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CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

SENATE—Thursday, June 4, 1970

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by Hon. Frep R.
Harris, a Senator from the State of
Oklahoma.

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

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for
Thy word which endures forever and for
the everlasting hope that nothing can
ever separate us from Thy love—neither
life nor death, nor things present nor
things to come—for Thou art our God
and our trust is in Thee. May Thy truth
find lodgement in our hearts and expres-
sion in our lives. So wilt Thou guide us
through the day, sharpening our intel-
lects, controlling our emotions, directing
our wills, that what we do here may be
in accord with Thy will, and advance
Thy kingdom among the peoples of the
whole world.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. 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 legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1970.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Frep B, Harris, a Senator
from the State of Oklahoma, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, June 3, 1970, be dispensed
with.

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

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 min-
utes,

CXVI——1152—Part 14

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY TO MONDAY, JUNE 8, 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business on tomorrow,
it stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon on Monday next,

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR YOUNG OF OHIO TO-
MORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that tomorrow, after
the disposition of the reading of the Jour-
nal, the distinguished Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Younc) be recognized for not
to exceed 20 minutes.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

JOHN FRANK STEVENS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, many
leaders contributed to the development
of the Pacific Northwest of which my
State of Montana is an important part,
but few accomplished more than John
Frank Stevens, a key figure in the loca~
tion and construction of the Great
Northern Railway to the Pacific.

In this enterprise, on December 11,
1889, in heavy snow and bitter cold, Mr.
Stevens found Marias Pass through
which the railroad was constructed
across the Rockies with the most favor-
able grade in the northern part of the
Nation.

The contributions of Stevens were not
limited to work in the United States.
While serving as chief engineer of the
Isthmian Canal Commission, 1905-07, he
rescued that project from chaos and po-
tential disaster; organized the forces for
construction; acquired a major part of
the plant, and was mainly responsible
for bringing about the great decision for
the high-level lake and lock plan under
which the canal was completed. For his
tremendous contributions on the isth-
mus he has been acclaimed as the basic
architect of the Panama Canal.

Other important but little known
events in the notable career of John
Frank Stevens were what he did in Rus-
sia, Siberia, and Manchuria, 1917-23 as
president of the U.S. Advisory Commis-
sion of Railway Experts and of the Inter-
Allied Technical Board with the rank of
Minister Plenipotentiary.

The parts played by Mr. Stevens
in the construction of railroads in the
United States and in the design and
launching of the Panama Canal have
been adequately recorded in history.
Now, the story of his achievements in
Russia, Siberia, and Manchuria have
been published in an article by Dr. Ray-
mond Estep, professor of Latin Ameri-
can history at the Air University, Max-
well Air Force Base, Montgomery, Ala.,
in the March 1970 issue of the Explorers
Journal.

In 1969, about 100 distinguished leaders
in various parts of the United States, in
and out of Government service, organized
the John F. Stevens Hall of Fame for
Great Americans at New York Univer-
sity.

Mr. President, as the article by Dr.
Estep is of unusual interest, especialy to
people who know of the work of Mr.
Stevens in the Northwest and Panama,
I ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the REcorp.

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

[From Explorers Journal, March, 1970]
JoHN F. STEVENS AND THE FAR EASTERN
RAILWAYS 1917-1923
(By Raymond Estep*)

ADVISORY COMMISSION OF RAILWAY EXPERTS
TO RUSSIA

In its conduct of this nation’s foreign pol-
icy the U.S. Department of State has been
fortunate in securing the services of a grow-

*The views expressed herein are those of
the author and do not necessarily reflect the
views of the Department of Defense, the
United States Alr Force, or Alr University.

Editor's note: For a previous article on
Btevens, see Explorers Journal XLVII, 4, 1869,
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ing roster of persons endowed with a wide
variety of talents. Among the most interest-
ing and gifted of these have been scores of
non-professional diplomats who have been
pressed into service in times of war or crisis
because of their peculiar capabilities which
qualified them for a particular assignment.
Some of them have rendered such noteworthy
service that they have been prevailed upon
to continue with the Government long after
the termination of their original appoint-
ments.

Omne of these amateur diplomats who re-
sponded to his country’s call in the World
War I era was John F. Stevens, certainly one
of the world's outstanding railway bullders
and directors, who served the U.S. Govern-
ment in European Russla, Siberia, and Man-
churia from 1917 to 1922.

Born in Maine in 1853, Stevens began his
rallway career as a surveyor in. 1876. Over
the next two decades he rose rapldly through
varlous engineering positions on the Sabine
Pass & Northwestern, the Denver & Rio
Grande, the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul,
the Canadian Pacific, and the Duluth, South
Shore & Atlantic, to become Chief Engineer
of the Great Northern in 1896 and General
Manager in 1902. Named Chief Engineer of
the Chicago, Rock Island & Paclfic in 1903,
he was promoted to Vice President for Opera-
tions in 1904. In July 1905 he had just been
employed by the Philippine Commission as
its chief railway expert when President
Roosevelt persuaded him to accept appoint-
ment as Chief Engineer to the Isthmian
Canal Commission at a salary of $30,000 per
year. A year later the President paid him the
additional honor of naming him to the
Commission itself. Leaving his Canal Zone
employment early in 1907, Stevens shortly
became Vice President for Operations of the
New York, New Haven & Hartford. From
1909 to 1911 he was President of the Spokane,
Portland & Seattle and a number of other
Pacific Coast railways that formed part of the
rallway empire of James J. Hill, In 1911
Stevens moved to New York City where he
established a rallway consultant practice
which he continued until called to govern-
ment service in 1917.

The overthrow of Czar Nicholas II in the
revolution of March 1917, and the almost im-
mediate recognition by the United States of
the Russian Provisional Government, set in
motion a chain of events that was to involve
the United States (and Stevens) intimately
in Russian affairs for half a decade, and to
color Russian thinking about the United
States from that day to this. No one in
Washington in those hectic weeks of March
and April 1917 could have foreseen how the
actions taken then would eventually influ-
ence a later U.S. decislon to put its troops
ashore in Russlan Siberia. Neither could
Stevens, then enjoylng a winter vacation in
Bellaire, Florida, have guessed that in a few
short weeks he was to be called upon for the
third time in his long railroading career to
act as a high representative of his govern-
ment. And, even when he agreed to accept
the proposed appointment, he little realized
that the short two-to-three-month mission
then visualized would grow into a diplomatic
tour of almost six years in Europe and Asia.
Neither could he have foreseen the role he
would be called upon to play as a U.S. rep-
resentative in the higher echelons of Far
Eastern Politics.

Stevens has been nominated for the Ameri-
can Hall of Fame.

Dr. Estep, Professor of Latin American his-
tory at the Alr University, Maxwell Air Force
Base, Montgomery, Alabama, has visited most
of the Latin American nations and has writ-
ten on a wide varlety of Latin American sub-
jects. One of his early projects led to his ac-
quaintance with the world-famous accom-
plishments of Stevens as a rallway construc-
tion engineer and administrator.
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The stage was set for these future devel-
opments in the last days of March when
Danlel Willard, President of the Baltimore &
Ohio Railway, was alerted to the calamitous
situation prevalling on the Trans-Slberian
Rallway, by Stanley Washburn, the corre-
spondent of the Chicago Daily News and the
London Times, who had recently returned
from the Russian front. Willard, who was at
the time serving as President of the Advisory
Commission of the Council of National De-
defense, immediately had Washburn brief
the Council of National Defense on the
critical problems confronting Russia's rail-
way administrators, Washburn's recommen-
dation that the U.S. Government undertake
a survey of Russia’s rallway needs was en-
thuslastically endorsed by Willard, and, after
three weeks, by a somewhat reluctant Rus-
sian government,

In the weeks following the receipt of the
Russian approval of the U.S. proposal, Wil-
lard picked the engineers to compose the
survey team, called them to Washington for
briefings, and made the necessary prepara-
tions to speed them on their way. To head
the group, Willard picked his long-time
friend, John F. Stevens, which led someone
among the *“‘powers that were,” as Stevens
put it, to observe: *Yes, John Stevens is
fairly intelligent, he knows & little some-
thing about railroads, guess he’s honest, but
he is no diplomat. It's going to take a diplo-
mat over in that country.” This declaration
provoked one of Stevens’s “well-meaning™
friends to reply: “John Stevens, not a diplo-
mat? Why I've known him for thirty-five
years and maybe he don't [sic] talk often,
but when he gets ready he can talk more and
say less than any living man.” And so,
Stevens recalled, he was “picked for the job.”

To assist Stevens, Willard selected such
other outstanding rallwaymen as Henry
Miller, formerly Operating Vice-President of
the Wabash Railway (Transportation);
George Gibbs, formerly Chief Mechanical
Engineer of the Pennsylvania Railway
(Equipment); W. L. Darling, formerly Chief
Engineer of the Northern Pacific Rallway
(Maintenance of Way); and John E. Grel-
ner, formerly Chief Consulting Bridge Engi-
neer of the Baltimore & ©Ohio Railway
(Bridges).

Appointed to the Advisory Commission of
Railway Experts to Russia (the survey team's
official title) by Secretary of State Lansing on
May 4, the members were accredited to the
Russian Government as officers pro tem of
the U.S. Department of State. In briefing
the commission members on May 8, President
Wilson plainly told them that they “were
not a political or diplomatic commission”
and that their “duties would be confined to
advising and assisting the Russians in their
transportation problems and to advise on
such rallway matters as they might sug-
gest. . . ." Specifically, he told them that
they were going to Russla to ask " ‘what
can the United States do for Russia?" but
only to say ‘we have been sent here to put
ourselves at your disposal to do anything
we can to assist in the working out of your
transportation.’ "

Leaving Washington on May 9, Stevens and
his fellow engineers sailed from Vancouver,
stopped over briefly in Japan, and arrived
in Viadivostok on May 31. For two days they
toured raillway installations in the area, ap-
praising, especlally, the status of construc-
tion of the huge installations being erected
for assembling the locomotive and freight
car components purchased in the United
States, They also Inspected the docks area
where millions of pounds of war supplies had
been accumulating for months due to the
clogging of the rallways of Western Siberia
with westward-bound coal trains, & fact the
Commission was to discover as it moved
westward.

En route to Petrograd aboard the Blue
Train, Russia’s second best, which had been
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sent east for their special use, the Stevens
Commission, as time permitted, halted along
the way to Inspect rallway facilities at most
of the major terminals, Following the long-
used route via the Chinese Eastern Rallway
line through Manchuria and then westward
over the double-track Trans-siberian Rail-
way across SBiberia to Omsk, they then took
the single-track northern route via Perm
and Viatka to Petrograd, where they arrived
on June 12.

After three days of talks with U.S. Am-
bassador David R. Francis and Russian
Minister of Ways of Communications N. V.
Nekrasov on the varied problems of Russian
railway transportation, Stevens fell il] with
erysipelas and had to be hospitalized. With
Miller serving as acting head of the Com-
mission, the other members spent the next
two weeks in daily Conferences at the Rafl-
way Ministry trying to convince their Rus-
slan counterparts of the urgent necessity of
changing existing operating procedures on
the Trans-Siberlan Railway. They strongly
recommended that the line be divided into
Superintendent’s Districts each 300 to 400
miles in length and that locomotive engines
be run straight through for 150 miles instead
of 756 miles, which was the existing practice.

On July 10 Stevens, who had finally recov-
ered from his bout with erysipelas, accom-
panied by a large entourage of Army officers
and Cabinet Ministers and their staffs, ar-
rived in Mogilev, the headquarters of General
A. A, PBrusllov, the ' Commander-in-Chief of
the Russian Armies. Here Stevens was joined
on the following day by the other four mem-
bers of the Commission, who were complet-
ing a 2,800-mile inspection trip that had
taken them through the Important rail cen-
ters of Moscow, Eursk, Eharkov, Ekaterino-
slav, and Kiev in Southern Russia. After a
briefing by Brusilov on July 11, at which
Stevens offered to supply one of his Com-
misslon members to superintend railway con-
struction behind the front lines, Stevens and
the others returned to Petrograd.

Back in the capital on the 12th, Stevens
and his colleagues resumed their daily meet-
ings at the Rallway Ministry. Out of these
conferences came a number of recommenda-
tions, the most important of which was that
of the previously mentioned Superintend-
ent’s Districts for the handling of train
operations on the various independent rail-
ways composing the Trans-Siberian system.
A second recommendation was that the Rus~
slans make use of an instruetion cadre of
U.S. rallwaymen trained in the operation of
the Superintendent’'s Districts. Eventually,
M. Liveroski, the new Minister of Ways of
Communications, endorsed the proposals and
requested the U.8. Government to recruit
& group of U.S. rallwaymen to train the Rus-
sians in the employment of the recommended
methods. The receipt of this request In
Washington triggered industry-wide recruit-
ing of the several hundred men who even-
tually manned the so-called Russian Railway
Serviee Corps (RRSBC), an organization
headed initially by George H. Emerson, Gen-
eral Manager of the Great Northern Rallway,
who was given the assimilated rank of
Colonel.

In the meantime, the Commission com-
pleted the major portion of its work, and
Gibbs and Greiner left for home on August
7. On August 24 Stevens, Miller, Darling (who
bhad just returned from an inspection of the
Murmansk Railway), and the Commission
staffl left Petrograd to begin an intensive
survey of the facllities of the Trans-Siberian
Railway. Traveling mostly by day, and jolned
at Omsk by Assistant Minister of Ways of
Communications L. A. Ustrugov, the three
engineers made detailed inspections of rail-
way shops and yards as they proceeded east-
ward and did their utmost to sell Russian
rallwaymen on the advantages of the new
operating procedures they had recommended.
After almost a month, this slow-paced trip
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ended In Vliadivostok on Seplember 22, with
Stevens bedfast with an acute sinus infec-
tion, and, according to Darling, “too bull-
headed” to go to Japan to recelve proper
medical treatment.

Barely & week later, Ambassador Francis
was insisting that Stevens return to Petro-
grad to inspect a rallway line for worried
Allied officials. Leaving Miller in Vladivostok
to meet the RRSC, whose early arrival was
anticipated, and dropping Darling off in
Harbin to return home by way of China,
Stevens and several of his staff agaln made
the trek westward, arriving in Petrograd on
October 14. Here, Stevens spun his wheels
(“It is very tiresome to butt one's head
agalnst a cotton wall,” he wrote), part of
the time in frultless conferences with Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs Michael I, Tere-
schenko and Minister of Ways of Communi-
cations Liveroski. On October 26, after the
lapse of two weeks and just at the moment
when Stevens had about decided to termi-
nate his sojourn In the West, the Russian
Government asked him to inspect railway
facilities between Moscow and Omsk and to
suggest ways of speeding up the movement
of Slberian grain to Western Russia to pre-
vent the starvation of large numbers of
people during the approaching winter. In
Moscow, Stevens labored for a day or two
in a largely vain effort to untangle the
traffic jam created by thousands (8,000~
12,000) of freight cars loaded with war sup-
plies originally destined for the front lines,
He then turned eastward to Chelybiansk,
where he arranged for the early shipment of
some 6,000,000 bushels of wheat to Moscow
and other cities of European Russia. But
time had run out for Stevens and for the
Kerensky Government—the November Rev-
olution broke out in Petrograd before Stev-
ens could complete his trip. Hastening back
to Moscow, he once found himself under
fire In one of the street battles that raged
through the future Soviet capital as the
Bolsheviks captured the Kremlin and, even-
tually. the entire city.

Unable to reach Petrograd by the direct
mail route, Stevens, who had been living in
his assigned private railway car at the South
Station, on November 13 bluffed the
Bolshevik Commissar of Railways into at-
taching his car to a Northern Rallway train
headed for Vologda. After trying for two days
to get a train from Vologda to Petrograd, 350
miles to the west, Stevens had his private
car, with an American flag flylng, attached
to the Trans-Siberian Express out of Petro-
grad, the last run of the Express, so Stevens
later sald, for over four years. After a nerve-
wracking trip of nearly two weeks, Stevens
arrived in Harbin on November 24. From
here he cabled: “Any further efforts toward
helping rallroad absolutely useless. No gov-
ernment, . , . I cannot stand Russlan win-
ter. Will shortly leave for the United States."

His plans to return home, however, were
frustrated by events and by harassed Wash-
ington officlals, who had just learned that
Stevens was the only one of his original five-
man Advisory Commisesion who remained in
Asia. Miller, the last to depart, had left
Vladivostok early in November, In these cir-
cumstances, Willard cabled Stevens: “Please
do not leave Vladivostok until Emerson ar-
rives and until you have heard further from
me., . Splendid work you have done is
greatly appreciated, but it is not finished.”
Replying that he had “no ambitlons other
than to accomplish some good,"” Stevens prom-
ised to wait for Emerson and indicated his
willingness to remain in Russia if there was
any possibility of achieving results. The ar-
rival in Viadivostok of the transport Thomas
bearing Emerson and the RRSC members
posed immediate problems for Stevens. Fear
that the Thomas would be frozen in, the
existence of turbulent political conditions
ashore, and the presence ahoard the Thomas
of a group of “mischievous political agita-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

tors,” who had somehow been engaged as in-
terpreters for the RRSC, caused Stevens
to cable for and receive authority to take the
Thomas to Japan. Arriving in Nagasaki har-
bor on December 19, he had to hold the
Thomas for three weeks as a floating barracks
until he could secure sufficient U.S, funds
to cover the expenses of the RRSC personnel
in hotels ashore.

From Nagasaki, Stevens spelled out his
hardnosed solution for the handling of the
railway situation in Eastern Siberia: “We
should all go back shortly with men-of-
war and 5,000 troops. Time is coming to put
fear of God into these people.” And, in the
hope that political conditions would im-
prove in Siberia, he strongly urged Washing-
ton to hold the RRSC personnel in Japan so
that they might be quickly employed as
originally intended. In Tokyo on Christmas
Eve, Stevens conferred with Ambassador
Roland 8. Morrls, and In subsequent days
with Viscount Ichiro Motono, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs, to whom he presented his
appraisal of recent political developments
in European Russia, to some of which he
had been an unwilling witness. Asserting
his bellef that power had passed *“perma-
nently and Inalienably to the Maximalist
constituency,” he pointed out that although
there might be some changes in the future
in the makeup of the ruling circle in Russia,
he believed that it would be a “fatal mis-
take for the Allled powers to attempt to sup-
port or countenance any counter-revolu-
tion,"” and that it would be futile and dan-
gerous to antagonize what certalnly would
be the “decisive influence in Russia by at-
tempting any sort of armed intervention
even in eastern Siberia.”

Informed late in January, 1918, by U.S.
Consul John K. Caldwell at Vladivostok that
the RRSC could land with entire safety at
any time, Stevens and Emerson returned to
Vladivostok to survey the situation and then
proceeded to Harbin, Manchuria, where, on
February 1, Stevens began negotiations with
Dmitri L. Horvath, the head of the Chinese
Eastern Rallway, and L. A, Ustrugov, repre-
senting the recently overthrown Russlan
Government, in an attempt to perfect a
plan for the placing of a contingent of the
RRSC on the Chinese Eastern Rallway as an
entering wedge for the initiation of the
RRSC's operations in Siberia. By March 10,
Stevens thought that he had reached an un-
derstanding with the two Russian railway
executives and, working under that assump-
tion, cabled Washington that he would im-
mediately begin assigning RRSC personnel
on the Chinese Eastern Rallway. Although
100 of the RRSC members had reached Har-
bin by March 3, five weeks went by before
Stevens was able to put them to work. Dur-
ing this period, Ustrugov, after initially
leading Stevens to think that he was in
agreement with his proposals, raised one ob-
Jection after another to the commencement
of work by the RRSC. Finally, in exaspera-
tion, Stevens, on April 7, bluntly warned
Ustrugov that unless the RRSC were allowed
to begin work immediately: “I shall at once
arrange to send the entire contingent back
to the United States, reporting to my gov-
ernment that in my opinion the Russian
railway authorities do not desire assistance
of the Americans and that the expressions
of sincerity with which I have heretofore
been greeted in this matter, are not borne
out by their practical actions. . . . The effect
of such a report . .. can be readily under-
stood by yourself."” The threat worked won-
ders. Three days later, April 10, 1918, the
RRSC began performing the work for which
it had been recruited. But four more months
were to pass before Stevens could bring the
remainder of the RRSC members from Japan
to Vladivostok to . begin work in Russian
territory.

The capture of Vladivostok at the end of
June, 1918, by Czechoslovak prisoners of war,
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who had deserted from the Austrian Army,
and who had arrived in the Far Bast en route
to join the Prench forces on the Western
Front in Europe, proved decisive in opening
the way for the remaining RRSC members
to be employed in that area. Even though
Lansing asked Stevens on July 10 to move
the RRSC men to Vladivostok at once, a full
month passed before Stevens was able to
comply with the directive. In the interval,
marked by a shooting' war between the
Czechoslovak troops on the one hand, and
Red soldiers, allegedly aided by German and
Austrian prisoners of war, on the other, the
United States somewhat reluctantly decided
on August 3 to send in American troops,
ostensibly to protect the Czechoslovaks in
their withdrawal and to support Russian
efforts to achieve self-government. Stevens’
delay in moving the RRSC undoubtedly was
related to this declsion, for eight days after
the U.S. Government's announcement of its
intention to intervene, Stevens brought the
Nagasakl contingent of the RRSC ashore at
Vladivostok. In advising Lansing of the
event, Stevens cabled: “We have no shadow
of authority. . . . I am mixed with no polit-
ieal faction . , . simply trying to work with
railway authorities™

INTER-ALLIED TECHNICAL BOARD

With the RRSC personnel all ashore on the
Asian mainland, Stevens' work entered a new
phase. Although he continued to function as
the top-level U.S. railway representative by
virtue of his chairmanship of the 1917 Ad-
visory Commission, a position he was to hold
until April, 1919, he left most of the day-to-
day details of the operation of the RRSC
to its head, Colonel Emerson. After mid-Au-
gust 1918, Stevens devoted his efforts to
thwarting the attempts of the Japanese to
gain control of Russian rallways in Man-
churia, even suggesting that the RRSC be
sent home should the Japanese gain their ob-
jectives, In his efforts to maintain the Open
Door Policy in the face of Japan’s evident in-
tention to extend its Influence in Eastern
Siberia and Manchuria, Stevens was effec-
tively supported by the U.8. Government,
which early proposed that Stevens, continu-
ing his 1917 role as “official adviser of the
Russian Ministry of Ways of Communica-
tion should, with the assistance of the Rus-
slan Railway Service Corps . . . undertake
the effective working of the rallways in co-
operation with Russian officials and per-
sonnel,” a position endorsed by Russian Am-
bassador Borls A, Bakhmeteff, who remained
in Washington as the representative of the
defunct Kerensky Government., From the
first the Japanese, not unexpectedly, raised
objections to the proposed grant of authority
to Stevens, declaring that neither the “Ad-
visory Commission-of Rallway Experts under
Mr, Stevens nor Russian Rallway BService
Corps under Colonel Emerson have heen au-
thorized to assume direction of Russian rail-
ways or generally to act as agents of Rus-
sian people outside scope of defined mission.”
And, as the autumn advanced, the Japanese
continued Iin various ways to postpone
endorsement of U.S. plans for the operation
of the Chinese Eastern and the Trans-Si-
berian Rallways.

