian
operation apparently hit the bullseye.

One of the targets, Sen. George McGovern,
D., 5D, denounced Legion Commander J.
Milton Patrick and VFW Commander Ray
Gallagher in a Senate floor speech and de-
manded that they “quit playlng politics with
the veterans organizations and betraying the
best interests of U.S. veterans.”

McGovern especlally singled out Gallagher
in his attack, which was an ironic develop-
ment because Gallagher campaigned for the
senator in the latter’s successful re-election
effort two years ago. L

Sald McGovern: “These fellows claim to
be speaking for more than 6,000,000 members
of the American Legion and the VFW. I have
been a member of both of these Brganizations
for 25 years, and neither Patrick nor Gal-
lagher speaks for me. Nor do they speak for
large numbers of combat GI's who have com-
municated their views to me and other
senators.

“I regard the views of these self-styled for-
eign policy experts as nonsense that no rea-
sonable person would give a second thought,”
sald McGovern. “Let them extol the virtues
of the Nixon forelgn policy if they wish. Let
them distribute their political propaganda
in the Senate Press Gallery escorted by the
Republican floor leader, if they wish. But
they ought to take off their veterans orga-
nization caps when they stop speaking for
veterans and begin playing politics.”

MecGovern also hinted that if the two vet-
erans organization leaders didn't “stop play-
ing politics” their organizations might suffer
in efforts to *secure bipartisan support for
veterans programs.”

In his and his fellow senators’ efforts to iIm-
pede the Vietnam war effort, however, Sen-
ator McGovern along with Senators Church,
Cooper, Fulbright and others presume to
speak out not only for their own constit-
uencies but also all of the American peo-
ple; it 1s proper, in McGovern’s one-sided
views, for himself and for the other senators
to “play politics” with the war, but it is
somehow wrong for the representatives of
this country’'s two biggest veterans' orga-
nizations to speak out on this lssue that af-
fects the entire country.

This suggests McGovern believes no one has
the right to speak on forelgn policy but these
senators; that he would deny the Leglon and
VFW leaders the right to enter the nation’s
debate on Vietnam and Cambodia. He says
the two commanders speak only for them-
selves but he either does not know or refuses
to recognize that both were given the man-
date for thelr declarations of policy by their
national executive committees, In the
Leglon’s case, so we are told by one of this
state's two representatives on this board, this
involves 106 members who unanimously
voted their approval of resolutions from
which Commander Patrick spoke when he
and Gallagher uttered their charges against
McGovern and the other senators whom they
listed.

McGovern has sald that as a member of
both the Legion and VFW neither of the two
national commanders speaks for him; but it
must be presumed that in his and the other
dove senators’ attacks on the Nixon Adminis-
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tration’s Vietnam policy, these senators do
not speak for a majority of Americans in-
cluding many of their constituents in their
respective states.

It is these senators who have been reck-
lessly playing politics, not the Legion and
VFW commanders, and they have been doing
80 with the life of this country; it is incum-
bent on the veterans' groups to speak out on
these issues and not relegate their roles in
the nation’s life merely to begging handouts
from Congress, as McGovern so contemptu-
ously suggests.

It is probable that in his bitter, emotional
outburst, MeGovern betrays the fear that he
has alienated himself from the people who
elected him.

There ultimately must come a day of
reckoning for these senators and it is then
that we will see who really plays politics.

GREETINGS FROM FORMER SENA-
TOR CARL HAYDEN

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, it was my
pleasure this past weekend to have paid
a visit to our former colleague, Senator
Carl Hayden, and I wish to report that he
is in fine health, He comes to his office at
Arizona State University, in the Hayden
Library, 4 days a week, and spends the
afternoon working. He asked me to con-
vey to all his former colleagues in this
body his very best wishes and his con-
tinued interest in what we are doing here.

REVENUE SHARING

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on Sun-
day, May 17, the Los Angeles Times pub-
lished an editorial entitled “Time for
U.S. Revenue Sharing.” The editorial is
an excellent statement in support of the
concept or revenue sharing.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

TiME ForR U.S. REVENUE SHARING

(Issue: Given the taxpayers’ revolt at local
and state levels, has the time come for
action on federal revenue sharing?)

In California as in the rest of the nation,
the taxpayers’ rebellion has reached the
point that a high proportion of proposed
bond issues and tax overrides are being shot
down by the voters.

It is not that there is any lessening of
demand for public services.

People want better schools and transit
systems, and they are beginning to insist
on more urgent attention to environmental
problems. They balk, however, at paying the
freight in the form of higher taxes.