Returning to Tokyo from conferences in
Vladivostok and Harbin, Ambassador Morris
and Stevens on October 23 began a month’s-
long attempt to win Japanese approval of
a plan under which Stevens would assume
administrative control of the Chinese East-
ern Railway and the Siberian portion of the
Trans-Siberian Railway. After weeks of prod-
ding by Morris and Stevens, the Japanese on
December 2 revealed their reactlon in a radi-
cal revision of the Morris-Stevens plan. Spe-
cifically, the Japanese proposed that the
“nations having military forces in Siberia,”
should create a Technical Board composed of
railway experts, that the Technical Board
should “act through a president elected by
a majority of the members of the board,”
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that the “management of the rallways . . .
be left in the hands of the Russians,” that
the “Russian officials shall . . . follow the
advice and accept the assistance” of the
Technical Board. Forelgn Minister Yasuya
Uchida, on presenting the revision, which
nowhere mentioned Stevens, personally as-
sured Ambassador Morris that the proposal
“was offered with the distinet understanding
that Stevens should be made President of
the Technical Board. . . ."”

The month of December passed with Morris
pressing Stevens to accept this and subse-
quent Japanese proposals and with Stevens,
from Harbin, countering with repeated sug-
gestions for spelling out the unfettered au-
thority of the President of the Technical
Board. In a final effort to meet the demands
of Stevens and Morris, the Japanese sub-
mitted an amended plan on December 27
which, among other things, provided for the
election by the Technical Board of a Presl-
dent “to whom shall be infrusted tech-
nical operation of [the] rallways.” This ver-
sion of the rallway operating plan, and par-
ticularly the key phrase giving the presi-
dent control over the “technical operation”
of the rallways, incorporated many of the
suggestions previously proposed by Stevens.
Although the new Japanese proposals did
not fulfill all of his hopes, Btevens was won
over to accepting them by a State Depart-
ment appeal of January 4, 1919, which de-
clared: “The Department is greatly con-
cerned because of the reports recelved dally
of the distress in Siberia due to the present
intolerable conditions of transportation. It
would seem that some plan of action must
be adopted at once as the position is now
such that the responsibility for further de-
lay in attempting to solve this vital prob-
lem may be, with reason, laid upon us and
that, therefore, unless we are willilng to un-
dertake the task in the face of existing diffi-
culties we should promptly give way to
others who will.” To this appeal Stevens
replied on January 8: “I am ready and will-
ing to immediately go ahead with the plan
of operating the railways which evolved after
long negotiations. I have asked Ambassa-
dor Morris to complete formalities as early
as possible. Myself and service corps are
ready to act at once.” Stevens’ decision to
cooperate paved the way for formal accept-
ance of the Uchida proposals by the United
States Government on February 10, 1919,
and for the early inauguration of the ma-
chinery suggested for controlling the rail-
ways.

On March 5, 1919, Stevens officlally assumed
his new position as U.S. representative on the
Inter-Alllied Technical Board. Joining him
on the Board were railway representatives of
China, France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan,
and of the White Russian Government of Ad-
miral Kolchak. (The Czechoslovakian mem-
ber joined later.) Assembling in Vladivostok
on that date, the members promptly elected
Stevens to the presidency of the Technical
Board, a position which he later described
as T6% diplomatic and 25% technical in
nature. At this initial meeting the Board
established English as the officlal language
and declared Stevens’ powers, as President,
to be supreme in all administrative matters
pertaining to the Board’s headquarters, After
holding nine meetings in Vladivostok, Ste-
vens, on March 19, 1919, moved the Board
to Harbin and established its headquarters
in a building supplied by the Chinese Eastern
Railway. Here it remained until a fire de-
stroyed the bullding on January 18, 1922,
and forced the transfer of the Board’s offices
into the general office building of the Chinese
Eastern, where they continued to function
until the dissolution of the Board in the fol-
lowing November.

Except for two visits to Washington on
State Department orders, the second to serve
as advisor to the Secretary of State on Chi-
nese Fastern Rallway problems during the
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Wash n Armament Conference (1921—
1822), Stevens was to spend his time for the
next three and one-half years in active
charge of the Board's affairs. Since he was
the only member of the Board who had any
Jurisdiction over the funds earned by or con-
tributed to the rallways under their super-
vision, Stevens was able to impose his will
on the other members on most matters—on
all votes except two in the three and one-half
year history of the Board, a majority of the
members supported his proposals.

From the beginning Stevens was con=-
fronted with the almost impossible task of
keeping rallway traffic on the Chi-
nese Eastern Railway and on that portion of
the Trans-Siberian lines not under the con-
trol of the new Soviet government. In his ini-
tial year in the new post (until May, 1920),
he could command the technical services of
the previously mentioned Russian Rallway
Service Corps, first under Emerson, and later
under Benjamin O. Johnson, formerly of
the Northern Pacific. The experlenced rail-
road men of this outfit did yeoman service
wherever they were employed and those as-
signed in Central Sibera, who alded in the
ultimate evacuation of the more than 70,000
Czechoslovaks, often were called upon to
work under battle conditions. In effecting
the Czechoslovak evacuation, Stevens had to
raise some $400,000 (2 carloads) In gold
rubles and 60 cars of wheat for Russian rail-
waymen and coal miners who refused to work
unless they were pald and thelr families
were fed.

For most of the time the Board held its
meetings in Harbin, but on occasion Stevens
did take or send the members out on special
tralns so that they might observe operating
problems with which he was already well-
acquainted. One such trip took the Board to
Omsk at the end of May, 1019, Here, Stevens
and the other Board members held numerous
conferences with the members of the White
Russian Government of Admiral Kolchak in
what proved to be largely unsuccessful ef-
forts to galn EKolchak's cooperation in the
operation of those portions of the Trans-
Siberlan Railway under hls nominal politi-
cal jurisdiction. Farther east, along the
Trans-Baikal section of the Trans-Siberian
Railway, Stevens found the Board’s opera-
tions hampered by Ataman Grigorili Semenov
and his so-called army of 10,000 Cossack
brigands, who, Stevens maintained, were en-
couraged by the Japanese Army as they
“murdered, whipped, and otherwise mal-
treated the railway operators and their fami-
lies,” and completely terrorized the entire
rallway force. When Semenov turned his
hostility toward the RRSC Iinspectors,
Stevens, fearing that some might be killed,
gave serious thought to withdrawing them
from that sector, but finally left the deci-
sions up to the Americans, who, to a man,
refused to leave their posts.

In attacking the multitude of problems
confronting him, Stevens achieved consider-
able success in Improving the technical side
of rallway operations. With the cooperation
of RRSC Inspectors, he was able to speed up
the repair of locomotives and cars, to Increase
train speeds through the institution of U.S.
dispatching methods, and to increase tonnage
moved through the use of dally reports on
locomotive and car movements and by the
heavier loading of freight cars. In other
areas he was not so successful, His attempts
to reduce the number of employees continu-
ally ran afoul of Russian work rules which
made it financially prohibitive to lay off an
employee. In attacking the regulation requir-
ing the annual replacement of 25% of the
crossties, after years of argument he was able
to substitute a system of individual tie in-
spection—a process that produced a saving
of $100,000 in one year.

Among his more difficult problems was that
of financing the operations of the railways.
Over the whole period of the Boards exist-
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ence, the United States and Japanese govern-
ments supplled the major portion of the
funds made available for its use—Japan put
up $4,500,000 and the United States
$5,000,000. It was hoped and expected that
with the restoration of service the railways
would earn sufficlent revenues to become self-
sustaining, But these hopes of Stevens and
others were never fulfilled. Although a system
of freight and passenger rates was laboriously
negotiated. Stevens soon discovered that great
numbers of those who used the rallways re-
fused to pay, and throughout the last year of
the Board’s life (1922) Chinese Eastern Rail-
way deficlts mounted from month to month,
compelling the rallway “to borrow money
wherever it could by short term notes and on
exorbitant terms, and also to sell advance
transportation certificates in large amounts.”
Contributing to the deficits were the low
rates assessed the various nations for the
movement of their military forces, and, more
particularly, the refusal of certain of them to
pay anything, a fact that roused the ire of
Stevens, who asserted that they ‘“never paid
a dime nor even acknowledged my requests
for payment.” Actually, only the United
States, Japan, Great Britain, and Italy made
any payments whatsoever for use of the rail-
ways by their troops. In attempting to put
Chinese Eastern Rallway operations in the
black, Stevens was thwarted by wasteful
spending on unneeded items—including a de
luxe train—and, especially by overhead, where
he found that administration and higher
supervision constituted 28% of expenses as
opposed to 3% to 4% on U.S. railways.

As the years passed, Stevens often wearied
of his frustrating task and more than once
asked to be relleved of his burden, only to
yleld to State Department pressure to con-
tinue in the service of the Unilted States.
Characteristic of these episodes was his ex-
pression in January, 1922, of a desire “to
throw up at once the Chinese Eastern Rail-
way as a hopeless problem.” On this occasion,
after Secretary of State Hughes personally
insisted that his continuance as Chairman of
the Technical Board was “essential to the
preservation of American interests,” Stevens
subordinated his desires and agreed to con-
tinue as the U.S., representative until the
Technical Board's activities could be brought
to an end—an action the State Department
had long sought to accomplish, Another eight
months were to elapse, however, before the
State Department's labors were finally re-
warded by the departure of the last Japanese
soldier from Vladivostok on October 25,
1922, almost two years after all other Allied
troops had been called home. The recelpt of
this intelligence, which he had long awaited,
permitted Stevens to call the members of
the Technical Board together in their 133rd
sesslon on November 1, 1922. To his long-
time co-workers and friends, Stevens an-
nounced that theilr work was at an end and
then officially proclaimed the dissolution of
the Board. Leaving his son Eugene, the
Board's Secretary and Treasurer, behind to
wind up the Board's affairs, Stevens shortly
returned to the States.

On March 15, 1923, Stevens submitted to
the State Department a short review of his
gctions as President of the Inter-Allied Tech-
nical Board—the only official report he ever
prepared on his operations as a U.S. diplomat
during the years from 1917 to 1922 In a
lengthy acknowledgment, which he released
to the press on April 4, 1923, Secretary of
State Hughes wrote:

I wish to take this occaslon to assure you
of the high regard in which your work as
President of the Interallied Technical Board,
and as the American representative thereon,
is held by the President as well as by myself
and the other members of the Government.

. . . Your own leading part in this work
constitutes a public service of the highest
order. I feel that you have contributed much
to the well-being of the people of Eastern
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Siberia and Manchuria and to the early re-
cuperation of their economiec life, and that
you have advanced the prestige and honor
of the United States In that part of the
world and with all who have known of your
work,

Years later, in speaking of this “very com-
mendatory letter to the Press,” Stevens
characterized it as “a rather unusual thing
for that hardboiled outfit—the [State] De-
partment, to do.”

For his long and trylng labors as President
of the Technical Board, Stevens was honored
by his country with the award of the U.S.
Distinguished Service Medal, by France with
the Legion of Honor, by Czechoslovakia with
its Military Cross and its highest clvilian
decoration, by China with the orders of Chia-
Ho and Wen-Hu, and by Japan with the Or-
der of the Rising Sun.

Although many contemporaries and some
latter-day students of the period have at-
tempted to assess Stevens' role as a U.S.
diplomat during World War I and its after-
math, no one has done it as well as Am-
bassador Roland S. Morris. In appraising
Stevens’ efforts on behalf of his country,
Morris knew whereof he spoke, for from his
post in Tokyo in the 1917-1920 period, he
was a continuing collaborator with Stevens
in the shaping of U.S. foreign policy in the
Far East. Years later, in speaking of the
Inter-Allied Technical Board’s operations,
Morris declared:

This Board, with Mr. Stevens as its head,
settled down to try to work out the operation
of the Trans-Slberian system, faced by a
bitter civil war, the menace of undisciplined
Cossack bands, the jealousles of factions and
confiicting nationalities. . . . For almost two
years [after the return of the Russian Rail-
way Service Corps] with only one or two
assistants he continued to superintend the
operation of the great Trans-Siberian sys-
tem, thus occupying a position unique in
the history of American engineering. With
a llfe experlence of sixty years, calm, cool,
far-visioned, and with all his personal am-
bitions, I imagine, gratified and cherishing
but one purpose, to serve his country as best
he could, quite alone he completed the task
he had undertaken. From & small apartment
at Harbin he exerclsed a moral influence
during that period of reconstruction in the
Far East, the results of which will continue
to operate after our generation has passed
away.

It is singularly interesting to try to picture
the polyglot throng which poured through his
office day by day as he counselled with Chi-
nese generals, Manchurian leaders, Japanese
diplomats, civillans and bureaucrats, Cos-
sacks, Frenchmen, Englishmen and Ameri-
cans of all kinds, united only in their faith in
one man, who seemed to be the sole disine-
terested factor In that bewlldering situation.
It was an extraordinary service which he
rendered.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 17802) to
increase the public debt limit set forth
in section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond
Act, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 17802) to increase the
public debt limit set forth in section 21
of the Second Liberty Bond Act, was
read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ADDRESS TO
THE NATION ON CAMBODIA

Mr. CORTIS. Mr. President, last night,
the President of the United States deliv-
ered to the Nation an address which was
heard by millions of Americans.

I commend President Nixon on the
statement that he made and the action
that he has taken in these past few
weeks of trial for our country.

President Nixon's statement was fac-
Elual. It was forthright, If was informa-

ve.

The American people are united on
one thing: their desire that the fighting
in Southeast Asia come to an end.

The disagreement in this country is
over how best to bring that about.

In a football game, not everyone can
be the quarterback. Someone must de-
cide on the plan, which means that that
individual has a great responsibility rest-
ing on his shoulders.

The President's responsibilities are
awesome. I know that no man in the
United States today is more desirous of
bringing to an end the fighting by Amer-
ican forces in Southeast Asia than the
President of the United States. I think
that was true when President Johnson
was in the White House, The responsi-
bilities that rest upon President Nixon's
shoulders placed in his breast a greater
desire for peace than any other Ameri-
can could possess.

I am sure that President Nixon exam-
ined and reexamined the entire problem
and the course of action that he chose to
follow. It is now being proved that that
course of action was the wisest one to
take. There is always a risk involved in
dynamie action, but there is also a risk
involved when we do nothing.

The President has met his responsi-
bility. He has acted in the way he be-
lieves he would best save the lives of the
greatest number of our Armed Forces in
Southeast Asia. He has acted in a way
that he believes will make it possible to
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bring the greatest number of American
ﬁs back home in the shortest length of
e.

Mr. President, it is not for any of us
to say that we have a monopoly on all
information or on all the facts. None of us
can see into the future. Historians, many
years from now, will have to decide who
is right. I believe they will find in Presi-
dent Nixon’s favor. I am sure that his-
torians will find that President Nixon
gathered all the facts he could and that
he searched his heart and mind over
and over again before he made the de-
cisions he did.

I believe that millions of Americans,
many of whom perhaps disagreed with
him 10 days ago, are today supporting
the President of the United States. He
is not only our Commander in Chief,
which places a great responsibility upon
him; he is also our chief negotiator, not
only at the Vietnam peace talks in Paris
but everywhere else, as well. He is the
man who dispatches ambassadors here
and there and who makes proposals and
communicates with foreign countries. It
is for the benefit of all Americans that
the Nation act in unity.

Mr. President, in light of the fact that
as the days go on, more and more Ameri-
cans are coming to the realization of the
correctness of the President’s position,
it is my hope that the same sentiment
will prevail in the Chamber and that we
will slow the critical aection, turn our
attention to other business, and give the
President a chance to complete the
course of action that he has undertaken
for the benefit of the American boys
now in Southeast Asia.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR THURMOND ON MONDAY,
JUNE 8, 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the dis-
position of the reading of the Journal on
Monday next, the distinguished senior
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 30 minutes.

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

FIFTY-FOURTH SESSION, INTERNA-
TIONAL LABOR CONFERENCE AT

GENEVA, SWITZERLAND—AP-
POINTMENTS BY THE VICE PRESI-
DENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, appoints the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YareoroucH) and the Sena-
tor from Illinois (Mr. Smite) to attend
the 54th session, International Labor
Conference, to be held at Geneva, Switz-
erland, on June 2 through 25, 1970.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. Is there further morning business?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, is
there further morning business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?

PRESIDENT NIXON'S STATEMENT
ON CAMEODIA

Mr., GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. CourTis) concerning President
Nixon's address to the Nation last
evening.

The President’'s address was a con-
vincing statement of the wisdom and the
success of the sanctuary operation.

I believe he made it abundantly clear
again that all American troops will be
out of Cambodia before the end of June,
and that 150,000 troops will be coming
home on schedule.

In my view, his forthright statement
demonstrated that there is no need for
the pending Church-Cooper amendment,
and I believe that a majority of the
Senate will come to that conclusion.

As he has done before, President
Nixon reaffirmed his confidence in the
American people—and I am hopeful that
confidence will be reciprocated.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the President’s address be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the President’s address was ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RapIo AND TELEVISION ADDRESS BY THE PrESI-
DENT ON THE CAMBODIAN SANCTUARY OPERA-
TION

Good evening, my fellow Americans.

One month ago, I announced a decision
ordering American participation with South
Vietnamese forces in a serles of operations
agalnst Communist-occupied areas in Cam-
bodia which have been used for five years as
bases for attacks on our forces in South
Vietnam.

This past weekend, In the Western White
House in California, I met with Secretary
Laird, General Abrams and other senior ad-
visors to receive a firsthand report on the
progress of this operation.

Based on General Abrams’ report, I can
now state that this has been the most suc-
cessful operation of this long and very dif-
ficult war.

Before going into the detalls which form
the basis for this conclusion, I believe it
would be helpful to review briefly why I con-
sldered it necessary to make this decision,
what our objectives were; and the prospects
for achleving those objectives.

You will recall that on April 20, I an-
nounced the withdrawal of an additional
160,000 American troops from Vietnam with-
in a year—which will bring the total number
withdrawn, since I have taken office, to 260,-
000. I also reafirmed on that occasion our
proposals for a negotiated peace.

At the time of this announcement I
warned that if the enemy tried to take ad-
vantage of our withdrawal program by in=-
creased attacks in Cambodia, Laocs, or South
Vietnam in & way that endangered the lives
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of our men remaining in South Vietnam, that
I would, in my capacity as Commander-in-
Chief of our Armed Forces, take strong ac-
tion to deal with that threat.

Between April 20 and April 30, Communist
forces launched a series of attacks against
a number of key citles in neutral Cambodia.
Thelr objective was unmistakable—to link
together bases they had maintained In Cam-
bodia for five years in violation of Cam-
bodian neutrality. The entire six-hundred-
mile Cambodian-South Vietnam border
would then have become one continuous hos-
tile territory from which to launch assaults
upon American and allied forces.

This posed an unacceptable threat to our
remaining forces in South Vietnam. It would
have meant higher casualties. It would have
jeopardized our program for troop with-
drawals. It would have meant a longer war.
And—carried out in the face of an explicit
warning from this Government—failure to
deal with the enemy action would have
eroded the credibility of the United States
before the entire world.

After very intensive consultations with my
top advisors, I directed that American troops
join the South Vietnamese In destroying
these major enemy bases along the Cambo-
dian frontier. I sald when I made this an-
nouncement: “Our purpose is not to occupy
these areas. Once the enemy forces are driven
out of the sanctuaries and once their sup-
plies are destroyed, we will withdraw."”

That pledge is being kept. I said further
on that occasion, “We take this action not
for the purpose of expanding the war in
Cambodia, but for the purpose of ending
the war in Vietnam." That purpose is being
advanced,

As of today I can report that all of our
major military objectives have been achieved.
43,000 South Vietnamese took part in these
operations, along with 381,000 Americans. Our
combined forces have moved with greater
speed and success than we had planned; we
have captured and destroyed far more in
war material than we anticipated; and Amer-
ican and allied casualties have been far lower
than we expected.

In the month of May, in Cambodia alone,
we captured a total amount of enemy arms,
equipment, ammunition and food mnearly
equal to what we captured in all of Vietnam
in all of last year.

Here is some fllm of the war material that
has been captured.

This is some ammunition you see. We
have captured more than 10 million rounds
of ammunition, That 1s equal to the enemy's
expenditures for nine months.

Here you also see & few of the over 15,000
rifles and machine guns and other weapons
we have captured. They will never be used
against American boys in Vietnam.

This reality was brought home directly to
me & few days ago. I was talking with a union
leader from New York. His son died in Viet-
nam this past February. He told me that—
had we moved earlier in Cambodia—we might
have captured the enemy weapon that killed
his son.

Now you are looking at some of the heavy
mortars, rocket launchers and recollless rifles
that have shelled U.S. base camps and Viet-
namese towns. We have seized over 2,000 of
these along with 80,000 rounds of ammuni-
tion. That is as much as the enemy fires
in a whole year. Had this war material made
its way into South Vietnam and had it been
used against American troops, U.8. casualties
would have been vastly increased.

Here you see rice, more than 11 million
pounds of rice. This is more than enough
rice to feed all the enemy’s combat battalions
in Vietnam for over three months. This rice
will not be feeding enemy troops now, but
rather war refugees.

Now with the rainy season now beginning,
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it will take the enemy months to rebuild its
shattered installations and to replace the
equipment we have captured or destroyed.

The success of these operations to date has
guaranteed that the June 30 deadline I set
for withdrawal of all American forces from
Cambodla will be met. General Abrams ad-
vises me that 17,000 of the 31,000 Americans
who entered Cambodia have already returned
to Vietnam. The remainder will return by the
end of this month. This includes all Ameri-
can air support, logistics and military advis-
ory personnel,

The only remaining American actlivity In
Cambodia after July 1 will be alr missions to
interdict the movement of enemy troops and
material where I find that is necessary to
protect the lives and security of our men in
South Vietnam.

Our discussions with the South Vietnamese
government Indicate that their primary ob-
Jective remains the security of South Viet-
nam, and that their activity in Cambodia in
the future—after their withdrawal from the
sanctuaries—will be determined by the ac-
tions of the enemy in Cambodia.

When this operation was announced, the
critics charged that it would increase Ameri-
can casualties, that it would widen the war,
that it would lengthen our involvement, that
it might postpone troop withdrawals, But the
operation was undertaken for precisely the
opposite reasons—and it has had precisely
the opposite effect.

Let us examine the long-range impact of
this operation.

First, we have eliminated an immediate
danger to the security of the remaining
Americans in Vietnam, and thereby reduced
our future casualties. Seizing these weapons
and ammunition will save American lives.
Because of this operation, American soldiers
who might not otherwise be ever coming
home, will now be coming home.

Second, we have won precious time for the
South Vietnamese to train and prepare
themselves to carry the burden of their na-
tional defense, so that our American forces
can be withdrawn.

From General Abrams' reports and from
our advisors in the field, one of the most dra-
matic and heartening developments of the
operation has been the splendid perform-
ance of the South Vietnamese army. Sixty
percent of all the troops involved in the
Cambodian operations were South Vietnam-
ese. The eflectiveness, the skill, the valor
with which they fought far exceeded our ex-
pectations, Confidence and morale in the
South Vietnamese army has been greatly bol-
stered. This operation has clearly demon-
strated that our Vietnamization program is
succeeding.

Third, we have insured the continuance
and success of our troop withdrawal program.
An April 20, I announced an additional
160,000 Americans would be home within a
year. As a result of the success of the Cam-
bodian operations, Secretary Laird has re-
sumed the withdrawal of American forces
from Vietnam. Fifty thousand of the 150,000
I announced on April 20 will now be out by
October 15.

As long as the war goes on, we can expect
setbacks and some reversals, But, following
the success of this effort, we can say now
with confidence that we will keep our time-
table for troop withdrawals.

Becretary Rogers and I have been particu-
larly encouraged by the resolve of 11 Asian
countries at the Djkarta Conference to seek
a solution to the problem of Cambodia. Cam-
bodia offers an opportunity for these 11
nations, as well as other countries of the area,
to cooperate in supporting the Cambodian
government’s efforts to maintain Cambodian
neutrality, independence and territorial in-
tegrity. We shall do what we can to make 1t
possible for these Asian initiatives to succeed.

To the North Vietnamese tonight I say
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again—the door to a negotlated peace re-
malns wide open. Every offer we have made
at the conference table, publicly or privately,
I herewith reaffirm. We are ready to negoti-
ate, whenever they are ready to negotiate.

However, if their answer to our troop with-
drawal program, and to our offer to nego-
tiate, is to increase their attacks In a way
that jeopardizes the safety of our remain-
ing forces in Vietnam, I shall, as my action
five weeks ago clearly demonstrated, take
strong and effective measures to deal with
that situation.

As all of you know, when I first announced
the decision on Cambodia, it was subjected
to an unprecedented barrage of criticism in
this country. I want to express tonigh* my
deep appreciation to the millions of Ameri-
cans who supported me then and who have
supported me since In our efforts to win a
just peace.

But I also understand the deep divisions
In this country over the war. I realize that
many Americans are deeply troubled. They
want peace. They want to bring the boys
home. Let us understand once and for all
that no group has a monopoly on those con-
cerns. Every American shares those desires;
I share them very deeply.

Our differences are over the best means
to achieve a just peace.

As President I have a responsibility to lis-
ten to those in this country who disagree
with my policies. But I also have a solemn
obligation to make the hard decisions which
I find are necessary to protect the lives of
400,000 American men remaining in Viet-
nam.

When I spoke to you a month ago, a clear
threat was emerging in Cambodia to the
security of our men in Vietnam.

Ask yourselves this question: If an Amer-
ican President had falled to meet this threat
to 400,000 American men in Vietnam, would
those nations and peoples who rely on Amer-
ica’s power and treaty commitments for
their security—in Latin America, Europe,
the Middle East or other parts of Asia—re-
tain any confidence in the United States?
That is why I deeply believe that a just
peace in Vietnam Is essential, if there is to
be a lasting peace in other parts of the
world.

With this announcement tonight, we have
kept the pledge I made when I ordered this
operation, that we would withdraw from
Cambodia on a scheduled timetable—just
as this Administration has kept every pledge
it has made to the American people re-
garding the war in Vietnam and the return
of American troops.

Let us look at the record.

In June of 19690 I pledged a withdrawal
of 25,000 troops. They came home. In Sep-
tember of the same year I sald I would
bring home an additional 35,000. They came
home. In December I said an additional
50,000 Americans were coming out of Viet-
nam. They, too, have come home.

There is one commitment yet to be ful-
filled. I have pledged to end this war. I
shall keep that promise. But I am deter-
mined to end the war In a way that will
promote peace rather than conflict through-
out the world. I am determined to end it
in a way that will bring an era of reconcilia-
tion to our people—and not an era of furl-
ous recrimination.

In seeking peace, let us remember that at
this time only this Administration can end
this war and bring peace. We have a pro-
gram for peace—and the greater the support
the Administration receives in its efforts,
the greater the opportunity to win that
Jjust peace we all desire.

Peace is the goal that unites us. Peace Is
the goal toward which we are working. Peace
is the goal this government will pursue
until the day that we reach it.

Thank you, and good night.
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore
(Mr. Harris) laid before the Senate the
following letters, which were referred as
indicated:

REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, reporting, pursuant to law, on dis-
bursements made under “Contingencies, De-
fense” appropriations, for the period July 1,
1969, to March 31, 1970, were valued at $9051,-
332; to the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for
Administration, Department of Transporta-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on purchases and contracts made by the De-
partment under clause 11 of section 2304
(a) of title 10, U.S. Code, during the period
of November 1, 1969, through April 30, 1970
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY
BoArD

A letter from the Chalirman, National
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of the Board for
1969 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Commerce.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1117)
to establish a Joint Committee on the
Environment, was read twice by its title
and, by unanimous consent, referred
jointly to the Committee on Public
Works, the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, and the Committee on
Commerce, and ordered to be reported
by July 15, 1970.

The remarks of Mr. MuskIle when he
introduced Senate Joint Resolution
207, of an identical title, appear later in
the RECORD.)

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. HaRRIS) :

A petition presented by national aviation
associations urging immediate steps to in-
crease the capacity of alrports and airways;
to the Committee on Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the city ecouncil
of the City of Philadelphia, memorializing
the President of the United States to author-
ize the immediate and safe withdrawal of
all American forces from Southeast Asia; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CURTIS, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with an amend-
ment:

S.3592. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act, as amended, to clarify the
provisions relating to custom slaughtering
operations (Rept. No. 91-915).

By Mr, METCALF, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H.R.10184. An act to provide for the dis-
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position of judgment funds of the Sloux
Tribe of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation,
Mont. (Rept. No. 91-916).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time and, by unan-
imous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself and Mr.
Wirriams of Delaware) :

8.8922. A bill to authorize the conveyance
of certain unneeded Federal lands of the
Fort Miles Reservation, Del,, to the State of
Delaware for public education and park pur-
poses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

(The remarks of Mr. BoGges when he intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. EASTLAND:

S5.8923. A bill for the relief of Richard
Miao; and

5.3024. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit the transportation
and possession of explosives when not in
compliance with certain applicable provi-
sions of law; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary,

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois:

8.38925. A bill for the relief of Pirkko An-
nell Mikkola; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MUSKIE:

5.3826. A bill for the rellef of Hedy The-
resa Pereira; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

By Mr. HART:

8.8927. A bill to revise and clarify the
Federal Ald in Wildlife Restoration Act and
the Federal Aid In Fish Restoration Act, and
for other purposes;

S.3928, A bill to amend the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 19568 to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to make loans to assoclations
of fishing vessel owners and operators or-
ganized to provide imsurance against the
damage or loss of fishing vessels or the in-
Jury or death of fishing erews, and for other
P ; and

S.8920, A bill to strengthen the penalties
for illegal fishing in the territorial waters and
the contiguous fishery zone of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

(The remarks of Mr. HarT when he intro-
duced the bills appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
MiLLER, Mr. Jorpan of Idaho, and
Mr. PErCY) :

8.J.Res. 206. Joint resolution to request
the Council of Economic Advisers to publish
economlc data; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. Javits when he intro-
duced the joint resolution appear later in
the Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MUSEIE (for himself, Mr,
JacksoN, Mr. MagNUsoN, Mr. Ran-
DOLPH, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BayH, Mr,
Biere, Mr. BoGGs, Mr. CanNoN, Mr,
CHURCH, Mr, CooPER, Mr. EAGLETON,
Mr, GraveL, Mr. Harris, Mr. Har-
¥IELD, Mr. INoUYE, Mr, EENNEDY,
Mr. McGee, Mr. MAaNSFIELD, Mr.
MEercaLy, Mr. MonpaLe, Mr. MonN-
TOYA, Mr. Moss, Mr, NELsoN, Mr,
Packwoon, Mr. PerLr, Mr, Percy, Mr.
SponG, Mr, StEVENs, Mr., TYDINGS,
Mr, YareoroUGH, Mr, YouNc of Ohlo,
and Mr, Wimriams of New Jersey) :

8.J. Res. 207. Joint Resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on the Environment; re-
ferred jointly, by unanimous consent, to the

mmittee on Public Works, Committee on
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Interior and Insular Affairs and the Commit-
tee on Commerce, and ordered to be reported
by July 15, 1970.

(The remarks of Mr, Muskie when he in-
troduced the joint resolution appear later in
the Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

S. 3922—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO CONVEY CERTAIN UNNEEDED
FEDERAL LAND TO THE STATE OF
DELAWARE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce on behalf of my senior colleague
(Mr. WLLiams) and myself, a bill which
would convey five parcels of land at Cape
Henlopen, Del,, from the Army and the
Navy to the State of Delaware.

Quite frankly, Mr. President, we in
Delaware have long wanted these lands
for the use of outdoor recreation for the
benefit of all our citizenry.

These parcels, which total slightly
more than 820 acres, are either enclaves
within or barriers between parkland op-
erated by the State of Delaware, To the
north of the military lands is the 540-
acre Cape Henlopen State Park. To the
south is State parkland known as Gor-
don’s Pond.

All this land is located on the Atlantic
Ocean and enjoys the benefits of beauti-
ful beaches and imposing sand dunes. It
is undeveloped commercially, and the
State is determined to maintain it in its
natural state. There are few such places
remaining on the eastern seaboard.

The Navy owns four of the parcels:
One of 15 acres where some Reserve
forces are frained; two totaling three-
quarters of an acre on which are located
some little-used equipment sheds; and
another of 614 acres on which some im-
portant oceanographic work is conduct-
ed. The Army owns a 190-acre plot used
for recreation and some Reserve train-
ing.

In April—during Earth Week—the
Army began an operation on a T0-foot-
high sand dune covering 13 acres in its
area. It leveled the top of the dune,
reducing its height to about 40 feet. The
purpose of this operation, I understand,
was to create a parking place for be-
tween five and 10 house trailers.

I can understand the desirability of
such action. The land, probably worth
$100,000 an acre, commands a breath-
taking view of the Atlantic Ocean and
a long stretch of unsullied beach.

But, in so doing, the Army destroyed
one of nature’s wonders. The “Big Dune,”
as it i1s known, is the largest sand dune
between Sandy Hook, N.J.,, and Cape
Hatteras, N.C. It has been the subject of
scholarly articles in both Scientific
American and the National Geo-
graphie.

This destruction was undertaken
without consultation with Delaware of-
ficials or with people who live in the area.
Quite understandably, all were upset.

The Governor of Delaware, the Hon-
orable Russell W. Peterson, persuaded
the Army to agree to hold the destruc-
tion to the 13-acre plot. He asked the
congressional delegation to start an ef-
fort to convey the military land to the
State.

Since that time, Representative Wir-
Liam V. RorH, Jr., Senator WirLriams and
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myself have been holding discussions
with the Department of Defense. We told
the Department we were interested in the
land and asked them to justify retention
of any parts of it they could.

They since have indicated verbally
that they might be responsive to convey-
ing the 15-acre plot, the two plots which
total three-quarters of an acre, and a
corridor through the center of the 612-
acre plot.

But we have received no confirmation
of that offer and the Army maintains its
need to retain the 190-acre plot.

My colleagues and I would disagree
with that premise.

The 1st Army at Fort Meade, Md.,
which operates the land, claims it is nec-
essary for recreation and training. And
yet it admits that only 14,000 persons
used it for recreation last year. By com-
parison, more than one million persons
used the State-owned recreational
beaches.

It is not our intent to deny the use of
the beaches to the military, but rather
to make them available to all on an equal
basis.

Governor Peterson has offered to re-
place the training sites by finding other,
more suitable areas in the State.

This bill would simply convey all the
lands under military control to the State
of Delaware. We realize there may be
perfectly valid justification for the Navy
to retain part of its land, and we are
more than willing to consider such justi-
fications and to accommodate them dur-
ing the legislative process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of Virginia) . The bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

The bill (8. 3922) to authorize the con-
veyance of certain unneeded Federal
lands of the Fort Miles Reservation, Del.,
to the State of Delaware for public edu-
cation and park purposes, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. Boecas, for
himself and Mr. WiLLiams of Delaware,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

8. 3927, S. 3928, AND S. 3920—INTRO-
DUCTION OF BILLS TO ENHANCE
FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
AND TO PROTECT DOMESTIC
COMMERCIAL AND SPORT FISH-
ING

Mr. HART, Mr, President, it is my
pleasure today to introduce for appro-
priate reference three bills to enhance
fish and wildlife resources throughout
the country and to promote and protect
domestic commerecial and sport fishing.

The first of these bills would amend
the Dingell-Johnson and Pittman-Rob-
ertson Acts. These acts provide funds for
fish and wildlife restoration to the States
through excise taxes on sporting arms,
ammunition, and fishing gear. The
amendments I propose would add to the
Pittman-Robertson fund by switching
revenue received from the existing excise
tax on pistols and revolvers from the
general fund to the Pittman-Robertson
fund. The extra money would be used for
hunter safety programs and other State
projects. The remainder of the amend-
ments are “housekeeping” changes to
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streamline the administration of both
acts. All of these proposals, Mr. President,
are the thoughtful recommendations of
the distinguished conservationist and
Congressman from Michigan’s 15th Dis-
trict, Mr. DINGELL.

The second bill would amend the Fish
and Wildlife Act of 1956 to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to make loans
to fishermen marine insurance associa-
tions so that they may insure themselves
against marine perils.

The third would increase the penalties
against foreign vessels for fishing in the
contiguous fishing zone of the United
States, up to a maximum of $50,000.

Mr. President, all of these bills are
needed and it is a pleasure for me to
introduce them in the Senate. I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in full in the RECORD.

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

The bills (8. 3927) to revise and clarify
the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration
Act and the Federal Aid in Fish Resto-
ration Act, and for other purposes:

(8. 3928) to amend the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1956 to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to make loans to as-
sociations of fishing vessel owners and
operators organized to provide insurance
against the damage of or loss of fishing
vessels or the injury or death of fishing
crews, and for other purposes; and

(8. 3929) to strengthen the penalties
for illegal fishing in the territorial waters
and the contiguous fishery zone of the
United States, and for other purposes in-
troduced by Mr. HarT, were received, read
twice by their titles, referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

S. 3927
A bill to revise and clarify the Federal Ald
in Wildlife Restoration Act and the Federal

Ald in Fish Restoration Act, and for other

purposes

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

TITLE I—FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE

RESTORATION

SEec. 101. The first sentence of section 8
of the Federal Ald in Wildlife Restoration
Act of September 2, 1937 (16 U.S.C. 668b), is
amended to read as follows: “An amount
equal to all revenues accruing each fiscal year
(beginning with the fiscal year 1971) from
any tax imposed on specified articles by
section 4181 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 (26 U.S.C. 4181) shall, subject to
the exemptions in section 4182 of such Code,
be covered into the Federal ald to wildlife
restoration fund in the Treasury (herein-
after referred to as the ‘fund’) and is au-
thorized to be appropriated and made avall-
able until expended to carry out the purposes
of this Act.”

SEc. 102. Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 8(a) of
the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act

of Beptember 2, 1937 (16 U.S.C. 669c—860g-1),
are amended to read as follows:

“Sec.4. (a) So much, not to exceed 8 per
centum, of the revenues covered into sald
fund in each fiscal year as the Secretary of
the Interior may estimate to be n for
his expenses in the administration and ex-
ecution of this Act and the Migratory Bird
Conservation Act shall be deducted for that
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purpose, and such sum is authorized to be
made available therefor until the expiration
of the next succeeding fiscal year, and within
sixty days after the close of such fiscal year
the Secretary of the Interlor shall apportion
such part thereof as remains unexpended by
him, if any, and make certificate thereof to
the Secretary of the Treasury and to the
State fish and game departments on the
same basis and in the same manner as is pro-
vided as to other amounts authorized by this
Act to be apportioned among the States for
such current fiscal year. The Secretary of the
Interior, after making the aforesaid deduc-
tion, shall apportion, except as provided in
subsection (b) of this section, the remainder
of the revenue in said fund for each fiscal
year among the several States in the follow-
ing manner: One-half in the ratio which
the area of each State bears to the total area
of all the States, and one-half in the ratio
which the number of pald hunting-license
holders of each State in the second fiscal year
preceding the fiscal year for which such ap-
portionment is made, as certified to said
Becretary by the State fish and game depart-
ments, bears to the total number of pald
hunting-license holders of all the States.
Such apportionments shall be adjusted equi-
tably so that no State shall receive less than
one-half of 1 per centum nor more than 5
per centum of the total amount apportioned.
The term flscal year as used In this Act shall
be a period of twelve consecutive months
from July 1 through the succeeding June 30,
except that the period for enumeration of
paid hunting-license holders shall be a
State’s fiscal or license year.

“(b) One-half of the revenues accruing to
the fund under this Act each fiscal year (be-
ginning with the fiscal year 1971) from any
tax imposed on pistols and revolvers shall be
apportioned among the States in propor-
tion to the ratio that the population of each
State bears to the population of all the
States: Provided, That each State shall be
apportioned not more than 3 per centum
and not less than 1 per centum of such
revenues. For the purpose of this subsection,
population shall be determined on the basis
of the latest decennial census for which fig-
ures are avallable, as certified by the Secre-
tary of Commerce.

“Sec. 5. For each fiscal year, the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall certify to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and to each State fish
and game department the sum which he has
estimated to be deducted for administering
and executing this Act and the Migratory
Bird Conservation Act and the sum which
he has apportioned to each State. Any State
desiring to avall itself of the benefits of this
Act shall notify the Secretary of the In-
terior to this effect within sixty days after
it has received the certification referred to
in this section. The sum apportioned to any
State which fails to notify the Secretary of
the Interior as herein provided is authorized
to be made available for expenditure by the
Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the
provisions of the Migratory Bird Conserva-
tion Act.

“Sec. 6. (a) Any State desiring to avail 1t-
self of the benefits of this Act shall, by its
State fish and game department, submit pro-
grams or projects for wildlife restoration in
either of the following two ways:

“(1) The State shall prepare and submit
to the SBecretary of the Interior a comprehen-
sive fish and wildlife resource management
plan which shall insure the perpetuation of
these resources for the economic, scientific,
and recreational enrichment of the people.
Buch plan shall be for a period of not less
than five years and be based on projections
of desires and needs of the people for a pe-
riod of not less than fifteen years. It shall
include provisions for updating at intervals
of not more than three years and be provided
in a format as may be required by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. If the Secretary of the
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Interior finds that such plans conform to
standards established by him and approves
such plans, he may finance up to 75 per cen-
tum of the cost of implementing segments of
those plans meeting the purposes of this
Act from funds apportioned under this Act
upon his approval of an annual agreement
submitted to him.

“(2) A State may elect to avail itself of the
benefits of this Act by its State fish and
game department submitting to the Secre-
tary of the Interior full and detalled state-
ments of any wildlife-restoration project pro-
posed for that State. If the of the
Interior finds that such project meets with
the standards set by him and approves sald
project, the State fish and game department
shall furnish to him such surveys, plans,
specifications, and estimates therefor as he
may require. If the Secretary of the Interior
approves the plans, specifications, and esti-
mates for the project, he shall notify the
State fish and game department and imme-
diately set aside so much of said fund as
represents the share of the United States
payable under this Act on account of such
project, which sum so set aside shall not ex-
ceed 75 per centum of the total estimated
cost thereof.

The BSecretary of the Interior shall ap-
prove only such comprehensive plans or
projects as may be substantial in character
and design and the expenditure of funds
thereby authorized shall be applied only
to such approved comprehensive wildlife
plans or projects and if otherwise applied
they shall be replaced by the State before
it may participate in any further apportion-
ment under this Act. No payment of any
money apportioned under this Act shall be
made on any comprehensive wildlife plan or
project until an agreement to participate
therein shall have been submitted to and
approved by the Secretary of the Interlor.

“(b) If the State elects to avail itself of
the benefits of this Act by preparing a com-
prehensive fish and wildlife plan wunder
option (1) of subsection (a) of this section
then the term ‘project’ may be defined for
the purposes of this Act as a wildlife pro-
gram, all other definitions notwithstanding.

“(ec) Administrative costs in the form of
overhead or indirect costs for services pro-
vided by State central service activities out-
side of the State agency having primary
Jjurisdiction over the wildlife resources of the
State which may be charged against pro-
grams or projects supported by the fund
established by section 3 of this Act shall not
exceed in any one fiscal year 3 per centum
of the annual apportionment to the State.

“Sec. T: (a) When the Secretary of the
Interior shall find that any project approved
by him has been completed or, if involving
research relating to wildlife, is being con-
ducted, in compliance with sald plans and
specifications, he shall cause to be pald to
the proper authority of sald State the
amount set aside for said project. The Sec-
retary of the Interior may, in his discretion,
from time to time, make payments on said
project as the same progresses; but these
payments, including previous payments, if
any, shall not be more than the United States
pro rata share of the project in conformity
with sald plans and specifications. If a State
has elected to avail itself of the benefits of
this Act by preparing a comprehensive fish
and wildlife plan as provided for under op-
tion (1) of subsection (a) of section 6 of this
Act, and this plan has been approved by the
Secretary of the Interior, then the Secretary
may, in his discretion, and under such rules
and regulations as he may prescribe, advance
funds to the State for financing the United
States pro rata share agreed upon between
the State fish and game department and the
Secretary.

*(b) Any construction work and labor in
each State shall be performed in accordance
with its laws and under the direct super-
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vision of the State fish and game depart-
ment, subject to the inspection and approval
of the Secretary of the Interior and in ae-
cordance with rules and regulations made
pursuant to this Act. The Secretary of the
Interior and the State fish and game de-
partment of each State may jointly de-
termine at what times and in what amounts
payments shall be made under his Act. SBuch
payments shall be made by the Secretary
of the Treasury, on warrants drawn by the
Becretary of the Inferior against the said
fund to such officlal or officlals, or deposltory,
as may be designated by the State fish and
game department and authorized under the
laws of the State to receive public funds of
the State.

“Sec. 8. (a) Maintenance of wildlife-res-
toratlon projects established under the pro-
visions of this Act shall be the duty of the
States In accordance with their respective
laws. Beginning July 1, 1945, the term ‘wild-
life-restoration project’, as defined in section
2 of this Act, shall include maintenance of
completed projects. Notwithstanding any
other provisions of this Act, funds appor-
tioned to a State under this Act may be
expended by the State for management (ex-
clusive of law enforcement and public rela-
tions) of wildlife areas and resources.

“{b) Each State may use the funds appor-
tioned to it under section 4(h) of this Act
to pay up to 50 per centum of the costs of a
hunter safety program and the construction,
operation, and maintenance of public out-
door target ranges, as a part of such pro-
gram. The non-Federal share of such costs
may be derived from license fees paid by hun-
ters, but not from other Federal grant pro-
grams. The Secretary shall issue not later
than the 120th day after the effective date
of this subsection such regulations as he
deems advisable relative to the criteria for
the establishment of hunter safety programs
and public outdoor target ranges under this
subsection.

“SEc. 8A. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to cooperate with the Secretary
of Agriculture of Puerto Rico, the Governor
of Guam, and the Governor of the Virgin
Islands, in the conduct of wildlife-restora-
tion projects, as defined in section 2 of this
Act, upon such terms and conditions as
he shall deem fair, just, and equitable, and
is authorized to apportion to Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands, out of the
money avallable for apportionment under
this Act, such sums as he shall determine, not
exceeding for Puerto Rico one-half of 1 per
centum, for Guam one-sixth of 1 per centum,
and for the Virgin Islands one-sixth of 1 per
centum of the total amount apportioned, in
any one year, but the Becretary shall in no
event require any of sald cooperating agen-
cles to pay an amount which will exceed 25
per centum of the cost of any project. Any
unexpended or unobligated balance of any
apportionment made pursuant to this section
shall be available for expenditure in Puerto
Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands, as the
case may be, In the succeeding year, on any
approved project, and if unexpended or un-
obligated at the end of such year is author-
ized to be made avallable for expenditure by
the Secretary of the Interlor in carrying out
the provisions of the Migratory Bird Con-
servation Act.”