Resistance is particularly strong to further
increases in the property tax, which is the
chief source of revenue available to local
governments,

Obviously, the answer to the growing crisis
in state and local government must be sought
primarily at the state and local level, But
there is a lot that Congress can do to help—
and it is high time that it did so.

The first step should be enactment of
President Nixon's welfare reform proposal.

Under this measure, which is now stalled
in the Senate Finance Committee, the fed-
eral government would take over a greater
share of the welfare burden. And it is soar-
ing welfare costs, remember, which are the
main reason for the prospective jump in
Los Angeles County's property tax rate.

Even more imperative, however, is favor-
able congressional action on federal revenue
sharing.
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Under the proposal submitted last fall by
the Administration, a certain percentage of
federal income tax collections would auto-
matically be transferred each year to the
states. The states, in turn, would be obli-
gated to pass on a substantial chunk to local
governments.

Only $500 million would be involved the
first year. But by mid-19756 the appropriation
for revenue sharing would reach $5 billlon—
of which approximately 119 would come to
California, by current estimates,

There is no reason, as Administration
spokesmen have pointed out, that far greater
resources could not be transferred if the
plan lives up to expectations.

John G. Veneman, Undersecretary of
Health, Education and Welfare, observes that
education, which consistently takes more
than two-fifths of all state and local reve-
nues, should be “the major beneficiary of
the new funds.”

The case for revenue sharing is built on
the proposition that we currently have a
“fiscal mismatch.” Our gravest and most ex-
pensive problems tend to be at the local
and state level, while our most efficlent rev-
;mue-produclng machinery is at the federal
evel.

Washington has.not been oblivious to the
problem. Federal assistance to local and state
governments, through grants-in-aid for spe-
cific purposes, is now running $28 billion a
year—more than a quarter of all domestic
federal spending.

These programs, however, are threa
to strangle in their own red tape and inef-
ficlency.

Instead of going farther down that road,
there is strong support among the nation's
governors and mayors (Republican and Dem-
ocrat) for a system of revenue sharing which
would allow state and local governments to
decide for themselves how the money should
be spent.

Mr. Nixon's approach seems eminently
sensible; Sen. Edmund Muskie of Maine and
other Democrats have introduced legisla-
tion which they believe would be better.

It is the job of the House Ways and Means
Committee to look at alternative approaches
and come up with a bill which will embody
the best features of each.

Unfortunately, despite the strong support
for revenue sharing in the country asa whole,
the committee shows no interest in the
matter.

Partly this is because of an overloaded
calendar. But mostly it is because of a dis-
tinct lack of enthusiasm on the part of Chair-
man Wilbur Mills (D-Ark.) and Rep. John
W. Byrnes of Wisconsin, the committee's
ranking Republican,

The truth seems to be that they, and a
lot of other congressmen, see no point in let-
ting governors and mayors get the credit for
spending money raised by Congress.

This may make political sense of a sort,
but it is in sharp contradiction to the pub-
lic interest.

Californians should let their elected rep-
resentatives know they expect their help in
persuading the congressional leadership that
federal revenue sharing is too urgent a mat-
ter to be left on the back burner.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 15628) to amend the
Foreign Military Sales Act.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I have an amendment which
we could dispose of this afternoon. I
would be willing to agree to a time lim-
itation if the leadership wants to act
on it, with no vote today. I will be guided
entirely by their reasoning.

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE)
has indicated he would have no objec-
tion, with the understanding that we
would be able to dispose of the amend-
ment this afternoon.

Mr. KENNEDY. Yesterday the Sena-
tor submitted the amendment. He in-
dicated that he was willing to agree to a
unanimous-consent agreement. The Sen-
ator’s amendment would strike at the
heart of the bill itself. The Cooper-
Church amendment which is now pend-
ing, is one of the most important and
basic amendments that could come up.
Although the leadership is in favor of
an early vote on the amendment to be
offered by the Senator from Delaware,
since it is such a basic and fundamental
amendment there are those who have in-
dicated that they need time to study the
Senator’s proposal and objection would
be made if a unanimous-consent agree-
ment were to be propounded to vote this
afternoon,

Since the Senator from Delaware’s
amendment is so basic and fundamental,
I know that Senators would be interested
in studying it first. I am sure that if the
Senator wanted to comment on it today
and put information in the ReEcorp on it,
it would be helpful fo those who wish
to give it serious consideration.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I dis-
cussed this amendment at some length
the other day. I understand there is some
agreement as to what comes after the
vote on the Dole amendment on tomor-
row. The Senator from West Virginia
and the Senator from Michigan have
joined in an amendment, and after that
is disposed of, perhaps we could have an
agreement that my amendment would be
taken up in order at that time.