BSec. 103. This title may be cited as the
“Federal Ald in Wildlife Restoration Act
Amendments of 1970",

TITLE II—FEDERAL AID IN SPORT FISH
RESTORATION

Sec. 201. Section 4 of the Federal Aid
in PFish Restoration Act of 1950 (16 U.,S.C.
TT7¢) 1s amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 4. So much, not to exceed 8 per cen-
tum, of each annual appropriation made in
pursuance of the provisions of section 3 of
this Act as the Secretary of the Interior
may estimate to be necessary for his expenses
in the conduct of necessary investigations,
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administration, and the execution of this Act
and for aiding in the formulation, adoption,
or administration of any compact between
two or more States for the conservation and
management of migratory fishes in marine
or fresh waters shall be deducted for that
purpose, and such sum is authorized to be
made available therefor until the expiration
of the next succeeding fiseal year. The Sec-
retary of the Interior, after making the afore-
sald deduction, shall apportion the remain-
der of the appropriation for each fiscal year
among the several States In the following
manner: 40 per centum in the ratio which
the area of each State Including coastal and
Great Lakes waters (as determined by the
Secretary of the Interior) bears to the total
area of all the States, and 60 per centum in
the ratio which the number of persons hold-
ing pald licenses to fish for sport or recrea-
tion in the State in the second fiscal year
preceding the fiscal year for which such ap-
portionment is made, as certified to sald
Secretary by the State fish and game depart-
ments, bears t0 the number of such persons
in all States. Such apportionments shall be
adjusted equitably so that no State shall
receive less than 1 per centum nor more
than 5 per centum of the total amount ap-
portioned. Where the apportionment to any
State under this section 1s less than $4,600
annually, the Secretary of the Interior may
allocate not more than $4,600 of said ap-
propriation to sald State to carry out the
purposes of this Act when sald State cer-
tifies to the Secretary of the Interior that
it has set aside not less than $1,600 from
its fish-and-game funds or has made, through
its legislature, an appropriation in this
amount for sald purposes, So much of any
sum not allocated under the provisions of
this sectlon for any fiscal year is hereby
authorized to be made avallable for expendi-
ture to carry out the purposes of this Act
until the close of the succeeding fiscal year,
and if unexpended or unobligated at the
end of such year, such sum ls hereby author-
ized to be made available for expenditure by
the Secretary of the Interlor in carrylng on
the research program of the Fish and Wild-
life Service in respect to fish of material
value for sport or recreation. The term fiscal
year as used in this section shall be a period
of twelve consecutive months from July 1
through the succeeding June 30, except that
the period for enumeration of persons hold-
ing licenses to fish shall be a State's fiscal or
license year."

SEec. 202. Sections 6, 7, and 8 of the Federal
Ald In Fish Restoratlon Act of 1960 (16
U.S.C. TTTe-T77g) are amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 6. (a) Any State desiring to avail it-
self of the benefits of this Act shall, by
its State fish and game department, submit
programs or projects for fish restoration in
elther of the following two ways:

“{1) The State shall prepare and submit
to the Secretary of the Interlor a compre-
hensive fish and wildlife resource manage-
ment plan which shall insure the perpetua-
tion of these resources for the economie,
sclentific, and recreational enrichment of
the people. Such plan shall be for a period
of not less than five years and be based on
projections of desires and needs of the people
for a perlod of not less than fifteen years. It
shall include provisions for updating at in-
tervals of not more than three years and
be provided in a format as may be required
by the Secretary of the Interior. If the Secre-
tary of the Interior finds that such plans
conforms to standards established by him
and approves such plans, he may finance up
to 75 per centum of the cost of implement-
ing segments of those plans meeting the
purposes of this Act from funds appor-
tioned under this Act upon his approval of
an annual agreement submitted to him,

“(2) A State may elect to avall itself of
the benefits of this Act by its State fish and
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game department submitting to the Secretary
of the Interior full and detalled statements
of any fish restoration and management proj-
ect proposed for that State., If the Becretary
of the Interior finds that such project meets
with the standards set by him and approves
sald project, the State fish and game depart-
ment shall furnish to him such surveys,
plans, specifications, and estimates therefor
as he may require. If the Secretary of the
Interior approves the plans, specifications,
and estimates for the project, he shall notify
the State fish and game department and im-
mediately set aslde so much of said appro-
priation as represented the share of the
United States payable under this Act on ac-
count of such project, which sum so set aside
shall not exceed 75 per centum of the total
estimated cost thereof,

The Secretary of the Interior shall approve
only such comprehensive plans or projects
as may be substantial in character and de-
sign and the expenditure of funds hereby
authorized shall be applied only to such ap-
proved comprehensive fishery plan or proj-
ects and if otherwise applied they shall be
replaced by the State before it may particl-
pate in any further apportionment under
this Act. No payment of any money appor-
tioned under this Act shall be made on any
comprehensive fishery plan or project until
an agreement to participate therein shall
have been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary of the Interlor.

“(b) If the State elects to avail itself of
the benefits of this Act by preparing a com-
prehensive fish and wildlife plan under op-
tion (1) of subsection (a) of this section,
then the term ‘project’ may be defined for
the purposes of this Act as a fishery program,
all other definitions notwithstanding.

*(c) Administrative costs in the form of
overhead or indirect costs for services pro-
vided by State central service activities out-
side of the State fish and game department
charged against programs or projects sup-
ported by funds made available under this
Act not exceed in any one fiscal year 3 per
centum of the annual apportionment to the
State.

“Sgc. 7. (a) When the Secretary of the In-~
terlor shall find that any project approved
by him has been completed or, if involving
research relating to fish, is being conducted,
in compliance with said plans and specifica-
tions, he shall cause to be paid to the proper
authority of said State the amount set aside
for sald project. The Secretary of the Interior
may, in his discretion, from time to time,
make payments on said project as the same
progresses; but these payments, including
previous payments, if any, shall not be more
than the United States' pro rata share of the
project in conformity with sald plans and
specifications. If a State has elected to avail
itself of the benefits of this Act by preparing
a comprehensive fish and wildlife plan as
provided for under option (1) of subsection
(a) of sectlon 6 of this Act, and this plan
has heen approved by the Secretary of the
Interior, then the Secretary may, in his dis-
cretion, and under such rules and regula-
tions, as he may prescribe, advance funds to
the State for financing the United States’ pro
rata share agreed upon hetween the State
fish and game department and the Secretary.

“(b) Any construction work and labor in
each State shall be performed in accordance
with its laws and under the direct super-
vision of the State fish and game department,
subject to the inspection and approval of
the Secretary of the Interior and in accord-
ance with the rules and regulations made
pursuant to this Act. The Secretary of the
Interior and the State fish and game de-
partment of each State may jointly determine
at what times and In what amounts nay-
ments shall be made under this Act. Such
payments shall be made agalnst the said
appropriation to such official or officials, or
depository, as may be designated hy the S.ate
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fish and game department and authorized
under the laws of the State to receive public
funds of the State.

“Sec, 8. To maintain fish-restoration and
management projects established under the
provisions of this Act shall be the duty of
the States according to their respective laws.
Beginning July 1, 1953, maintenance of proj-
ects heretofore completed under the pro-
visions of this Act may be considered as
projects under this Act. Title to any real or
personal property acquired by any State, and
to improvements placed on State-owned
lands through the use of funds paid to the
State under the provisions of this Act, shall
be vested In such State.”

Sgc. 203. Section 12 of the Federal Aid in
Fish Restoration Act of 1950 (16 U.S.C. T77k)
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 12. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to cooperate with the Secretary
of Agriculture of Puerto Rico, the Governor
of Guam, and the Governor of the Virgin
Islands, In the conduct of fish restoration and
management projects, as defined in section 2
of this Act, upon such terms and conditions
as he shall deem fair, just, and equitable,
and is authorized to apportion to Puerto
Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, out of
money avallable for apportionment under
this Act, such sums as he shall determine,
not exceeding for Puerto Rico 1 per centum,
for Guam one-third of 1 per centum and
for the Virgin Islands one-third of 1 per
centum of the total amount apportioned in
any one year, but the Secretary shall in no
event require any of sald cooperating agen-
cles to pay an amount which will exceed 25
per centum of the cost of any project. Any
unexpended or unobligated balance of any
apportionment made pursuant to this section
shall be made avallable for expenditure in
Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands, as
the case may be, in the succeeding year, on
any approved projects, and if unexpended or
unobligated at the end of such year is au-
thorized to be made available for expendi-
ture by the Secretary of the Interior in carry-
ing on the research program of the Fish
and Wildlife Service in respect to fish of
material value for sport or recreation.”

Sec. 204. This title may be cited as the
“Federal Ald in Fish Restoration Act
Amendments of 1970",

5. 3928
A Dbill to amend the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1956 to authorize the Secretary of the

Interior to make loans to associations of

fishing vessel owners and operators orga-

nized to provide insurance against the
damage or loss of fishing vessels or the in-

Jury or death of fishing crews, and for other

purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 4 of the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956
(16 U.S.C. 742¢) is amended by striking out
“Sec. 4. and inserting in lleu thereof
“SEc, 4a.".

Egc. 2. The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956
is amended by inserting immediately after
section 4a thereof (as redesignated in the
first sectlon of this Act) the following new
section:

“INSURANCE LOAN PROCEDURES

“Sec, 4b. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make loans to any fishermen’s marine in-
surance assoclation to enable such associa-
tlon to carry out its insurance operations.

“(b) The Secretary may not make loans
under this sectlon to any fishermen’s marine
insurance assoclation which In aggregate
amount exceed an amount equal to 50 per
centum of the amount of the capital and
surplus of such association.

*“(e) Any loan made by the Secretary under
this section shall—

“{1) bear an interest rate of not less than




June 4, 1970

(A) a rate determined by the Secrefary of
the Treasury, taking into conslderation the
average market yleld on outstanding Treas-
ury obligations of comparable maturity, plus
(B) such additional charge, if any, toward
covering other costs of the program as the
Secretary may determine to be consistent
with its purpose,

“(2) mature in not to exceed ten years,

“(8) be secured In a manner deemed
satisfactory by the Secretary, and

“(4) be subject to such other terms and
conditions as the Secretary deems necessary
or appropriate.

*(d) The Secretary may, with respect to
any loan made by him under this section,
agree to a modification of—

“(1) the interest rate,

*(2) the time of payment of any install-
ment of principal, but such modification may
not extend the loan beyond ten years,

*{3) the security for the loan, or

“(4) any other terms or conditions made
with respect to the loan by the Secretary.

*“(e) There is created a Fishermen’'s As-
sociation Insurance Loan Fund which shall
be used by the Secretary as a revolving fund
to make loans under this section. Any funds
received by the Secretary in payment of
principal or interest on any loan so made
shall be deposited in the Fund and be avall-
able for making additional loans under this
section. There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Fund the sum of $10,000,000 to
provide initial capital.

“(f) As used in this section—

(1) The term ‘fishermen’s marine insur-
ance association' means any association,
whether corporate or otherwise, which is
formed by citizens of the United States who
are owners or operators of commercial fish-
ing vessels for the purpose of insuring them-
selves, in accordance with applicable State
laws, against—

“(A) any loss of, or damage to, a com-
merclal fishing vessel (including machinery,
equipment, and gear) caused by marine
perils, and

*“(B) the injury or death of any officer,
and any member of the crew, of a commer-
clal fishing vessel incurred incident to the
operation of such vessel for fishing purposes
except that a fishermen’s marine insurance
assoclation may not insure any commercial
fishing vessel other than a vessel of which
at least 76 per centum of the interest there-
in is owned by a citizen of the United States
who is a member of such assoclation.

“(2) The term ‘citizen, of the United
States’ Includes a corporation, partnership,
or association which—

“(A) 1s organized under the laws of any
State of the United States, the District of
Columbisa, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
or any territory or possession of the United
States, and

*“(B)_1is a citizen of the United States with-
in the meaning of section 2 of the Shipping
Act, 1916, as amended (46 U.8.C, 802).”

B. 3929

A bill to strengthen the penalties for lllegal
fishing in the territorial waters and the
contiguous fishery zone of the United
States, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Represeniatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)

sectlon 2 of the Act entitled “‘An Act to pro-

hibit fishing in the territorial waters of the

United States and in certain other areas by

vessels other than vessels of ' the United

States and in certain other areas by vessels

other than vessels of the United States and

by persons in charge of such vessels”, ap-
proved May 20, 1864 (16 U.S.C. 1932), is
amended—

(1) by striking out “not more than 810,
000" in subsection (a) thereof-and inserting
in. lieu thereof “not less than $25,000 and
not more than $50,000”,
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(2) by amending subsection (b) thereof
to read as follows:

*(b) Every vessel employed in any man-
ner in connection with a violation of this
Act shall be subject to forfeliture and the
tackle, apparel, furniture, appurtenances,
cargo, and stores of any vessel so employed
shall be forfeited. All fish taken or retalned
in violation of this Act or the monetary value
thereof shall be forfelted, and, for the pur-
poses of this Act, it shall be a rebuttable
presumption that all fish found aboard a
vessel seized in connection with a violation
of this Act were taken or retained in viola-
tion of this Act.”, and

(8) by amending subsection (c¢) thereof by
striking out *“, including its tackle, ap-
parel, furniture, appurtenances, cargo, and
stores” each place It appears therein.

Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 3(a)
of such Act of May 20, 1964 (16 U.S.C. 1083),
is amended to read as follows: “Enforcement
of the provisions of this Act is the joint re-
sponsibility of the Secretary of the Interior,
the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secre-
tary of the Department in which the Coast
Guard is operating, and each such Secre-
tary may, by agreement with any other Fed-
eral department or agency, utilize the equip~
ment (including aircraft and vessels) of that
department or agency to carry out such en=-
forcement.”

Skec. 3. Such Act of May 20, 1964 (16 U.S.C.
1081-1085) , is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“SEec. 6. The Secretary of the Treasury may
pay to any person, other than an officer of the
United States or a person authorized to func-
tion as a Federal law enforcement agent un-
der this Act, compensation of not more than
$5,000 if such person submits to any such
officer or authorized person original informa=
tlon concerning any violation, perpetrated
or contemplated, of this Act and such in=-
formation leads to any penalty or forfelture
incurred for violation of this Act.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 206—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION ON WAGE-PRICES

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I introduce
a substitute wage-price joint resolution
for Senate Joint Resolution 203, which I
introduced on May 22. This resolution
requests the Council of Economic Ad-
visers to publish at least once a month
the implications of unusually significant
wage, and price decisions. It is cospon-
sored by Senators Jorpaw, MiLLER, and
PERcy, the other Republican Senators of
the Joint Economic Committee, and is
identical to a House resolution being in-
troduced by my ranking JEC colleague
Representative Wiiriam WipnaLn, of
New Jersey. These resolutions are the
outgrowth of recommendations con-
tained in the annual Joint Economic
Committee report, and place the JEC
Republicans once again on record as urg-
ing the administration to adopt a more
aggressive wage-and-price policy. I be-
Heve it is very significant that a consen-
sus on this subjeet should have been
reached by this group of Republicans,
and I note with some satisfaction that
several administration figures—inelud-
ing Secretary Romney, Undersecretary
Walker, and Treasury Assistant Secre-
tary Wiedenbaum—have also begun to
urge an “incomes policy.”

Mr. President, we have been told since
January that excess demand in our
economy has been eliminated, and we
have recently learned that businesses
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have substantially eut back on their
earlier estimates for capital spending.
These developments suggest that infla-
tionary pressures are being substantially
deflated. Nevertheless, productivity has
been declining since the last quarter of
1968, and falling productivity inevitably
raises the unit cost—and the price—of
manufactured goods. What we have,
therefore, is a mixture of conditions,
some laying the ground for rolling back
inflation and others pointing toward
further price increases.

On the productivity side, I believe we
must take steps to restore an effective in-
vestment incentive for business. Failure
to raise productivity by such a step as
this will inevitably force business to re-
sort to another well-known means of
raising productivity: laying off em-
ployees. This fact indicates also that ac-
tion on the pending manpower bill should
be one of our high priority tasks as sum-
mer approaches.

On the price side—and here is where
the JEC resolution comes in—I believe
the administration must adopt a strong-
er stance on wages and prices. The reso-
lution describes one course of action
which will mobilize public opinion in
the fight against inflation. To use Un-
dersecretary Walker’s words, the resolu-
tion would push, or promote the educa-
tional process in understanding why
prices do what they do; Americans, who
are far more sophisticated now than
they were even in 1946 when the JEC
was established, demand and can ab-
sorb the kind of information that this
resolution attempts to give them.

I am aware that my Democratic col-
leagues in the Congress and in the Joint
Economic Committee are pressing for
stronger action on the wage-price front.
Wage-price controls are talked about, as
well as a wage-price freeze; we may have
to come to them but the feasibility of a
course of action at this time suggests the
greater likelihood of immediate action
along the lines of the resolution at hand,
Should current efforts to reduce inflation
prove fruitless—and I include in those
efforfs a comprehensive program to im-
prove business productivity—we may
well have to enact stricter controls.

I ask unanimous consent that the joint
resolution be printed in the REecorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Sax-
BE). The joint resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the joint resolution will be
printed in the Recorb,

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 208) to
request the Council of Economic Advisers
to publish economic data, introduced by
Mr. Javrrs, for himself and other Sena-
tors, was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

8.J. Res. 206

Whereas the goals of maximum employ-

ment, production, and purchasing power szet

forth in the Employment Act of 1946 affirm
the need for price stability,

Whereas the level of inflation presently
affecting the national economy is causing
severe hardship and & loss of purchasing
power for many citizens, and

Whereas an informed public debate, in the
fight against Inflation, would mark a sig-
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nificant advance toward our economic policy
goals: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That until De-
cember 31, 1971, the Council of Economic
Advisers is hereby requested to publish, pe-
riodically, but at least once & month, with
whatever assistance may be required from
other executive branch departments and
agencies:

(1) the Implications of unusually signifi-
cant price decisions made or proposed in
major industries during the preceding month

(2) the implications of unusually signifi-
cant collective bargaining agreements en-
tered into or proposed in major industries
during the preceding month, and

(3) such other data on price and wage de-
velopments as the Council deems beneficial
to the publie interest.

Sec. 2. (a) With respect to the data re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) of the first sec-
tion, each analysis should indicate how the
price decisions set forth therein can be ex-
pected to influence overall consumer and
wholesale price levels, how they might affect
other prices In related industries, and the
arguments made by particular companies or
industries why such price increases are
deemed necessary.

(b) With respect to the data referred to in
paragraph (2) of the first section each analy-
sis should indicate the magnitude of wage
and benefit increases, under different timing
assumptions, represented by the proposals
set forth therein; the productivity experience
and wage experience in the industry; and
whether industry officials believe such in-
creases would bring about price increases.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 207—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION TO ESTABLISH A JOINT

COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRON-
MENT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, and Senators JACKSON, MAG-
wuson and RawnporpH, and Senators
BAxker, BavH, BIBLE, BOGGS, CANNON,
CHURCH, COOPER, EAGLETON, GRAVEL, HAR-
ris, HATFIELD, INOUYE, KENNEDY, MC-
GEE, MANSFIELD, METCALF, MONDALE,
MonToyas, Moss, NELsON, PACKWOOD,
PeLL, PERCY, SroNG, STEVENS, TYDINGS,
YARBOROUGH, YoUNG of Ohio, and WiL-
L1ams of New Jersey, I introduce a joint
resolution to establish in the Congress &
forum for the assessment of present and
future problems affecting man and his
environment.

The legislation is an expanded and
revised version of Senate Resolution 78
which would establish a similar Senate
Select Committee on Technology and the
Human Environment. Senate Resolu-
tion 78 and its counterparts in the 89th
and 90th Congress were the subjects of
extensive hearings by the Subcommit-
tee on Intergovernmental Relations and
were reported favorably to the Sen-
ate Government Operations Committee.
This new resolution extends the concept
of Senate Resolution 78 to include mem-
bership from both Houses of Congress.

Mr. President, we live in the midst of
a scientific and technological revolution.
While we have learned many things from
science and technology, we have learned
many things about science and technol-
ogy at the same time.

On the one hand, we have learned that
the potential of our scientific and tech-
nological expertise as a force for good
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in the world is great. In a few genera-
tions, we have added more to our store
of knowledge and understanding than
the accumulation of thousands of years
of human thought., We have explored
our surroundings and tested our abilities
so thoroughly that we have created more
knowledge than we have time to digest.

On the other hand, we stand at the
threshold of losing control over our own
genius. We have come so far so fast that
we have lost some of our sense of direc-
tion. We may have lost more than we
have gained. We have discovered that
the human and natural resources of our
environment may be threatened by the
very technology that has made America
strong.

The difficult choices, the tough deci-
sions, are just ahead of us. The longer
we ignore the impact of our techno-
logical development on the natural en-
vironment, the more our days will be
numbered. The longer we ignore the
human price of technological develop-
ment, the greater will be the price of life
itself.

For all we have learned, we still know
too little about the effects of what we
have done with our scientific and tech-
nological genius. We know even less
about the effects of what we might do.

In hearings on Senate Resolution 78,
Dr. Barry Commoner, of Washington
University in St. Louis emphasized this
point in his testimony:

Before the development of modern tech-
nology, human beings breathed air consist-
ing largely of oxygen, nitrogen, some carbon
dioxide and water vapor. Now the air carries
into our lungs as well oxides of sulfur and
nitrogen, carbon monoxide, flakes of asbestos,
soot and dust, and a varlety of manmade
organic and radioactive substances. It is often
sald that technology has transformed man.
Indeed it has. The new technological man
unlike his predecessors carries strontium-90
in his bones, lodine-131 in his lungs. We
know little about the separate effects of
these and the many other new agents which
burden our body. We know even less about
their possible interactions, which may be
far more harmful than the sum of the sep-
arate effects.

As legislators, we are responsible for
understanding these changes. We must
be able to make accurate predictions
about new technologies and we must ap-
ply this knowledge to our decisions re-
garding environmental protection, re-
source development, food production,
transportation, power supply, education,
communication, health, and employment.

‘We should assess the undesirable con-
sequences of technological change and
devise an early-warning system to pro-
tect our human and natural resources.

We should evaluate our governmental
institutions at all levels to determine
their capability to adapt to these tech-
nological demands.

And we should analyze the impact of
technological change on the people of our
Nation so that we can help inform them.

It is not the intent of this resolution
to establish a committee which would
infringe the substantive jurisdiction of
any standing committee. The joint com-
mittee would have no jurisdiction over
legislation or powers of legislative over-
sight. Rather, it would provide a source
of information and analysis not now
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available to the Congress. Information
which the standing committees do not
have the time nor the mandate to develop
for themselves.

Standing committees are increasingly
burdened with legislative proposals
within their special fields, and the com-
mifttee staffs have little opportunity to
explore the broad relationships between
other fields and the environment. The
hearings developed by the joint com-
mittee would provide Members of Con-
gress, their assistants, and committee
staff members with information for the
development of legislative and executive
policy.

The standing legislative committees
involved with the environment should
help determine the areas of inquiry
which they felt were most relevant to
their requirements. They could help
guide the effort of the joint committee
along lines which would assure maximum
benefit to the standing committees.

Through its hearings and reports, the
joint committee also would make an im-
portant contribution to the executive
branch, to scholars and academic insti-
tutions, to professional organizations, to
State and local governments, and to the
public at large.

The need for this joint committee has
been emphasized by the testimony of
eminent scientists, educators, scholars
and government officials during hearings
held on Senate Resolution 298 in the
89th Congress, Senate Resolution 68 in
the 90th Congress and on Senate Reso-
lution 78 in the 91st Congress.

The concept of a Joint Committee for
Technology Assessment was recom-
mended by the National Academy of
Sciences in a report to the Committee
on Science and Astronautics of the
House of Representatives in July 1969.

A futher recommendation has been
made to the Environmental Studies
Board of the National Academy of
Sciences and National Academy of En-
gineering in a report on “Institutions for
Effective Management of the Environ-
ment.,” The study group recommended
that—

The activities of the executive branch in
establishing environmental policles, evaluat-
ing and overseeing thelir implementation, and
in general managing environmental affairs
should, we belleve, relate to a more broadly
effective congressional organization than now
exists. At present several committees of both
Houses of the Congress have jurisdictions
that relate to environmental matters. And
while we would not presume to suggest a re-
organization of congressional committees, we
do recommend that a joint committee of the
Congress, comprised of the chairmen and
ranking minority members of the relevant
committees of both Houses, would provide
a much needed focal point for the informed
discussion of environmental affairs.

Such a joint committee would provide an
open forum for annual hearings relating to
the President's report, in which the impor-
tant issues would be discussed and debated
in public. This would, of course, in no way
infringe upon existing jurlsdictions relating
to appropriations or other congressional ac-
tivities, thcugh careful consideration should

be given to organizational realignments in
the future.

During the 1969 hearings, Dr. Emman-
uel Mesthene, director of the program on
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technology and society at Harvard Uni-
versity, observed that—

The jurisdictions of existing committees
and subcommittees coinclde with the juris-
dictions of the Individual agencies or the
individual economic sectors—the Armed Serv-
ices, agriculture, industry, and commerce,
space—which are charged with technological
development. This tends to lead to a frag-
mentation of concern to a partial view of
the implications of technological develop-
ment,

It seems to me, therefore, that a select,
cross-jurisdictional committee could be par-
ticularly responsive to this defect in the
existing committee structure, because It
would be able to take an overall view and to
concentrate specifically on the third-party
implications, the indirect effects of tech-
nological development.

In 1967, Dr. James A. Shannon, Di-
rector of the National Institutes of
Health, testified that Congress and the
executive branch have approached en-
vironmental problems on an individual
basis, and he endorsed the comprehen-
sive approach of a study committee. He
said:

The holistic approach has been missing
and the result has been widespread frag-
mentation of responsibilities. This way of do-
ing business has diffused the discharge of
Federal responsibilities. It has tended to con-
fuse State and local relationships to these
Federal efforts.

In 1967, Prof. Roger Revelle, director
of the Cenfer for Population Studies,
Harvard University, noted that—

We live in a world of such rapid change
and are beset by our own actions, that
thoughtful men everywhere are trying to
plerce the curtain of the future with an
anxiety and intensity that did not exist in
past generations.

Very few great problems of the real world
can be solved within one discipline. They
have to be solved by many disciplines to-
gether.

Revelle viewed a joint committee as
the means for bringing the knowledge of
these disciplines together and providing
the Government with a forum for think-
ing about them over longer time horizons.

Congress, as a whole, must develop a
way to inform itself on the issues of the
environment. We must insure that our
public institutions have the capacity to
evaluate the environment together with
other disciplines and the ability to re-
duce the hazards of future technological
development to an absolute minimum.
These tasks of organization and com-
mitment may pose an even greater chal-
lenge to American government than the
ultimate prescription and implementa-
tion of solutions themselves.

The environment we pass on to our
children will reflect our ability to define
the problems we face as much as our de-
termination to solve them. If we fail to
complete the work we have begun, our
children will have to pay more than the
price of our inaction. They will bear the
tragedy of our failure to protect them
against environmental changes which
can disrupt life processes and impair
physical and mental health.

The future of our society depends on
how well we at the Federal level provide
leadership and answers concerning the
critical relationship between our human
and natural resources.
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Therefore, I urge prompt considera-
tion of this resolution. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the resolution
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

I also ask unanimous consent that this
resolution and House Joint Resolution
1117, a similar resolution passed by the
House and now being held at the desk, be
jointly referred to the Committees on
Public Works, Commerce, and Interior
with instruction to report back to the
Senate by July 15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not, I shall
do so only for the purpose of establishing
a prineiple in the RECORD.

I have discussed this matter with the
distinguished Senator from Maine. And
I want to make it clear that in this in-
stance I do not speak for the chairman
of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs (Mr. JAcKsoN), because I have not
discussed it with him, although I would
hope that his ideas would be similar to
mine,

Mr. President, is it possible while ob-
jecting to make a parliamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator yield for that purpose?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I would
like to inquire of the Chair if this matter
were handled in this way by unanimous
consent, would it then be regarded as a
precedent of the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN) . It would not be a precedent be-
cause this is done by unanimous consent.
A joint referral could only be made by
unanimous consent. No precedent would
be established.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Presiding Officer for that answer. I
am very happy to hear that answer. Cer-
tainly, I am not anxious—in fact, I am
very unanxious—to set up a procedure
which would be a precedent in the Sen-
ate.

The Senator from Maine and I have
discussed this matter. And we have both
agreed that as a general principle it
would be something that we would not
want to establish as a precedent.

Mr, President, with this understanding,
I think I am satisfied with the answer
and we will have the hearings, the bill
will be reported, and we can then handle
it in the regular manner without getting
into the setting of a precedent.

This was what greatly concerned me
about the situation.

Mr. President, I have no further re-
marks on the matter.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, may I
say that the distinguished Senator from
Colorado has accurately reported the
substance of our discussion.

We both agree that it would be unde-
sirable that this sort of procedure
establish a precedent.

I concur with the distinguished Sen-
ator that when more than one Senate
committee has jurisdiction over a piece
of legislation, the desirable approach is
for each committee to handle the legis-
lation separately from the point of view
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of its own jurisdiction and discharge that
responsibility and then in the regular
course have the matter handled by the
Senate as a whole.

It is the unusual nature of this reso-
lution, the subject matter of which cov-
ers the jurisdiction of at least three
Senate committees, that finally per-
suaded us to take this unusual course.

I concur with the Senator, It should
be regarded as unusual, it should not be
regarded as setting a precedent, and any
subsequent proposal of this nature
should be considered on its merits at the
time it is advanced.

So, Mr. President, with the approval
of the Senator from Colorado I ask
unanimous consent for the referral which
I have requested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LEN). The joint resolutions will be re-
ceived; and, without objection, will be
jointly referred to the Committees on
Public Works, Commerce, and Interior
and Insular Affairs, with instructions to
report back to the Senate by July 15,
1970; and, without objection, the Senate
joint resolution will be printed in the
RECORD.

The joint resolutions (S.J. Res. 207
and H.J. Res. 1117) were received, read
twice by their titles, and ordered, by
unanimous consent, to be referred jointly
to the Committees on Public Works,
Commerce, and Interior and Insular
Affairs,

Senate Joint Resolution 207 was or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp. as
follows:

S.J. Res. 207
Joint resolution to establish a Joint
Committee on the Environment

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) there is
established a joint congressional committee
which shall be known as the Jolnt Com-
mittee on the Environment (hereafter in this
joint resolution referred to as the “commit-
tee") consisting of eleven Members of the
Senate to be appointed by the President of
the Senate, and eleven Members of the House
of Representatives to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives. Of
the eleven Members of the Senate appointed
under this subsection, six Members shall be
from the majority party, and five Members
shall be from the minority party. Of the
eleven Members of the House of Representa=
tives appointed under this subsection, six
members shall be from the majority party,
and five Members shall be from the minority
party. In the appointment of members of the
committee under this subsection, the Pres-
ident of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives shall give due con-
sideration to providing representation on the
committee from the various committees of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
having jurisdiction over matters relating to
the environment.

(b) The committee shall select a chair-
man and a vice chairman from among its
members, at the beginning of each Congress.
The vice chairman shall act in the place and
stead of the chairman in the absence of the
chairman. The chairmanship shall alternate
between the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives with each Congress, and the
chairman shall be selected by members from
that House entitled to the chairmanship,
The vice chairman shall be chosen from the
House other than that of the chairman by
the members of that House. The committee
may establish such subcommittees as It
deems necessary and appropriate to carry
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out the purpose of this joint resolution.

(c) Vacancies in the membership of the
committee shall not affect the authority of
the remaining members to execute the func-
tions of the committee. Vacancies shall be
filled in the same manner as original ap-
pointments are made.

(d) A majority of the members of the
committee shall constitute a quorum thereof
for the transaction of business, except that
the committee may fix a lesser number as a
quorum for the purpose of taking testimony.

(e) The committee shall keep a complete
record of all committee actions, including a
record of the votes on any question on which
& record vote is demanded. All committee
records, data, charts, and files shall be the
property uf the committee and shall be kept
in the offices of the committee or such other
places as the committee may direct.

({f) No legislative measure shall be referred
t~ the committee, and it shall have no au-
thority to report any such measure to the
Senate or to the House of Representatives.

SEc, 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the com-
mittee—

(1) to conduct a continuing comprehensive
studv and review of the character and extent
of environmental and technological changes
and their effect on population, communities,
and industries,

(2) to study methods of using all practical
means and measures, including financial and
technical assistance, in a manner calculated
to foster, promote, create, and maintain con-
ditions under which man and nature can
exist in harmony, and fulfill the social, eco-
nomic, and other requirements of present
and future generations of Americans; and

(3) to develop policies that would encour-
age maximum private Investment in means
of improving environmental quality.

(b) The environmental quality report re-
quired to be submitted pursuant to section
201 of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 shall, when transmitted to Con-
gress, be referred to the committee as well as
to standing committees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives having  juris-
diction over the subject matter of such
report.

(c) On or before the last day of December
of each year, the committee shall submit to
the Senate and to the House of Representa-
tives for reference to the appropriate stand-
ing committees an annual report on the
studles, reviews, and other projects under-
taken by it, together with its recommenda-
tions. The committee may make such interim
reports to the appropriate standing commit-
tees of the Congress prior to such annual
report as it deems advisable.

(d) Before undertaking any study or in-
vestigation, the committee shall notify and
consult with standing committees having
jurisdiction over the subject matter thereof
to avold unnecessary duplication with any
investigation undertaken by any other joint
committee, or by any standing committee
of the Senate or of the House of Represen=
tatives.

BSec. 3. (a) For the purposes of this joint
resolution, the committee is authorized, as it
deems advisable (1) to make such expendi-
tures; (2) to hold such hearings; (3) to sit
and act at such times and places during the
sessions, recesses, and adjournment periods
of the Senate and of the House of Represen-
tives; and (4) to employ and fix the compen=~
sation of technical, clerical, and other as-
sistants and consultants. Persons employed
under authority of this subsection shall be
employed without regard to political affilia-
tions and solely on the basis of fitness to
perform the dutles for which employed.

(b) The committee may (1) utilize the
services, information, and facilities of the
General Accounting Office or any department
or agency in the executive branch of the
Government, and (2) employ on a reimburs-
able basis or otherwise the services of such
personnel of any such department or agency
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as it deems advisable. With the consent of
any other committee of the Congress, or
any subcommittee thereof the committee
may utilize the facllities and the services of
the ptaff of such other committee or sub-
committee whenever the chairman of the
committee determines that such action is
necessary and appropriate.

Sec. 4. To enable the committee to exercise
its powers, functions, and duties under this
joint resolution, there are authorized to be
appropriated for each fiscal year such sums
as may be necessary to be disbursed by the
Clerk of the House of Representatives on
vouchers signed by the chalrman or vice
chairman of the committee.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a statement prepared by the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MacNU-
SON) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator MacNUsoN was ordered
to be printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON

Mr. President, in this time of rapid change
and progress Congress must retain flexibility
as an institution and be prepared to improve
its structure in order to meet and solve im-
portant problems facing the nation. There are
no more pressing national problems than
those embodied in the term “environment.”
It is time for Congress to adjust its structure
to meet head-on in a coordinated fashion
these problems. Therefore, I am pleased to
join Senators Muskie, Jackson, Randolph ana
others in sponsoring the resolution to create
& Joint Committee on the Environment,

The Senate Commerce Committee has be-
gun to recognize danger signals arising from
the very developments we have pursued as
goals of national policy—industrial growth
and innovations; the tapping of natural re-
sources; mechanization and ¢ybernation; and
a blanketing network of fast, powerful effi-
clent alr, land, and water transports.

We have awakened to the realization that
the uninvited companion of economic prog-
ress is too often an unseen environmental
hazard or polsonous byproduct. Our national
cost accounts for evaluating technological
progress must weigh fully in the balance the
assault of that technology on our air and
water and our soll, the marring of our coun-
tryside, and the brutalizing of our tran-
quility.

In 1970 and beyond, the commerce com-
mittee has undertaken as a first priority to
evaluate, and, where necessary, balance the
necessary growth of commerce against the
essential preservation of the environment.

This is not a new task, though it has as-
sumed new prominence and urgency. In the
past, the Committee has both investigated
and legislated on such environmental con-
cerns as the impact of pesticides on fish and
wildlife, radlation emissions from electronic
products, atrport and airways noise abate-
ment, estuarine contamination, sport and
commercial fisherles conservation, and rail,
aviation, and motor vehicle safety—each re-
flecting the Committee’s concern and respon-
sibility for a sound physical environment as
well as a healthy economic environment.

To meet its growing responsibilities in en-
vironmental matters as well as to facilitate
its overall efficiency, the Commerce Commit-
tee established two new subcommittees in
1969: the standing Subcommittee on Energy.
Natural Resources, and the Environment
and the Subcommittee on Oceancgraphy.

The work of the Commitiee, in particular
of these two subcommittees includes such
environmentally eritical projects as:

(1) The stimulation of low-emission’ ve-
hicle development through Federal motor
vehlcle procurement practices;
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(2) Examination of the environmental as
well as the economic implications of power-
plant siting and related issues;

(3) The conservation and non-degradating
development of ocean resources;

(4) Examination of the need for new
measures to assure the environmental integ-
rity of estuarine areas and coastal zones;

(6) The exploration of techniques for pro=-
moting more efficlent, less polluting tech-
nology for energy generation;

(8) The comprehensive investigation of
transportation-related noise from trucks to
motorcycles to aircraft;

(7) The review of progress in controlling
electronic radiation from television sets and
microwave ovens;

(8) Review of recent developments and the
need for restructuring in weather meodifica-
tion programs;

(9) The examination of available tech-
nology for control and improvement of the
interior environment with emphasis on air
purification possibilities;

(10) Study of the degradation of railroad
rights-of-way because of sewage disposal
procedures; and

(11) Exploration of the need and desirabil-
ity for uniform procedures, insuring that all
regulatory agencies consider fully the poten-
tial impact of their decisions on the environ-
ment and a review of progress toward the
elimination of pesticides contamination of
fish and wildlife.

With the creation of the Joint Commit-
tee on the Environment, which we propose
today, our resources in dealing with prob-
lems rationally, competently, and thorough-
1y will be substantially enhanced.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, it is with
great pleasure that I endorse the bill in-
troduced today by the Senator from
Maine.

Once again the Senator has taken the
lead in identifying an important gap in
our system of environmental protection
and in moving quickly to alleviate the
problem. The bill is but another example
of his perceptive leadership in this area
and of his ability to bring others who are
similarly motivated together into joint
action.

The need for the bill appears to me to
be manifest. Although the Congress in
the past years has become increasingly
sensitive to problems of environmental
quality, its efforts have been hampered
to a significant degree by a lack of co-
ordination. Duplication of effort has too
often denied valuable resources to proj-
ects of vital importance. Laudable efforts
have too often been dissipated by dis-
persal in different and sometimes incon-
sistent directions.

The bill which is introduced today
gives us the opportunity to repair these
defictencies and thus constitutes a sig-
nificant step in the adaptation of our
institutions to environmental dangers
we can no longer ignore or disparage.
Rapid consideration and acceptance of
its provisions, as I see it, can only oper-
ate to the public’'s advantage.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Air and Water Pollution,
the Senator from Maine (Mr. Muskie),
and other Senators, including several
chairmen of other legislative commit-
tees, in cosponsoring the joint resolu-
tion introduced today to establish a
permanent nonlegislative Joint Congres-
sional Committee on the Environment.

In my activities as a member of both
the Committee on Public Works and the
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Committee on Commerce, I have been
continually impressed with the magni-
tude and complexity of the national and
international problems regarding the
environment. It is clear that environ-
mental issues cross every area of juris-
diction and although rational manage-
ment dictates a division of responsibili-
ties, it is essential that an integrating
forum be available to Congress to explore
the full range of the problems arising in
man’s relationship to his environment.

The Joint Committee on Environment
would serve this important role; having
as its principal function the develop-
ment of information on the broad range
of problems and making that informa-
tion available to the authorizing com-
mittees of Congress, thereby assisting
in the development of a unifying thread
holding together the multitude of con-
gressional activities.

This session of Congress has already
seen the creation of parallel organiza-
tions in the executive branch in the Of-
fice of Environmental Quality and Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality and it is
entirely appropriate that Congress af-
ford itself a similar overview capability.

I would like to point out that the rec-
ognition of the scale and complexity of
these problems has led me, with the co-
sponsorship of Senator MUSKIE, to intro-
duce a bill, S. 3410, which would create a
system of national environmental labor-
atories to establish a structure that
would provide integrated application of
the full range of scientific research and
development te the environment. The
Subcommittee on Air and Water Pollu-
tion anticipates hearings will begin on
this measure in the month of July. I look
forward to those hearings as a first step
leading to the enactment of a national
environmental laboratory which would
provide an essential complement to the
recent establishment of the executive
branch agencies and the proposed Joint
Environmental Committee of Congress.

It is with considerable optimism that
I see emerging from Congress a respon-
sive program dealing with the environ-
ment which is consistent with the com-
mitment of President Nixon and his ad-
ministration and, of course, with the
strong interest being expressed by the
public. I look forward to the early con-
sideration of these respective proposals
and I urge my colleagues to give them
their close attention.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement by the distin-
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.
JacksoN) relating to the introduction of
the joint resolution to establish a Joint
Committee on Environment, be printed
in the REecorp, along with an excerpt
from the committee report.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the excerpt requested by Sen-
ator Jackson were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RESOLUTION ESTAB-
LISHING A JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE ENvVI-
RONMENT

(Statement by Senator JACKSON)

Mr. President, I take great pleasure in
jeining with the Chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Alr and Water Pollution, the
Chairmen of the Commerce and Public
Works Committee, and many other Senators
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in cosponsoring the Joint Resolution intro-
duced today to establish a permanent non-
legislative Joint Committee on the Environ-
ment. A restructuring of the institutions of
the Congress to make them more respon-
slve to the critical environmental problems
of today and of the future is in my view nec-
essary and long overdue.

The Joint Committee which is proposed
can provide the Congress and the American
people with a new and an important capa-
bility for continuing review, study and as-
sessment of environmental and technological
problems.

It is clear that all Committees of the Con-
gress have an important role to play in im-
proving the gquality of the environment and
the quality of life in America. The Legisla-
tive Reference Service tabulated over 100
bills in the 90th Congress which were di-
rectly concerned with environmental issues.
In the present Congress there are even more.
Recent reports indicate that of the 16 stand-
ing committees of the Senate, eight have
broad jurisdiction in this area. Of the 21
House standing committees, 11 are similarly
involved.

On & subject so pervasive, broad, and im-
portant as “environment” and the “quality
of life,” no committee may exercise exclu-
sive jurisdiction. It is also clear, however,
that environmental management must be
viewed In a comprehensive way. We have es-
tablished the Council on Environmental
Quality to provide an overview of the en=-
vironmental system within the Executive
Branch. We have, as yet, no comparable
forum within the Congress to consider the
general status of the environment at large.
We must do so if our presently fragmented,
problem solving efforts in this area are to
be made cohesive.

In view of these considerations, I proposed
in October of last year, that following enact-
ment of the National Environmental Policy
Act and establishment of the Council on En-
vironmental Quality, that the next logical
step would be the establishment of a non-
legislative Joint Committee on the Environ-
ment rather than a more limited Senate
Select Committee.

Mr. President, following the Joint House-
Senate Colloquium fo Discuss a National
Policy for the Environment in June of 1968,
which Congressman Miller and I cosponsored,
I requested the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice to prepare a report dealing with, among
other things, “Alternatives For Congressional
Actlon” in the area of environmental Ad-
ministration, I ask unanimous consent that
this section from the report be printed at
this point in the Record.

ParT II. ALTERNATIVES FOR CONGRESSIONAL

AcTION

An impressive number and variety of legis-
lative proposals for improving the quality of
our environment have been set before the
00th Congress (see appendix). Support for
action has come from diverse segments of
American society: from the sclentific com-
munity, from business, and from public
affairs groups.

The Congress should move ahead to define
clearly the desires of the American people
in operational terms that the President, gov-
ernment agencies at all levels, the courts,
private enterprise, and the public can con-
gider and act upon.

The ultimate responsibility for protecting
the human-serving values of our environ-
ment rests jointly with the legislative, ex-
ecutlve, and judicial branches of our Govern-
ment. The Congress, as a full partner, has
the obligation to provide comprehensive
oversight of all environment-affecting pro-
grams of the executive branch, and also to
participate In the overall design of national
policy, thus serving both as architect of‘en=
vironmental management strategy and as the
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elaborator of goals and prineciples for guiding
future legal actions,

Under the present organization of the Con-
gress, varying aspects of environmental man-
agement (Including air and water pollution
control, strip mine reclamation, outdoor
recreation, housing and space planning in
urban areas, highway construction, atmos-
pheric research, oceanography, and rural
conservation) are committed to different
committees. While there has been a steady
expansion of independent committee interest
in specific environmental problems, the Con-
gress so far has not evaluated this field in its
entirety with a view toward evolving a co-
herent and unified policy for national en-
vironmental management.

It should be recognized that the declara-
tion of a national environmental policy will
not alone better or enhance the total man-
environment relationship. The present prob-
lem is not simply the lack of a policy. It also
involves the need to rationalize and coordi-
nate exlsting policles, and to provide the
means by which they may be reviewed con-
tinuously, made consistent with other na-
tlonal policies and ranked In reasonable
priority.

The proper development of such a far-
reaching body of policy ralses many difficult
organizational, economic and legal problems.
Some individuals who were present at the
July 17 collogquium suggested that a con-
gressional mandate on the subject of environ-
ment, which would necessarily encompass a
very wide range of problems and issues, would
be impractical and ineffective. Yet others
pointed out that equally broad mandates and
satisfactory organizing concepts for manag-
ing our economic welfare and for guiding
the development of atomic energy have been
tested over a period of years, with effective
machinery now operating both in the execu-
tive and legislative branches to evaluate the
extent to which national goals and activities
in these fields are meeting public expecta-
tions and needs.

In any event, to those involved in the col-
loquium and recent hearings on this subject,
it is clear that two functions must be served:
coordination and information gathering. En-
vironmental problems cut across so many
existing operational organizations that co-
ordination in both the executive and legisla-
tive branches must be improved. Further,
an effective channel of information exchange
and overview must exist between the Con-
gress and the administration. If, for exam-
ple, an environmental council were establish-
ed in the Executive Office of the President,
as has been proposed, it should be comple-
mented with a corresponding joint con-
gressional committee for purposes of efficient
and continued interaction,

The acquisition and evaluation of informa-
tion specifically for the Congress must be
improved, Raw facts and data from ecologi-
cal and economic studies must be interpreted
to be useful in the legislative process. This
function should be performed in an organi-
zation reporting directly to the Congress; for
example, a strong join committee staff or an
expanded Legislative Reference Service en-
vironmental unit.

Congress (regardless of present or future
executive branch approaches) may exert a
meaningful influence on the formulation of
national environmental policy by embarking
on one or a combination of the following
steps: ®

1This white paper deals with action alter-
natives for the Congress. Obviously the spec-
trum of organizational and administrative

alternatives for policy In the executive
branch is equally important. These range
from definition of rights with court defense,
to regulation by Pederal agency, to stand-
ard setting, to ineentives for voluntary con-

formance, to subsidy of technology for
restoration and maintenance.
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A. A concurrent resolution could be intro-
duced declaring the strong interest of the
Congress in establishing national environ-
mental policy.