Mr. KEENNEDY. Well, it is my under-
standing, in conversation with the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, that he ex-
pects it would take some time for dis-
position of his amendment. I would feel
at least that we should get started on
that.
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There are a number of other amend-
ments that I am aware of. There are at
least 12 to 15. A number of them which
have been introduced will be called up.

I suggest we follow the usual proce-
dure. I do not feel that tonight we could
enter into any additional unanimous-
consent agreement. Certainly, not with-
out the Senator in charge of the bill be-
ing present in the Chamber.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will not
press the amendment. I merely am try-
ing to expedite the business of the Sen-
ate. We have been here for 2 days now
with no action taken on any amend-
ments. I was hoping, and other Senators
were hoping, that we could have a vote
on this and clear up the amendments. I
shall be guided by the desires of the lead-
ership, if he wishes to carry it over an-
other day with no votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLrmon). What is the will of the Sen-
ate?

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, we had
hoped we could accept the committee
amendments first which is the regular
order. This was originally proposed by
the leadership, but it was obejcted to. So
we voted separately on the first two sec-
tions and are now considering the third.
Disposing of the committee amendments
in an orderly fashion is the best proce-
dure to be followed. The leadership on
this side has been hoping that we could
get early action on the Church-Cooper
amendment—on the whole bill, for that
matter, and we will take every step we
can to bring about early action.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
cooperate with the leadership. I real-
ize, since the amendment I have deals
with the major bill itself that, general-
1y speaking, the committee amendments
take priority and that it would take
unanimous consent to proceed out of or-
der. I would hope that such unanimous
consent would be granted so that we
could expedite the business of the Sen-
ate. However, we will proceed later.

I will say now to the acting majority
leader that the rules of the Senate do
provide many ways to accomplish our ob-
jective. There is a way I can get this to
vote even before the committee amend-
ments, although it would be more or-
derly to do it the other way. But we are
going to vote.

Mr. EENNEDY. The rules are avail-
able, certainly, to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware as they are to all
Senators. There has been objection filed.
Since there has been objection filed I
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would have to object to a unanimous-
consent agreement to proceed now to
consideration of the proposed amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I had
the opportunity to read the record of
the proposed measure my friend from
Delaware (Mr. WiLriams) will offer, and
I would suggest that he make his state-
ment at the time we meet here on to-
morrow and perhaps after the vote is
taken.

A great many Members are away.
Some of them are away in their States,
where they are candidates for reelection.
I know that the distinguished majority
leader, who is a sponsor of the amend-
ment, is away today, but he will be back
tomorrow. The Senator from Vermont
(Mr. AIKEN) is coming back from Ver-
mont.

I, therefore, believe that tomorrow we
will be able to have some debate on the
amendment that has been offered by
the Senator from Kansas. As it is the
first vote of significance, I believe it
would be better if we used tomorrow
morning for debate upon that subject.
I say that with all deference to and with
great respect for my good friend from
Delaware.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree
with the Senator. I was only suggesting
that we bring it up this afternoon and
dispose of it this afternoon. I will say
that the amendment which I have of-
fered, to make the record straight, does
not in any way affect adversely, nor does
it support the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. It is nothing whatever to do with
it. It does not deal with that subject
at all.

I think that the leadership—some of it
on the other side—I am not too sure—
I understood that the Senator in charge
of the bill would have no objection to
doing this. But I will take this up to-
morrow and see if we can reach agree-
ment.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before
the Senate, I move, in accordance with
the order previously entered, that the
Senate stand in adjournment until 10
a.m. tomorrow,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Wednesday, June 3,
1970, at 10 a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 2, 1970

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Willilam Gillies Kalaidjian, the
Bedford Park Congregational Church,
Bronx, N.Y., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, in our abundant and
beautiful Nation, we pause in prayer to
recognize Thy presence. We have so
much to be grateful for and yet we have
not shown enough respect for You nor
enough reverence for life.

Recognizing that we are all made in
Your image, we have not lived up to the
trust and faith You placed in us, making
us different from all other living things.

We have fallen short of the purpose of
spiritual ecology. Failure to understand
the relationship of the human soul to its
spiritual environment and motivation has
all but destroyed our national purpose.

‘We pray this House of Representatives
will bring this Nation together in a new

unity of purpose, placing the total wel-
fare of the Nation above each and every
group that seeks a lesser purpose. We
pray O God, that no man or group will
be above the law nor beneath it. Help
this Congress to recognize that our Na-
tion’s basic problem is conduct, not
color, and it is seen in crime rates, the
family life crisis, the educational crisis,
the high death rate on our highways, the
tragic problems of alcoholism, drug
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