This would represent a firm expression of
concern on the part of the Congress about
environmental deterioration, but would not
be a direct confrontation with the task of
defining national policy. The resolution
might urge the creation of an appropriate
body to investigate all matters relating to
environmental management; to analyze the
means and methods whereby the organiza-
tion, administration and funding of govern-
ment programs affecting the environment
may be improved; and, to determine the ways
whereby nongovernmental entities could be
encouraged to participate in overcoming fur-
ther deterloration of the environment in the
national interest. Hearings on the resolution
could provide a forum for a wide range of
opinion.

B. A joint resolution calling for an amend-
ment to the Constitution on the subject of
environmental values could be introduced.

This would require approval by two-thirds
of the Congress and ratification by three-
fourths of the States. The amending process
is both slow and cumbersome, Moreover, ac-
ceptance would require a tremendous
groundswell of support. However, a proposed
amendment would generate wide discussion
and involve the State legislatures which are
vitally important in achieving environmental
quality goals. The advantage of constitu-
tional amendments lies in the unanimity of
national commitment. Such an amendment
for the environment could place expanded
emphasis on the judiclal process as an instru-
ment of controlling future abuse of environ-
mental values.

C. A joint committee or commitiees on
environmental management could be estab-
lished to provide across-the-board oversight
on Federal programs, to conduct studies with
the assistance of professional staff, and to
recommend legislation. Alternatively, select
or permanent committees could be estab-
lished in each House.

Such committees could draw membership
from existing legislative committees involved
with environmental matters, and perhaps
focus primarily on the review of policy and
coordination matters dealt with by such
groups as the Office of Science and Technol-
ogy, Water Resources Council, the Councll
on Recreation and Natural Beauty, and vari-
ous interagency coordinating committees.

D. A new environmental surveillance unit
to conduct research and information-gather-
ing services for the Congress could be orga-
nized.

In the past, Congress has shown reluctance
to add new appendages of this sort to the
legislative branch. An alternative might be
an expansion of the functions of the General
Accounting Office to make continuing stud-
ies of environmental conflicts and to prepare
appropriate reports for transmittal to the
Congress. New stafl positions and additional
funding would be required.

E. The Congress could establish a nongov-
ernmental task force to carry out in its be-
half a special study of environmental policy
needs.

Such a task force could engage the services
of private research organizations and draw
its membership from the finest talent avail-
able in the academic community. The task
force could be administered directly by the
Congress or made the responsibility of some
arm of the Congress such as the Legislative
Reference Service, Library of Congress, which
has the authority te employ experts on
short-term assignments.

F. A temporary environment manage-
ment council could be organized.

Such a council might be similar in orga-
nization and operation to the National Coun-
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cil on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development. Its purposes could be to iden-
tify all unmet needs and opportunities in the
environmental field, to study impediments to
sound environmental management, confiicts
of interest and gaps In existing agency and
congressional actlvities, and to develop reec-
ommendations for legislative action within
a specified period of years.

The Congress would retain an overview of
the council and would control the budget for
its operation. Establishment of a policy plan-
ning group in the Executive Office of the
President forces the generation of proposals
to the Congress. A receiving committee
should be set up to correspond to this Coun-
cil, similar to the Joint Economics Commit-
tee and the Council of Economic Advisers.

G. A governmental commission could be
established for the same purposes.

The commission could be composed en-
tirely of Congressmen, perhaps the chairman
of key committees which deal with environ-
mental matters. Or it could be a Joint Com-
mission including representation from the
executive branch and the public at large. A
third type would be a Presidental Commis-
slon with members chosen at the discretion
of the Chief Executive. Through a combina-
tlon of studies and hearings, the Commission
could be asked to produce a blueprint for
legislative action in the environmental field.

H. The Legislative Reference Service could
be directed to add a central research and
evaluation unit on environmental matters.

A precedent is the establishment of the
Science Policy Research Division in 1964.

I. An environmental counselor could be
placed on the staff of each appropriate
standing committee of the Congress.

The purpose would be to increase the tech-
nical staff available for committee work. Each
counselor could be given the permanent re-
sponsibility of advising the committee to
which he was assigned on the probable en-
vironmental impact of all pending legisla-
tion,

SENATOR RANDOLPH ENDORSES PROPOSAL TO
ESTABLISH JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE EN-
VIRONMENT
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I am

pleased to join with my distinguished

colleague from Maine as a cosponsor of
the resolution to establish a Joint Com-
mittee on the Environment.

The people of the United States are
properly concerned over the condition of
the environment. They indicate daily
that they wish to halt the degradation
of the world in which we live. There is
growing public pressure on all levels of
government to provide the legal ma-
chinery and leadership under which a
clean and wholesome environment will
be created and maintained.

Creation of a Joint Committee on the
Environment would be an important step
for the Congress to take in adjusting its
own organization to the new and urgent
demands being made on it.

Such a joint committee would serve
as a bridege to help coordinate the work
of the several standing committees with
jurisdiction over environmental legisla-
tion. Under the present arrangement,
there is some fragmentation of responsi-
bility in this important area which the
joint committee, even though it would
be nonlegislative in nature, could ease.

Considering the urgency of the need
for positive action on environmental
matters, I hope the Senate will give a
prompt and positive response to this
proposal.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

5. 3715

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing the names of the junior Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. GoobperLr) and
the junior Senator from South Dakota
{Mr. McGovern) be added as cosponsors
of 8. 3715, the Flexible Fiscal Policy Act.

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

8. 3724

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort)
be added as a cosponsor of the bill (S.
3724) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code with respect to ammunition rec-
ordkeeping requirements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. Harris). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY
ACT OF 1970—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 679

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit a
series of amendments intended to be
proposed by me to the Higher Education
Opportunity Act of 1970, S. 3636, which
have been requested by the administra-
tion, and ask unanimous consent that
there be included as part of my remarks
an explanatory letter from the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Saxse) . The amendment will be received,
and printed and appropriately referred:
and, without objection, the letter will be
printed in the Recorp.

The amendment (No. 679) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

The letter presented by Mr, Javrrs is
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HeEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE,
May 28, 1970.
Hon. JACOB JAVITS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JaviTs: We transmit for your
consideration the enclosed amendments that
we wish to propose to the Administration’s
bill, which you introduced on March 25 as
8, 3636, to enact a “Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Act of 1970”.

The amendments would
changes:

1. Eligibility to participate in all Federal
student assistance programs under title IV
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 would be
extended to all accredited public and non-
profit private vocational and technical
schools,

2. Students at proprietary vocational and
technical schools, who would not be eligible
under the amended bill for educational op-
portunity grants or work-study assistance,
would nevertheless be eligible, under the
proposed amendments, for the benefits of the
program of insured subsidized loans.

3. We propose a restructuring of the bill's
provisions amending the insured loan pro-
gram. The restructuring would assure that
subsidized insured loans will be available to
eligible students on terms as favorable as
those upon which National Defense student
loans may now be obtained (except for loan

effect these
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cancellation for teaching and military serv-
ice, which the bill would repeal). Specifi-
cally, all interest charges would be borne by
the Federal Government while a borrower
under the program is attending an eligible
institution prior to the loan repayment pe-
riod and, after the repayment period has
begun, during periods of further education,
or military, Peace Corps, or VISTA service. In-
terest charges to the borrower during the
repayment period (except as indicated)
would be limited to 3 percent annually for
up to ten years.

4, Commercial lenders would be permitted
to originate subsidized loans. However, in
order to assure that no student eligible for
the interest subsidy will be denied an in-
sured loan in the amount for which such
subsidy is available to him, educational in-
stitutions participating in the education op-
portunity/work-study program would be re-
quired to establish procedures to facilitate
the obtaining of subsidized loans. Under
such procedures we would contemplate that
educational institutions would refer theilr
students to commercial lenders who have
agreed to accept such referrals. Under regu-
lations of the Commissioner of Education,
to be promulgated after the bill's enactment,
educational institutions would themselves be
required to make such loans to these of their
students unable readily to obtain these loans
from the lenders to whom the institutions
have referred them.

5. Interest on unsubsidized insured loans
would be required to be deferred during the
period of a student's attendance at an eligible
institution prior to the repayment period,
and during periods of further education, or
military, Peace Corps, or VISTA service after
the repayment period has begun.

6. The limitation on the amount of fed-
erally insured loans outstanding would be
repealed.

7. The loan cancellation provisions of the
NDEA student loan program, as extended by
Public Law 91-230, would be repealed.

8. The 20 percent matching requirement
for work-study programs, omitted from 8.
3636, would be restored. Walver of all or part
of the requirement, now authorized by exist-
ing law under conditions to be established
by the Commissioner, would specifically be
avallable for work-study programs conducted
by institutions not less than 50 percent of
whose students come from low-income fami-
lies, for counseling or tutoring of the edu-
cationally disadvantaged and for programs
of community service where matching would
involve unusual hardship. Except where such
walver is appropriate, institutions would be
encouraged to provide non-Federal match-
ing in excess of the 20 percent minimum.
Non-Federal matching amounts would not
reduce the student’s eligibility for Federal
assistance, however.

9. The amendments would also effect
several minor technical improvements in the
bill, including correction of the name of the
proposed National Foundation on Higher
Education to “Natlional Foundation for
Higher Education,” and the provision of a
limited exemption from State and local
taxation for the proposed National Student
Loan Association.

We are advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that enactment of S. 3636, as modi-
fled by these proposed amendments, would
be in accord with the program of the Presi-
dent.

Sincerely,
JoHN G. VENEMAN,
Acting Secretary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. Harris) announced that on
today, June 4, 1970, he signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bills which had previ-
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ously been signed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

8. 614. An act for the relief of Franz
Charles Feldmeier; and

8. 1786. An act for the relief of James
Harry Martin.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 4, 1970, he presented
to the President of the United States
the following enrolled bills:

S. 614. An act for the relief of Franz
Charles Feldmeler; and

5. 1786. An act for the relief of James
Harry Martin,

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Marshall F. Rousseau, of Texas, to be
U.S. Marshal for the Southern District
of Texas for a term of 4 years, vice
Marion M. Hale.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the Committee, in writing, on
or before Thursday, June 11, 1970, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nomination, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear
at any hearing which may be scheduled.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

A DOG'S LIFE

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, for some
time, I have feared that our society was
going to the dogs. Sometimes it is so bad
I have had to scratch an impulse to flea.
My paw used to tell me that a dog is
man’s best friend. I thought that was
stretching the truth too fur.

After reading the attached letter writ-
ten recently to the Newberry News, I am
sure of it. Dogs scare me.

If Senators will read the letter, and I
ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the Recorp, dogs will scare
them, too0.

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

DoGs BEWARE

Dogs are not allowed in public unless on
a leash and accompanied by some one.

Dogs are not considered a necessity.

A dog license does not give a dog owner
the rlght to leave his dog run or out two or
three times a day to go to his neighbors yard
to exercise and for bathroom privileges,

If one wants & dog, one must keep him
home, tied up or penned and keep the de-
struction and cleaning up in the yard of
the owner.

It is not your neighbors duty to clean up
after your dog or be pestered with the dig-
ging and scratching that goes on In ones
yard and garden or dogs romping in a garden.

Dogs follow the scent of other dogs and
the scratching, digging and waste kills plants.
Even one small dog com!ng to ones yard
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everyday and doing his business and scratch-
ing around a favorite plant or bush will ruin
it.

It is a sickening thing to go to pick flowers
or vegetables and find dog waste on them.
Or to run over it with a lawn mower or step
in it. One could very easlly slip and fall and
be injured.

Also dogs bite. Four people have been bit-
ten in the viclnity of Newberry in the last
6 months,

Dogs can run in front of cars and cause
accidents.

On Center Ave. 2 dogs have been hit by
cars in the last few months. One was killed.

Dogs are an Imposition, a destructive nui-
sance, also dangerous. Cars going down Cen-
ter Ave. have had to dodge kids on bicycles
with their dogs running beside them.

A precautionary suggestion is, “roads are
not a play ground for dogs or for children on
or off bicycles.”

There are 20 or more dogs running loose
at the State Hospital location, that make
their dally visits away from home. The ma-
jority of these dogs are not tied but come
and go as they please.

If a dog owner were to take his dog for a
walk 2 or 3 times a day and let him do his
exercise and business in another dog owners
yard, I am sure the second dog owner would
soon tell the first dog owner to take his dog
elsewhere. A non-dog-owner surely has the
same rights and should not have to put up
with the mass of dogs.

Non-dog-owners, we do not have to put
up with these dogs.

A tranquilizer gun is avallable so these
dogs can be picked up. Call the sheriffs office,
and he can tell you who to call to get these
dogs picked up if people continue to let
them run.

CAMBODIAN SUCCESSES?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in his
television address to the Nation last eve-
ning, President Nixon made far-reaching
claims as to the military success of the
Cambodian invasion. I question those
claims and their relevance to our long-
term interests and objectives in South-
east Asia.

As I said in my reaction to the Presi-
dent’s speech, last night, captured weap-
ons and supplies may give the appear-
ance of military victory, but that can-
not obscure the fact that we have
widened the war and added to the un-
certainty as to our prospects in South-
east Asia. The President’s action has, in
addition, made a negotiated settlement
much more difficult.

By supporting expanded South Viet-
namese military action in Cambodia, we
have helped to spread their forces thin-
ner. By increasing military pressure on
the Vietcong and the North Vietnamese
in Cambodia, we have driven them far-
ther into the arms of the Communist
Chinese. Most important, we have com-
plicated our political problems in South-
east Asia and in Europe by raising new
obstacles to a political setlement in In-
dochina. In South Vietnam we have tied
ourselves more closely to the fortunes of
the Saigon regime. In Cambodia we have
injected ourselves into a more complex
political situation, where we do not even
have a bargaining partner.

I am not alone in this pessimistic view
of the consequences of the Cambodian
invasion. Distinguished reporters who
have examined the situation in South-
east Asia have raised serious doubts
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about the value of the President’s moves
and the basis for his optimism. I ask
unanimous consent that three articles
on this question—one by Robert Kaiser,
from the May 31, 1970, Washington Post;
one by Terence Smith, from the June 3,
1970, New York Times; and one by
Joseph Kraft, from the June 4, 1970,
Washington Post—be printed in the
RECORD.

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

TeEE ViEw FroM SarconN: No END 1N SIGHT
(By Robert G. Kalser)

“0O mouse, do you know the way out of this
pool? I am very tired of swimming about
here, O mouse!”"—Alice in Wonderland.

Salgon—If the mouse knows, he isn't say-
ing. After a month of foraging in Communist
sanctuaries in Cambodia, after a year of
Vietnamization and 16 months after Richard
Nixon took office promising to end the war,
the United States is still swimming about in
Indochina. The end may be in sight in presi-
dential speeches, but it isn't in sight from
here.

The Cambodian adventure has reopened
the breach between the image of the war one
gets by looking at it in Vietnam, and the
image conveyed by the speeches of high offi-
cials in Washington. While President Nixon
and Secretary of Defense Laird imply that
the Cambodian incursions will accelerate the
American withdrawal and ensure the success
of Vietnamization, the men most directly re-
sponsible for conducting the war in Vietnam
refuse adamantly to make any such predic-
tions.

Many American officials here are still
shaking their heads at the terms of President
Nixon’'s April 30 speech announcing the Cam-
bodian offensive. “A move that was taken for
small tactical reasons got swept up in the
big strategic plcture,” as one senior official
put it in a somewhat helpless tone of voice.

To an outsider with no claim to expertise
beyond 14 months experience chasing his
sense of curiosity around Vietnam and Cam-
bodia, the qualms of these officlals seem
thoroughly justified. Nelther the situation
before April 30 nor the situation since then
much resembles the descriptions coming
from Washington.

From here, the fall of Prince Norodom
Sihanouk in <Cambodia seems to have
changed the Indochina situation radically.
Though spokesmen for the administration
aren't saying so, the United States ability
to control events on this peninsula—which
has never heen great—seems less now than
ever before.

On April 30, the Presldent sald attacks
against the sanctuaries were necessary “to
guarantee the continued success of our with-
drawal and Vietnamization programs." He
added that the enemy Is “concentrating
his maln forces in these sanctuaries . . .
where they are building up to launch mas-
sive attacks on our forces and those of
South Vietnam.”

As it has turned out, that concentration
of enemy troops in the sanctuaries did not
exist. Thus U.S. and South Vietnamese
troops met almost no opposition when they
entered them early this month.

This is one of those small errors of fact
that have recurred throughout the war in
Vietnam, disturbing but not crucial.-Much
more important was the President’s basic
contention that the sanctuaries had to be
attacked to allow withdrawal and Viet-
namization fo continue successfully.

On that question, like all the big ques-
tions in the history of the Vietnam war,
there can be no certain answer. There is
only one way to try to predict events in
Vietnam: One assembles a portion of the
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information avallable (there Is too much
ever to consider 1t all), judges it on the
basis of experience and intuition and ends
up with a guess, more or less educated. For
most who have tried it, this system has
proven woefully imperfect. But it is all that
exists, so we continue to use it.

A NEW DEPARTURE

President Nixon's prognostication came
as a surprise in Vietnam, What he said, in
effect, was that all the boasts about Viet-
namization in the past were hollow: the
program couldn't work because of the ene-
my's sanctuaries in Cambodia. Those sanc-
tuaries existed before Sihanouk was de-
posed March 18. Nothing that happened after
March 18 made them any more dangerous,
according to Mr. Nixon's own commanders
in Vietnam.

It is difficult to begrudge Mr. Nixon his de-
cision to change his mind about the allegedly
rosy future of Vietnamization. The theory
that a relatively constant number of Viet-
namese soldiers could grow in stature—but
not in numbers—to replace half a million
Americans has always been questionable.
Many of the President’s critics had ac-
cused him of dreaming on this score, or
of deliberately misleading the public.

And yet in Vietnam, Vietnamization has
loocked like a reasonable bet—not a sure
thing, not even a clear favorite, but by Viet-
namese standards, a wager with a fair chance
of success.

To be sure, it was a risky idea, not least
because the North Vietnamese did have large
forces in the Cambodia sanctuaries. But one
could travel all around this country asking
Americans and Vietnamese and outslders,
too, if they thought it would work, and the
answer has been a conditional but wide-
spread “yes” for many months.

The question had to be posed carefully:
Could the United States withdraw its forces
without the last men having to shoot their
way to their alrplanes? Could the South
Vietnamese army and government hold up
the tent until the Americans got out from
under it? As the geopoliticlans sometimes
put it, could the Americans withdraw and
leave behind a decent interval before fate
took its course in South Vietnam?

The guestion had to be put in those terms
because any broader assertion could not be
justified. The long-term future of South
Vietnam depends on so many variables, so
few of them dependent on the outcome of
the current shooting war, that any grander
prediction would be foolhardy. Amerlcans
and Vietnamese here tend to agree about
that.

When you asked those who answered a
cautious “yes” If they could think of another
way to get the United States out of Vietnam
in an orderly fashion, you heard two an-
swers. The first, and much the more popular,
was ‘no”, the other was that America might
negotiate a settlement with the North Viet-
namese that would allow a complete and
quick withdrawal.

This idea, so popular among war critics
in Washington, is not very popular here.
Among Vietnamese and Americans in Viet-
nam, there 1s widespread doubt that the
North Vietnamese will negotiate a settle-
ment unless they can be sure it is to their
advantage. From here, where the Commu-
nists appear to be weak on the ground, nego-
tiation does not look like an appealing alter-
native for Hanoi. A negotiated settlement
that accurately reflected the current bhalance
of power in South Vietnam would, in effect,
force Hanol to give up most of its stated
objectives. And 1t is hard to imagine the
South Vietnamese or the United States agree-
ing to a settlement that did not accurately
reflect the current balance of power,

BASIS FOR OPTIMISM

The limited optimism that has existed here
was due to a few apparent facts about the
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state of the war that have gained wide ac-
ceptance in the last year or so. Briefly stated,
these are the principal ones:

The government has established a domi-
nant physical presence in all of the urban
areas and in most of the countryside, includ-
ing the crucial Mekong Delta, the area
around Saigon and heavily populated coastal
regions In the north. U.S.,, ARVN and local
militia forces have obliterated most of the
old Vietcong army, pushing its remnants out
of the populated areas. The Communists now
must rely on North Vietnamese to do most
of their fighting.

Most of the remaining enemy force units,
primarily northern, have been forced to stay
close to thelr sanctuaries,

Without its local military forces, the Viet-
cong's political organization has been weak-
ened, at least ostensibly. People in the coun-
tryside are therefore less conscious of the
Vietcong's presence while more active gov-
ernment programs have made them more
conscious of the Salgon regime.

Apparent rural prosperity has also helped
the government,. Economists say the prosper-
ity is false, based entirely on props provided
by American dollars, but it is real to the
farmer who can buy a radio, a motorbike or a
tractor.

And President Thieu, with the army, has
established an unprecedented degree of po-
litical stability in wartime Vietnam. The
chaos of the 1963-6 period has been super-
seded by a remarkable calm, relatively
speaking,

If those generally optimistic assertions
were widely accepted here, so were a number
of doubts and questions that put any opti-
mistic conclusions in jeopardy. The funda-
mental reservation must be that none of
these factors can be counted on in the long
term. The Vietcong have demonstrated an
ability to revive their organization, and all
the Saigon government’s apparent strengths
seem to be based on slender reeds. All could
be reversed in one way or another.

The future of Vietnamization has long
seemed to depend on the answers to these
questions: Could the lamentable ARVN offi-
cer corps become effective? Could the local
militia, now extremely erratle, assure local
security without U.S. and ARVN assistance?
Could the army survive without the Ameri-
can props that now support them at every
level?

Could officlal corruption in Vietnam be
controlled or regularized? Could the woe-
fully weak civll administration be improved?
Could economic collapse and chaos in South
Vietnam be avolded? Could the non-Commu-
nists ever compete with the political organiz-
ing skill of the Vietcong? And finally, could
South Vietnam ever cope with enemy forces
in the northern half of the country, where
the Communists have much more secure
sanctuaries and a much better tactical posi-
tion than in the south?

These were the long-term problems, De-
spite them, it seemed possible that over a
short term of, say, five years, the South Viet-
namese might be able to hold their own—
not because of their strengths so much as
because of the Communists’ grave, if tem-
porary weaknesses,

The offensive into Cambodia seems un-
likely to help provide any satisfactory answer
to the questions about the long-term pros-
pects for Vietnamization. But by further
weakening the Communists’ tactical position,
the new offensive should make the situation
on the ground in South Vietnam even more
hopeful.

In sum, if the Nixon's administration was
pursuing a short-term strategy of getting out
of Vietnam as quickly as possible without
the tent collapsing in the process, the Cam-
bodian operation might have been very help-
ful, Might have been, had others remained
equal. But of course they have not. For rea-
sons over which the Nixon administration
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had only slight control, the entire Indochina
situation changed dramatically during the
past several months.

THE HOPES FADED

Before this change, the United States had
what seemed a fair chance of escaping more
or less honorably from Indochina if it could
cope with the situation in South Vietnam.
The war in Laos seemed stalemated, albeit
precariously. Cambodia’s neutrality under
Sthanouk, though benevolent to the Viet-
namese Communists, seemed to assure sta-
bility in that country for the foreseeable fu-
ture (in this part of the world, no more
than a few years). So in those good old days,
the United States just might have escaped
from the region, leaving Indochina intact,
at least for a reasonable period of time.

The good old days are gone, The situation
in Laos looks more precarious than ever. The
Communists are in & stronger position, es-
pecially after their recent offensive in south-
ern Laos. Souvanna Phouma's neutralist gov-
ernment faces a gloomy future.

More important, the pretense of Cam-
bodian stability is gone. Cambodia has
become an active battlefield of the war,
a third front for the North Vietnamese.
In the first days after the March 18 coup,
there might have been a chance for Lon
Nol to negotiate a modus vivendi with the
North Vietnamese. But instead, he threw
down the gauntlet, and the North Vietnam-
ese responded in kind.

The new government in Cambodis is weak,
uncertaln and apparently ineffectual. The
same adjectives would flatter the Cambodian
army. The Cambodian economy is in sham-
bles, and will almost certainly get very much
worse. The rubber industry, which provides
almost all of Cambodia’s exports, has al-
ready been severely disrupted by the new
war.

U.S. intelligence now expects the Lon Nol
regime to be challenged by a Cambodian lib-
eration movement, led at least In name by
Prince Sihanouk, whose perscnal popularity
is sald to remain high in the Cambodian
countryside. The new regime’s ability to cope
with this challenge is, at the very best, prob-
lematical. If any prediction in Indochina is
justifiable, it is that Cambodia will be in tur-
moil (or in Communist hands) for a long
time to come.

Despite these baleful prospects, the United
States seems to be tied to the new Cambodian
regime almost willy-nilly. President Nixon
sald it was necessary to attack the Cambodian
sanctuaries to assure the success of U.8. pol-
icy in Vietnam, If Sihanouk returns to pow-
er, all of Cambodia will probably become
a sanctuary for the Communists. Must the
whole country then be invaded?

Moreover, regardless of presidential
rhetorie, it seems impossible not to interpret
the offensive into Cambodia as a signal to
Hanoi that the United Staets would not allow
Cambodia to fall. Such a signal must have
seemed unavoidable In Washington, if 50,-
000 dead In Vietnam were not to be writ-
ten off as & bad go.

If one defends the Vietnam war for its
stated purpose—to assure self-determination
in South Vietnam—or for its cold war pur-
pose—to stop the advance of communism in
Asia—the reaction to events in Cambodia
must be the same: Cambodia must be saved.
But in the long run, barring a re-creation
of the American presence in Vietnam, there
appears to be no way Americans can pre-
vent Communists (or pro-Communists un-
der Sthanouk) from taking over Cambodia.

As a result of the coup against Sihanouk
and events since, Indochina is now a mael-
strom of conflicting vital interests: The
North and South Vietnamese, the Laotians,
the Cambodians and now even the Thais all
see their vital interests In jeopardy.

President Nixon apparently sees America’s
vital Interests at stake here too. But these
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vital interests are not compatible—in several
combinations, they are mutually exclusive.

And there is no foreseeable way that the
maelstrom can be calmed, unless North Viet-
nam abandons its Indochina campaign.

That, of course, has always been the dream
of America officials, in both the Johnson and
Nixon administrations. Someday, the United
States always belleved or hoped, the men In
Hanoi would have to cry uncle. One can hear
that talk again: They've overextended them-
selves, according to the new version of the
old line; they can't fight on three fronts In
the rainy season after losing their supplies,
with hostile forces on all sides.

Perhaps this time it is true, but the small
bits of evidence avallable suggest the con-
trary. Skeptical Westerners very recently in
Hanol were impressed by the apparent high
morale and resiliency of the leadership. Ac-
cording to one of these recent travelers, the
morale of the masses has apparently risen
lately, because the government has cut prices
and ended rationing of many consumer
goods.

LONG FIGHT AHEAD

In the field, the Communlists show every
slgn of having the patience to carry on the
war, In Cambodia, according to U.S. intelli-
gence and captured documents, they are be-
ginning the long difficult task of bullding an
indigenous revolutionary movement from
the hamlets up.

Surely the North Vietnamese have grave
supply problems, but they have already
secured a new Iinfiltration route via the
Sekong and Mekong rivers Into southeast
Cambodia, which conceivably could be ex-
tended to thelr forces In southern South
Vietnam.

And if it is true, as Presidents Johnson
and Nixon have both sald, that North Viet-
nam is counting on the American opponents
of the war to win their victorles, then the
men in Hanol must now be dancing the
North Vietnamese version of a jig. Perhaps
something resembling the gloomy picture
that now seems to face the United States
was Inevitable even before Slhanouk’s fall.
Some old Indochina hands have long criti-
cized American policy as shortsighted and
self-deluding, because it failed to face up to
the entire Indochina problem.

The United States has devoted its atten-
tion to South Vietnam, these critics have
sald, hoping that the Communists would do
the same, thus localizing the problem. The
criticism is harsh but difficult to dispute, if
one assumes the United States has had long-
term objectives in this region. Almost cer-
tainly there would have been serious insta-
bility in Indochina’s future even if Vietnams-
ization in the old context had been a smash-
ing success.

Even in the new context, Vietnamization
seems certain to continue. In Vietnam it is
assumed that the end of the Cambodian
operation on June 30 will be quickly followed
by a substantial further withdrawal of U.S.
troops. These withdrawals should be possible
without serious repercussions in South Viet-
nam. Three months ago, that alone would
have been very good news. It is still, on
balance, good news; but now one must won-
der if the orderly withdrawal of Americans
from South Vietnam will be seen, a year or
two from now, as a very significant achieve-
ment.

U.S. ADES IN SAIGON QUESTION PoLicy
{By Terence Smith)

Saicon, South Vietnam, June 1—There is
widespread doubt among the most experl-
enced American observers in South Vietnam
that current United States policies will
bring lasting peace.

Although 110,000 American troops have
been withdrawn from Vietnam and enormous
strides have been made In pacification in
the last 18 months, the United States still
faces vast problems in extricating itself.

At the root of the pessimistic outlook are
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serlous and widely held doubts about the
following:

The efficacy of the Vietnamization pro-
gram, which has yet to face major chal-
lenges.

The wisdom of the extension of the war
into Cambodia, which, despite the immediate
military gains it may achieve, seems likely
to complicate American efforts to disengage
and may eventually involve the United
States—step by painful step—In the defense
of yet another weak and uncertain gov-
ernment.

The effectiveness of the Salgon Govern-
ment in dealing with Increasingly serious
economic and political problems in South
Vietnam.

The nature of the progress achieved in the
pacification program, which remains frag-
ile and subject to the enemy’s will.

Finally, there is a conviction that United
States policies fail to come to grips with the
central element in the Vietnam puszzle; the
need for a negotiated political settlement
that reflects the true balance of power among
the Vietnamese people.

"““We won't solve this war by cleaning out
the base areas in Cambodla, or even by
replacing American troops with South
Vietnamese,” an American who has spent five
years in Vietnam said the other day.

“We have to go to the heart of the
matter and find an acceptable way of distrib-
uting political power among the Vietnam-
ese. That's what the fighting is all about, and
it won't stop until we solve it.”

The skepticism about American policy is
shared in many guarters in Vietnam—by
young, dedicated Americans working at the
province and district level, and by inde-
pendent observers, including journalists and
foreign diplomats. It is greatest among those
whose jobs permit them to travel around
Vietnam.

The attitude is also evident among edu-
cated, independent South Vietnamese, peo-
ple outside the Government who are deeply
concerned about the future of their country
after the American disengagement.

A TRACE OF BITTERNESS

Through the remarks of all those people
runs a common theme: No lasting peace is
possible without a political solution.

“Vietnamization, by itself, won't produce
any kind of peace in this country, just or
otherwise,” a 31-year-old major who works
as a district adviser in the pacification pro-
gram said recently with more than a trace of
bitterness.

“Unless it is matched by some sort of
political settlement. Vietnamization just
means the the fighting will go on and on. But
instead of Americans kllllng Vietnamese,
you'll have Vietnamese killing Vietnamese.”

Many people here, like the major, acknowl-
edge that Vietnamization will eventually get
American soldlers off the battlefleld—
though not necessarily out of the country—
but they insist that it will not end the war
or produce a just peace,

Behind that belief is the conviction that
the enemy continues to have the necessary
strength, spirit, manpower and determina-
tion to continue the struggle in South Viet-
nam—and Laos and Cambodia—{for the fore-
seeable future. Few military men here dis-
pute that assessment of the Communists’
capability.

LOST IN THE FUROR

President Nixon's offer, in his address
April 20, to discuss at the Parls peace talks
“a falr political solution (reflecting) the
existing relationship of political forces in
South Vietnam™ had barely begun to sink
in when it was lost in the furor caused by the
invasion of Cambodia 10 days later. It may
have been, as one American here described
it, “the first casualty of Nixon's decislon to
go into Cambodia.”

The senior members of the American mili-
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tary command are visibly defensive about the
Cambodian operation and the controversy it
has caused. They insist that it was a mili-
tarily justifiable tactical operation that got
caught up in larger strategic and political
guestions.

Gen. Creighton W. Abrams, commander of
United States forces in Vietnam, has indi-
cated to friends that he feels that President
Nixon drastically oversold the operation and
enlarged its goals beyond realizable dimen-
sions.

The general has sald that the real purpose
was to put a dent in the enemy's supply sys-
tem and not, as Mr. Nixon suggested, to over-
run and clean out the Communist head-
quarters.

The greatest peril in the Cambodian ven-
ture seems to lie in the period after June 30,
when the Americans have withdrawn and the
South Vietnamese are likely to continue their
operations. The concensus here is that the
President is going to find it far harder to get
Americans out of Cambodia than it was to
send them in.

CHOICE FOR AMERICANS

In the short run the Americans may be
faced with the cholice of either going to the
ald of the South Vietnamese or watching
them flounder if they come under heavy
pressure. In the long run the United States
could find itself committed by proxy, as a
result of South Vietnamese pledges and ac-
tions, to the defense of the shaky Govern-
ment headed by Premier Lon Nol, which dis-
placed Prince Norodom Sthanouk.

If the South Vietnamese become over-
extended in Cambodia, the Americans are
going to find it correspondingly difficult to
carry out their withdrawals from Vietnam on
schedule.

Apart from the complications of the Cam-
bodian venture, Vietnamization faces other
serious problems. So far a total of 110,000
Americans have been pulled out of Vietnam,
leaving 429,000 behind. The real test will come
in the next year, during which 150,000 more
will have been withdrawn and the South
Vietnamese are to take on the heavy fighting.

The first and most obvious danger is mili-
tary. For the last four years the large Ameri-
can combat divisions have effectively manned
the front lines. They have pursued the main
North Vietnamese and Vietcong units relent-
lessly, gradually driving them from populated
areas into the jungles and mountains along
the Laotian and Cambodian borders.

As Vietnamization advances, the South
Vietnamese divisions will take on the task
while the remaining American units fall back
into something approaching garrison duty.
Their safety and that of an additional 250,000
or more Americans providing combat and
logistical support will depend on the South
Vietnamese.

HIGHER TOLL FORESEEN

Even conceding substantial improvement
in the quality of the South Vietnamese armed
forces, it is hard to imagine them coping
with divisions of North Vietnamese regulars
as effectively as the Americans did. The re-
sult may be significantly increased casual-
ties—American as well as South Vietnamese—
in the later stages of the withdrawal process.

Another consequence may be strikingly
reduced security in certain areas of the coun-
tryside, most notably in the northern half
of the country.

In the northernmost area, I Corps, the
enemy has more than 20 battalions of fresh,
well-equipped regulars in the vicinity of the
demilitarized zone, and it has the capacity
to reinforce them with up to three divisions
at any time.

When the three divisions of Americans
that are stationed there are withdrawn, the
South Vietnamese will have to take on the
job of patrolling along the demilitarized
zone and protecting the coastal cities of
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Quangtri, Hue and Danang. At the very least,
they will require reinforcements, and it 1s
not clear from where additional troops would
come,

‘There 15 a parallel situation in II Corps, the
area south of the border reglon, where moun-
tainous terraln and bad communications
are a tangible asset for the enemy.

As a result of years of intensive allied op-
erations, the Communists have been pushed
from the heavily populated coastal plain
into the mountains. Once the Americans are
gone the South Vietnamese may be hard-
pressed to keep them there.

IMPACT ON SHAKY ECONOMY

Vietnamization will also have a drastic
impact on South Vietnam's already shaky
economic structure. The country earns more
than 80 per cent of its forelgn currency from
Defense Department outlays and private
spending by American soldiers. As the with-
drawal proceeds the supply of dollars will
be cut back just when they are most needed
to bolster a sorely weakened economy.

In addition, the approximately 145,000
Vietnamese who are directly employed by
United States agencies and companies will
have to find jobs.

Those bleak prospects are considered by
knowledgeable people here to be a principal
threat to the stabllity of the Government
of President Nguyen Van Thieu.

The domestic political and economic sit-
uation has deteriorated dramatically in re-
cent months. While the attentlon of the
world has been riveted on Cambodia, Mr.
Thieu has been coping with just about the
noisiest political crises since his election.

Rather than working to rally his non-
Communist political opposition behind him,
as the United States Embassy has been urg-
ing him to do lately, President Thieu has
come down hard on any group that has chal-
lenged his authority or criticized his regime.
Individuals with the temerity to speak out
have been prosecuted and jailed. Groups that
have expressed their complaints in public
demonstrations have been tear-gassed and
beaten by riot policemen.

Now there 1s a rising tide of criticism of
the Government in newspapers and the Na-
tional Assembly that can only be expected to
increase during the Senate election this fall
and the presidential contest next year.

In addition, Mr. Thieu has falled to create
anything approximating a national party
that might be capable of mobilizing the
country in preparation for a political battle
with the Communists. Instead, his basic dis-
trust of politicians—he was a general—and
his reluctance to share power remain as great
as ever.

As for the pacification program, there can
be no question that enormous strides have
been made during the last 18 months in the
effort to extend the Government's control
into the countryside. There is general agree-
ment that the current program, which is the
result of years of experimentation, mistakes
and disappointment, is functioning better
than any of its hapless forerunners.

But the progress in certaln provinces has
been counterbalanced by setbacks in oth-
ers. A proper pacification map of Vietnam
would resemble a patchwork quilt, a mixture
of bright and dark patches that produce a
mottled impression over all.

The combination of problems—military,
economic and political—guarantees that the
American disengagement, particularly during
the next year, will be a painful and troubled
process.

Laos, CamBopia LIKELY ScENES OoF MosT
FIGHTING UP TO 2 YEARS

Baicon.—"For the next year or two most
of the fighting will probably be in Cam-
bodia and Laos,” Deputy Ambassador Sam
Berger said the other day. And that offhand
comment by one of the beaklest of the hawks
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here in Baigon explains why most of the
Washington justifications for the Cambo-
dian operations carry so little weight.

For the Washington apologia are based on
the standards of the war as it used to be. But,
in fact, there is a whole new war here, featur-
ing new commitments to a new regime in
Cambodia. That entalls new forces in being,
new opportunities for the other side, and a
new set of criteria to measure success or
failure.

In the war as it used to be, the other side
had settled down to a strategy almed at coun-
tering President Nixon's Vietnamization pro-
gram. The primary objective was to weaken
and discredit the South Vietnamese regime
by selective strikes agalnst its installations
and officlals all across the country.

This strategy did not lend itself to counter-~
attack by American and South Vietnamese
forces. Even by American estimates enemy
killed-in-action fell in the first quarter of
this year by about fifty per cent—from 32,000
to 2,000 per week. And there were correspond-
ing drops In enemy losses of weapons and
supplies.

Set against that measure, the Cambodian
venture registers a dramatic improvement by
our side. Estimates of enemy killed-in-action
soared to nearly 6,000 in the first week of May,
and then held about 3,000 weekly. There were
well-publicized discoveries of huge stocks of
rice, weapons, ammunition and other stuff.
The South Vietnamese forces showed a ca-
pacity to execute highly coordinated strikes
on the ground and by air and sea. The opera-
tion looks, in short, like an ungualified suc-
cess.

But in the process, American objectives in
the war have been raised. The United States
has acquired, or at least become credited
with, a new protege. Rightly or wrongly, the
general view here is that the United States
intervened in order to save the Cambodian
government which replaced the regime of
Norodom Sthanouk—the new government of
Prime Minister Lon Nol.

Thus, the Cambodian foreign minister, in
a speech to the Djakarta conference of Asian
nations on May 16, described his government
as living in a state of siege, and then added:
“We have been relieved by the help brought
to us by the Americans and our South Viet-
namese neighbors.” A SBouth Vietnamese in-
telligence officer with ministerial rank told
Mike Wallace of CBS and this columnist that
“the Americans panicked and intervened
when it looked like the Lon Nol regime would
collapse."” President Nguyen Van Thieu told a
group of American journalists that if the
Lon Nol government lasted, President Nixon
would do well in the congressional elections
this year, and the election in 1972.

The view here, in short, equates American
interest with the Lon Nol government, If
not absolutely obliged, the United States is
under heavy pressure to keep the Lon Nol
government going. If that regime falls, the
Cambodian operations will be called a failure.

Nobody knows exactly what it will take
to keep the Cambodian regime alive. Not
surprisingly there is an internal fight in
Saigon as to what is required. One group,
centering around Vice President Nguyen Cao
Ky, favors a considerable forward commit-
ment of South Vietnamese troops to knock
out the enemy. Another group, centering
around President Thieu, believes it will be
enough to station just across the Cam-
bodian border strike forces that can block
any threats in the center of that country as
they materialize.

Probably the Thieu approach will win—
the more so as the President has American
backing. Still, the sorting out will not hap-
pen overnight. It will be a long time. To use
a metaphor employed by a leading American
commander here, before the South Vietnam-
ese army gets over its night on the town and
goes back to work.

That leaves two new openings for the Com-~
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munists. In Cambodia, the Communists have
the obvious possibility of doing what they
refrained from doing under the Sihanouk
regime. They can develop a country-wide
guerrilla movement based in the rural areas.
Given the urban focus of the present regime
in Phnom Penh, the organization of a peasant
resistance looks like child’s play.

In South Vietnam, the massing of govern-
ment forces on the Cambodian front exposes
what one Communist leader calls “holes” be-
hind the line. The other side is in better po-
sition than ever to pursue low level attacks
on major government installations. The
selzure of Dalat—which is a kind of govern-
ment vacation spot—over last weekend is a
perfect case in point.

Perhaps the Communists will miss these
opportunities. It may be that they are too
weak to get moving in Cambodia, or to step
up their actions here in South Vietnam. It
may even be that the decisive constraint will
be the losses suffered as the result of the
Joint American and South Vietnamese opera-
tion against their former sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia.

But that is not the point. The point is
that the Cambodian operation cannot be
measured by the standards of the old war.
The numbers of enemy killed, the amount
of supplies seized, and the improved per-
formance by the Saigon forces are not the
kind of factors they used to be. A whole new
war is on, and it is far too early to measure
success or fallure. Indeed, perhaps all that
is clear is that anybody who needs a quick
success Js in bad trouble.

AMERICA—ADDRESS BY REV.
IRVIN R. PUSEY

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, on February 24, 1969, the Rev-
erend Irvin R. Pusey, grand chaplain

of the Grand Lodge of Delaware and
pastor of the Red Lion Methodist
Church, Red Lion, Del., delivered an out-
standing address before the conference
of Grand Masters of Masons in North
America, meeting in the Shoreham Ho-
tel, Washington, D.C.

At a time when there is so much con-
fusion in our country I think it would
be well for all Members of the Senate
and others to have the opportunity to
read this remarkable address outlining
the principles upon which America
stands.

I ask unanimous consent that these
remarks be printed in the REcorp.

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

AMERICA
(By Rev. Irvin R. Pusey)

I consider it a privilege to be with you
tonight, to share in this great meeting with
great people. I come to you as a Mason; as
a Minister; and as an American. I have a
love for my Lodge; a love for my land; and
a love for my Lord. And these themes of cir-
cumstance will color what I have to say to
you tonight. They all flow together; they
all mingle in; they cannot be separated. I
thank God for all of these,

I should like to share with you three
things you can hang your thoughts on:
Masons as men of purpose; Masons as men
of patriotism; Masons as men of prayer.

So to you distingulshed guests; to you,
Mr. Chairman; to you dear ladies and to
you brethren, let me speak of these three
things.

Masons as men of purpose. We live in a
divided world tonight; a world where there
are two Koreas; two Vietnams; two Ger-
manys; two Chinas; two Berlins. A world that
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is divided by philosophical and political ide-
ologies and even in our fair land, we see
many, many problems. Freedom is under at-
tack by Communism. Don't think it is not.
Men by the hundreds are coming back from
Vietnam in little wooden boxes; pant legs
pinned up, coat sleeves tucked in. They know
Freedom Is under attack tonight. We see in
America tonight the ravages of an increas-
ing crime rate that many of our police de-
partments are now admitting they cannot
really control. Immorality in America is no
longer a disgrace—It Is a way of life. If there
was ever a time for Masons to live by the
spirit of their Fraternity, it is now. To be-
come men of purpose, and I do not mean men
of purpose just by saying “Oh, I have a pur-
pose for my life”, but as Masons to take the
purposes and the spirit of Masonry and get
it out of the ritual of a Lodge Room and
let it live in our hearts; on the streets, in
our homes and in our factories. Let Masonry
come alive; let it become incarnate In our
bodies, because unless it does then I am
afrald of its future.

Not long ago I gave my little daughter a
stuffed toy lion. She played with it, carried
it around; kicked and mauled it., I often
wondered what would happen if that stuffed
lion ever came alive. Many Masons are treat-
ing Masonry that way. We dabble in it; we
play with it. Oh, if it could only come alive.
I hear people say, “you know we have got
to defend Masonry”. I do not belleve it. You
do not have to defend Masonry any more
than you have to defend a lion. Let it loose.
It will protect itself. Let it loose in your life
and my life.

We read in the Book of Acts in the Bible,
of Peter and John going up to the Temple
and they met a lame man at the gate of the
Temple, He was begging. It was quite sur-
prising, because at that time most beggars
used to beg on the outside of the city at the
gates of the city where the marketing was
done and the caravans came through. But,
this man was begging at the gates of the
Temple. Why? Because he expected more
from those who entered the Temple; more
from those who believe in God. I think he
was right. And I belleve tonight that the
world has a right to expect more from Ma-
sons than many other groups. And God help
us if we do not think so. I believe Masonry
makes & man a better man and if it does, it
gives him an awesome responsibility to let
loose the spirit and the morals and the prin-
ciples of Masonry. Let it come alive. Let that
be our purpose.

I want to say that Masons ought to be
Patriotic. This is a dirty word in our day
and time. The thing to do if you want to be
popular is to criticize America; find fault
with her. And this can be done. She has got
her faults and she 1s certainly open to eriti-
cism. I have done some myself. But I am
just a little bit weary of h all this,
Because, as I look at this land, I belleve there
is a lot to be sald for America. And now I
would like to say a good word for America.
I think she is the greatest nation on earth.
I make no apologies for that. Patriotism
comes from the word patriarch. It means
love of fatherland. Let us not be ashamed
of it.

I would like to take the letters of the
word America: AM E R I C A, and ascribe
some thoughts for each letter.

A. A is for AHEAD. We live in a time of
social and political revolution, where people
are telling us that a democracy can no longer
cope with the needs of the time. This is a
technological age, they say, and the only
way & government can control and compete
and take care of its people is to become
soclalistic or communistic. I do not believe
it. No nation has done more for her people
than America. No Nation has given more

dignity and freedom and opportunity to
her people than America. And I know her
standard of living is the envy of the world.
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There are some who like to compare us
with the communist nations, notably the
Soviet Union.

Do you realize that if we were to become
equal with the Soviet Union, we would have
to go backwards? We would have to cut our
agricultural and industrial production by
great percentages. We would not be able to
meet here tonight, if this hotel was located
in Russia. Such a thing as Masonry would not
be tolerated. Such a soclety could not exist
in the Soviet Union. You couldn’'t be here
tonight and if you were, there would be
secret police in the garage taking down
your license numbers from your cars,

Speaking of police. The police in Russia
are there to protect the government. The
police in America are here to protect the
public. And I am one who thinks that the
police of America are doing a great job and
are ridiculed unnecessarily. The Grand
Master of Delaware, Warren Schueler, is a
lieutenant colonel of the state police, We have
three other state troopers on the staff, who
are masons, and whenever I hear the cry of
police brutality go up I cringe, because
usually, it is just an attempt to get out of a
crime & person has already committed.

And I will tell you something tonight,
brethren and friends, I hope I never have
to make the choice; but if I do have to make
the choice, I would far rather have police
brutality of the criminal rather than crim-
inal brutality of the public the way it is
being done today. And so as I look at Ameri-
ca, I see that she is already far ahead of
any other system of government. Name any
system of government that has done as
much for their people as the United States
of America! In fact, many of these govern-
ments today exist because of the American
dollar that's kept them afloat. So why should
we want to change to another form of gov-
ernment when we are already ahead—

M stands for mighty, she is a mighty na-
tion; and I, for one am NOT ashamed of
the military power of the United States be-
cause I'm convinced tonight that the only
thing that stands between the Soviet, the
Red Chinese war machine and world domi-
nation is the military power of the United
States! I believe they fear and respect it and
I'm not ashamed of our military power! I'm
proud of every one of our men in uniform
because they not only represent their coun-
try, but they represent a direct challenge to
a way of life that would ruin our way of
life. They represent power that the enemy
will respect! And to those who would burn
the American flag and tear it down, burn
their draft cards (and by the way, when they
burn their draft cards, I would have a lot
more respect for them if they burnt their
social security cards at the same time). Those
who burn the American flag ought to read
up on history and, I'll make this statement
in front of anybody—no nation has done
more for the world in the history of the world
than the United States of America!l

Ask any Englishman if there would be an
England today without America’s help in
World War II. Of course not! Charles De
Gaulle, in France, can say all he wants to
about his antl-Americanism (you notice he
doesn’'t do It much anymore . . . not since
he got stung himself by the Communists last
spring when they turned on him), but he
used to be very anti-American in many re-
spects. Yet, Charles De Gaulle has a Nation
to be President of tonight because there are
10,000 American graves In Normandy and
throughout France that bought his country
back from Hitler! I'll say this too! There
wouldn't even be a Russia tonight without
America! Just go back In history a few years.
In 1942, Hitler’s armies were at the gates of
Moscow and we know that the Russian win-
ter took its toll: But it wasn't the Russian
winter that defeated Hitler's army—it was
the Russian army that defeated Hitler's
armies, but with what? Ships—hundreds of
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them left America and put in at Russian
ports. It was American guns, and American
tanks, and American planes, and American
bombs in the hands of Russian soldiers that
turned the tide and if she didn't have the
war equipment we gave to her, she would
never have done it! Hitler would have
marched right into the streets of Moscow.
So there Is a Russia today because there was
an America who pumped out of her factories
war materials and armed the Soviet Soldiers.
And then those who would say about Amerl-
ca’s involvement in Vietnam—how criminal
we are over there—look at the past! What
did we do with West Germany, this enemy
that had ravaged Europe and killed many of
our men? Why we turned our treasuries
loose and we poured money into West Ger-
many and today she has the fastest growing
economy in all of Western Europe and her
dollar is the soundest!

What did we do with Japan? Here 1s an
enemy that made a sneak attack on Pearl
Harbor and 2,700 American men died! With
this enemy that stabbed us in the back, we
signed a peace treaty on the decks of the
U.8.8. Missouri. Did we go in and plunder
and loot and rape that nafion? Nol We sent
money, medical aid, food supplies, factory
equipment—we went in there and we put
Japan back on her feet! We also turned back
to her many islands of the Paclfic taken at
such a high price, Iwo Jima, to name one.
Today, Japan has the fastest growing econ-
omy in the whole world, thanks to her
enemy, America, who treated her better than
she had ever been treated before, even after
Pearl Harbor. Who was the first one to come
to the aid of the South Koreans, even before
the United Nations involved themselves in
it? And those in South Vietnam! When no
other nation cared, the very finest of our
young men went over there and are over
there going through the ravages of war for
the freedom of another country! Don't tell
me we're criminal—history just doesn't
prove it!

I am reminded of a story I heard when
I was in theological seminary. It was told to
me by one of the assoclate editors of the
Baltimore Sun Newspaper. He said, “When
I was born, my mother died in giving me
birth.” He said, “My father was a good man—
a farmer, and I was the last of eleven chil-
dren, Dad wanted to keep the family together
and he did. One warm summer day I saw my
dad sitting on the front porch of the old
farm house and I ran and climbed up into
his lap. I was then about seven years old.
Dad put his big arm around me and began
to tell me all about my mother, whom I never
knew. Tears rolled down his cheeks and when
he finished he pointed to a little cemetery
across the way and said, “Son, you'll never
know how much you cost me.”

All across the world America can point
to hundreds of thousands of little white
crosses and say to the world, you’ll never
know how much you cost me. She is a
mighty nation and I am not ashamed of her
military power.

E stands for Everyone. Now we know and
we have to admit that there have been in-
justices in this country. This is certalnly
true. But there have been injustices in
every country. I do believe, however, that
more people have been given an opportunity
in this country than in any other nation.
There are a lot of people tonight who are
submitting bills to America. They want
something. It is like the little boy who went
to school. He found out from his classmates
that some of them were getting a larger
allowance than he was getting. When he
found it out he thought he would give Mom
the word. But when he got home, he chick-
ened out and could not bring himself to
tell her that he needed a larger allowance
because every one else In class was getting
it. He wrote her a note, and left it on the
dining room table. When he went to school
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the next morning his mother found it. She
picked it up and read it. It went something
lke this: (To Mom. A bill from your son.
For taking out the garbage, fifty cents; for
helping with the dishes, seventy-five cents;
for saying thank you and please, two dollars.
It all totaled up to several dollars.

When he came home that night his mother
did not say a word to him and he was a
little bit surprised, but he was too afraid
to bring up the subject. After he finished his
supper, he saw a little note sticking out from
under the plate. He pulled it out and opened
it up. It sald something llke this: To my
son, & bill from your Mother, For bringing
you into this world and going into the jaws
of death to do it, the cost was love. For
walking the floors with you at night when
you were sick, the cost was love. For teach-
ing you to talk and to walk, the cost was
love. He got the idea. He could never repay
his mother).

BSuppose that in some way America could
submit a bill to us for the privilege of being
born in this ecountry. The cost was the grace
of God. For the freedom you have enjoyed,
the cost was Innumerable lives given at Val-
ley Forge, Gettysburg, Iwo Jima, Korea and
80 on. We could never repay her for what
she has done for us.

R stands for Religion. We will never bhe
able to wunderstand this great American
phenomena apart from God. What is it that
makes America unique? Not democracy. Oth-
er nations have had democracy. The Greeks
had it thousands of years ago. Not her mili-
tary power. Other nations have had military
power. Not her resources, Other nations have
great resources. I believe it is the fact that
she is one nation under God. Notice that
phrase—Under God. Not equal with God, or
above God, or along side of God, but a na-
tlon under God. Under God's rule and law.
As I have surveyed the American scene, 1
have wondered how people can get the idea
she is supposed to be religiously neutral. Oh,
I know that there was no religious denomi-
nations to be supported by our government.
But I cannot buy the idea that she was sup-

to be religiously neutral, not when I
loock at history. When the Pillgrims would
rather have their Bibles than their lives,
and came to these shores and wrote a May-
flower pact and stated therein that they took

ion of this land in the name of God
and for the propagation of the Gospel of
Jesus Christ.

When I see Washington kneeling at Valley
Forge, praying. When I hear Benjamin
Franklin call thirteen colonies together when
they were about to split up at the Continen-
tal Congress and say to those gentlemen,
"let us pray’. And out of that prayer meet~
ing came much of the structure of our Gov-
ernment. I see the Continental Congress in
1776—one year before the Declaration of In-
dependence—call upon the American people
on July 12th to have a day of fasting and
prayer in humility and recognition of Al-
mighty God.

That was done by the Continental Congress
In 1776. It was George Washington who is-
sued a statement that he would llke to see
ministers or chaplains in all branches of the
armed forces. And it was Washington, after
he had finished his oath of office said, “so
help me God"”, and so has every President all
down through history. The Congress in 1853
decreed that the motto on our coinage and
our money be “In God We Trust". Consider
the Natlonal Anthem of this nation (The
Star Spangled Banner). It has this phrase
in it: (Pralse the power that has made
and preserved us a nation. Then conquer we
must when our cause it is just and this be
our motto In God is our Trust.) That is our
National Anthen, Go to the Lincoln Memorial
and there you can read his Gettysburg ad-
dress which has this phrase in it (one nation
under God"). Go to the tomb of the Un-
known Soldler and there you can read (“Here
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Lies One Enown Only to God"). Go to the
Washington Monument and there you can
read many portions of Scripture, one of
which says (Suffer the little children to come
unto me and forbid them not for of such is
the Kingdom of God"), In 1956 the Congress
of the United States had the phrase (“One
Nation Under God”) inserted into the Pledge
of Allegience to our flag. Many of the men
who wrote our great historic documents
were Men of God and they did not sepa-
rate their Religious Convictions from their
Political Philosophy. America's history is
rooted in the Bible; she was reared in the
cradle of prayer and nursed at the' breast
of the church.

I stands for institutions! Which one of her
institutions would you want to do away
with? A trial by jury? I wouldn't! A free
press? I wouldn't! Free Elections? I wouldn't!
Some may need updating, as times change,
but, those who want to eliminate them never
seem to have any better alternatives. And
until they do, I am not for destroying a
structure of government that has served so
many, so well, for so long.

C stands for capitalism. Here is another
dirty word today. It simply defines an eco-
nomic system that says a man has a right
to make a profit and own property. And it
is this economic system called capitalism
that has released energles of man as no other
system has, that he might achieve the ca-
pabilities God gave him. And this system,
as former Rep. Walter Judd said, “has made
it possible for six percent of the world’s
population living in the United States to
own fifty percent of the world’s wealth. Six
percent of the world’s population owns fifty
percent of the world's wealth. It didn't just
happen. There Was an economic system that
sparked it and primed it and that system is
called eapitalism. Although there are many
nations around the world who look down
their noses at it and do not want to have
anything to do with it, they will take all
the cream that it can produce. They will take
all the money capitalism can make. They
do not want the system, but they want all
that it can produce.”

We have this great system of capitalism
because the political structure of our Gov-
ernment says that man is endowed with cer-
taln Inalienable rights, and these rights are
endowed by his Creator, including the right
to own property and to make a profit. This
rests on the foundation of a religious phi-
losophy that men are important to God.
That they are made in the image of God, and
that freedom is not just something that we
obtailned. Freedom is something in the hu-
man heart. We can go back to the Book of
Genesls in the Old Testament and note the
creation of Adam and Eve. When God made
Adam he gave him a free will. And God did
it at a risk. A risk that he would rebel and
disobey God. God was willing to take that
risk because he thought it was so valuable
for man to have freedom. Whenever the
flame of that freedom planted there by Al-
mighty God, has been imprisoned it has
leaped out into the world. All are created
with certain inalienable rights and endowed
by their Creator. That is the philosophy that
lets capitalism be what it is tonight.

A stands for abundance. America is an
abundant nation. We have over 500,000 men
in Vietnam; 300,000 or so in Europe; 50,000
in Eorea; hundreds of thousands scattered
around the world. We are fighting a costly,
bloody war. We have a multi-billion dollar
program in space golng on now, reaching out
to the stars, We have multi-billlon dollar
social Improvement programs reaching out
to the people. And not one of us has a ration
card for food or gasoline. She is an abundant
nation, she's been good to you and to me.

I remember several years ago a couple who
celebrated their 60th wedding anniversary.
Their daughter, now grown up, with chil-
dren of her own, wanted to take mother and
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dad out for dinner. The parents said cer-
talnly we will be happy to go, but before we
do, we would like to go to an old farm some
miles from here. So the daughter drove them
out to the farm, The barn had fallen down.
Someone else was tilling the ground. The
house had burned down. They got out of the
car and they walked up the lane, the old
farm lane, covered now with weeds, The wife
sald to the husband, let's stop right here.
The daughter shook her head and said I do
not understand it. I wanted to take you out
to a very lovely dinner for your 60th wedding
anniversary, and here you are in the middle
of nowhere. Why did you come here before
we go to dinner? The wife slipped her hand
into that of her husband, saying, it was
right here that your father first told me that
he loved me. It Is a meaningful place.

When history is written, may they look
back on this troubled era of America saying
of the Masonic Lodges, they were one of the
first that told America they loved her,

Finally, Masons should not only be men of
purpose and men of patriotism, but men of
prayer. Men of faith who not only believe in
the reality of God but that they can com-
mune and communicate with God through
prayer. If our prayers have simply degen-
erated into a little ritual that means noth-
ing, then God help us. Whenever the Masonic
Lodge loses its spiritual dimensions it will
lose its life. We need to keep alive the great
sinews of faith, a belief in God. A supreme
being, not just an ideal but a personal God,
who 1 as a Christian minister believe has
made himself known in Jesus Christ.

Someone has sald when you depend on
money, you will get what money can do. And
that is something. If you depend on organi-
zation, you will get what organization can
provide. And that is something. If you de-
pend on programs, you will get what pro-
grams can do. And that is something. But
when you depend on prayer, you will get
what God can do. I know in my life I need
what God can do. What my church needs is
what God can do. What America needs to-
night so desperately is what God can do for
her through people like you.

Abraham Lincoln in his famous Gettys-
burg Address said that this nation needed a
new birth of freedom and in his time that
was very true. I think tonight we could
change the words to say that this nation
needs a new birth of faith, faith in people,
by the people, and for the people shall not
perish from the earth.

God Bless you,

RETURN OF CONTROL OF PUEBLIC
SCHOOLS TO LOCAL AUTHORITY

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, during the
first session of the 91st Congress, I sub-
mitted a resclution for a constitutional
amendment which provides for the re-
turn of the control of cur public schools
to local authorities.

Since submitting the resolution, I have
on a number of occasions on the floor of
the Senate pointed out the destructive
effects on our educational system of
edicts from Washington which concerned
problems that could have been best re-
solved by local officials.

My attention has recently been called
to an excellent editorial in the Camilla,
Ga., Enterprise which was reprinted in
the Headland Observer, an outstanding
weekly newspaper published in Headland,
Ala., that focuses on this question of local
versus Federal control of our public
school system.

I commend this article to the Senate
and ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorbp.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Moge MoNEY Nor COMPLETE ANSWER

Following the popular in our thinking
about public matters, the cry now is that
massive amounts of Federal dollars are
needed to correct what is reported to be a
poor school situation. In recent weeks there
has been a rash of reports about the condi-
tion of schools all around the country.

Readers Digest In their current issue has
two feature articles on schools—one on the
fallure of integration—the other on school
busing—both of which spell out a pretty bad
school situation in all parts of the country.

Testimony this past week before the Sen-
ate committee was to the effect that the
schools were in shambles—were poor—ete.

The President’s Commission and his own
proposals are for a massive new amount of
money for schools in city ghetto areas, ete.

More than money, the one greatest act on
the part of all concerned which would im-
prove our schools would be return them to
the teachers and the parents.

These two have been consulted the least,
ignored the most, and who likewise are pay-
ing the highest price in heartaches as they
witness the truth themselves.

We are sure there is a need for more funds
to accomplish objectives planned and pro-
moted by the teachers and parents—but let’s
let them write this bill of needs and then
let's appropriate the money.

Since the courts began to apply a soclal
principal (a Swedish social workers thinking)
to the administration of our schools they
have been in a tailspin downward. The pro-
claimed fact—separate schools are inher-
ently not equal-——has proven to be false and
baseless and we proceed now in multi-direc-
tions trying to salvage, rather than builld.

A good many of the orders from ecourts
have been utterly stupid, senseless, unthink-
ing and to say the least—not considerate of
the human beings they were directed against.
You would not treat anyone the way the
Courts and the Federal agencles have treated
the teachers, pupils and parents of this state
this year, It is beyond belief that reasonable
and kind men could order acts which have
been put into writing.

We repeat—the greatest need of our time
is to get the schools out of the courts, out
of the hands of Washington bureaus—return
them to the hands of professional educators
and parents. For almost two hundred years
these people had been doing a good job.
America had grown great and was contin-
ulng to lead the world in most areas of
academic achievement and thought—until
the socialist, the planners, the bureaucrats
took hold.

We are opposed to the State of Georgia
and the Federal government putting any
more money into any school program—until
the operation of Public Schools are returned
to the people who run them, who use them.

At a time when we could be making prog-
ress, when many new téchniques and gadgets
are avallable, when modern means and trans-
portation are here, when students are ready
and eager—we must waste all of our time
dividing up and balancing on racial lines
with absolutely no consideration given to the
curriculum, the facilities, the faculties, the
ability and desires of the students, the many
other related factors which are needed to
support a climate for education.

In Mitchell we must send in composition
of classes grade by grade, room by room.
Testing is met with opposition. Ability group-
ing 1s frowned on. Programs must be geared
to averages, and classes are composed by
racial formulas.

We will live through it. It appears now
that some of the major publications are
catching on to the truth. That the activity of
the Warren Court has been detrimental to
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education is coming to light. In time the
pendulum will swing back to sensible local
control which we had before.

But in the interval many children will
receive less than their share of the educa-
tlonal opportunities of the day.

THE ACTION BY THAILAND—THE
NIXON DOCTRINE WORKING

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
1969, President Nixon promulgated his
Guam doctrine, that Asian wars should
be fought by Asians, and that our allies
in Asia might expect U.S. material sup-
port, but not U.S. manpower. That be-
came known as the Nixon doctrine and
was generally widely hailed.

Newspapers here on the eastern sea-
board had little but praise for the Nixon
approach to Asian problems when ex-
pressed at Guam. They said good things
about it because it meant lowering the
American profile in Asia and eventual
pullout of Americans from Vietnam.

Not only the press, but others in the
media as well, were generally much in
favor of what Mr. Nixon pronounced as
official U.S. foreign policy.

The idea was that if any small Asian
nation was attacked by aggressors from
abroad, then other Asian nations would
come to their rescue, if they were to be
rescued at all. Americans might supply
equipment for the venture but not men.

This week we have evidence that this
doctrine is working. Cambodia is in
trouble. For years her territory has been
wilfully violated and her resources
stripped by Communist invaders from
North Vietnam. The whole Cambodian
frontier with Vietnam has been held by
foreign troops and these troops have im-
posed their will upon Cambodia.

For the past 5 years or so, the Cam-
bodian Government under Prince Siha-
nouk has accepted this Communist
domination with docility. In fact, the
Communists from Vietnam dictated in
those years who should be in the Cambo-
dian cabinet, and how that cabinet
should rule.

As long as the Government of Cambo-
dia accepted the Communist role in that
country, there was obviously nothing
anybody could do about it. Certainly her
neighbors were not inclined to intervene.

Then the dictator of Cambodia took
his trip to Europe and in so doing made
the classic blunder of tyrants all through
history. A dictator has an uneasy seat.
He can rule only as long as he himself
is there to insure compliance with his
dictates. He must always instantly re-
press rebellion. A protracted absence in-
volves serious risk of an end to his au-
thority.

The people of Cambodia in his absence
decided they did not need Sihanouk any
longer, and his own Prime Minister
kicked him out.

That new Government broke its ties
with the Communists and ordered North
Vietnam troops to leave the country. The
new Government also broke the connect-
ing links between the Communists in
eastern Cambodia and their supply bases.
They eclosed their seaports, principally
the new harbor of Sihanoukville, to the
Communist forces.

“The new Government of Cambodia




18298

also appealed to the United States and
the rest of Asia for assistance.

At this point the Nixon Guam doctrine
came into play.

The United States declined to send in
manpower to Cambodia to help the Cam-
bodian Government. Those American
troops who did enter Cambodian terri-
tory—a relatively small number—did so
not in an effort to keep the present Cam-
bodian Government in power, but to de-
stroy enemy bases that were being used
to attack American and South Viet-
namese positions,

Totally within the bounds of the Guam
Declaration, the United States has agreed
to send a very limited amount of arms,
small arms primarily, to the Cambodian
Government. We are not sending men
and we do not intend to do so.

Also totally within the Guam Declara-
tion the Government of Thailand, at the
request of the Cambodian Government,
is sending troops.

This is one Southeast Asian nation
helping another which is attempting to
throw out a Communist invader.

And so it comes as a surprise fo find
the New York Times on June 3 writing
an editorial warning of what it calls
ominous implications in the action by
Thailand.

I could easily understand—and ap-
prove—such an editorial warning, were
it issued against American troops par-
ticipating in an effort to shore up the
Cambodian Government against enemy
invasion. I personally feel that the Presi-
dent of the United States is absolutely
right when he declares, as he has re-
peatedly done, most notably stated at
Guam, that we are not the world’s police-
man. We cannot forever assume that
role.

I feel more strongly than the New
York Times, though, about leaving any
country totally defenseless against Com-
munist aggression from without. If Thai-
land is eapable of sending troops to help
the Cambodians defend themselves from
this invasion, so much the better.

I can recall how thrilled the New York
Times was in 1964 when Lyndon Johnson
said he would not send American boys
to fight Asian boys’' wars. Now, when
President Nixon is attempting to carry
out that long-forgotten pledge, the Times
is aghast. If Cambodia saves itself from
the Communist invaders, it will be with
the help of other Asian countries, and
Asian boys will be fighting their own
battles—not American boys doing it for
them.

And yet the New York Times is hor-
rified at the thought, apparently, of any-
body fighting Communist aggression
anywhere in Southeast Asia.

This is what seems puzzling to me.
‘Why should this newspaper applaud the
Nixon doctrine of letting Asians solve
Asia’s problems, and then wring its hands
and cry out about ominous implications
when that doctrine bears fruit?

Were the Communist takeover in Cam-
bodia native-born and nurtured; that is,
by Cambodian Communists, the Times
might have a valid point about Thailand
intervention even though, by the same
token, one would expect the Times to feel
this was no concern of ours. But there is
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no such pretext involved in Cambodia.
The invasion of Cambodia is by North
Vietnamese and Vietcong Communist
troops. They are in total violation of a
series of international agreements which
guarantee Cambodia's neutral status.

This blatant invasion of a small neu-
tral country by the Communists does not
seem to bother the newspaper. But an
effort on the part of other Asian coun-
tries to thwart this invasion does.

POSTMASTER WINTON M. BLOUNT
ADDRESSES THE DELAWARE
BANKERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on May
14, Postmaster General Winton M.
Blount gave a very sensible speech be-
fore the 75th annual meeting of the
Delaware Bankers Association in Wil-
mington, Del,

The Postmaster General is a member
in good standing of what is referred to
as “the establishment.” And the bankers
who listened to him are also members of
that much maligned institution. There-
fore, it was a significant occasion for an
intelligent discussion of the problems of
communications between the young and
“the establishment.”

The Postmaster General argued per-
suasively that there is a continuing need
to improve this communication. But at
the same time, he made clear that both
the young and “the establishment” have
responsibilities in this field. Men in pub-
lic office especially must be prepared to
listen to reasoned argument and to re-
spond with candor. And youthful critics
must respect the traditions of civility
when pressing their points of view. Fur-
ther, they respect the duties and motives
of those with whom they disagree.

If both sides meet their responsibil-
ities, then so-called communications
gaps will be bridged. If these on both
sides of this gap conduct themselves with
the good sense and admirable dignity of
the Postmaster General, then we will en-
ter a new era of openness and good feel-
ing in public life.

So that all Senators may study Post-
master General Blount’s remarks, I ask
unanimous consent to have his speech
printed in the REcorp.

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

ADDRESS BY POSTMASTER GENERAL WiNTON M,
BLOUNT AT THE TH5TH ANNUAL MEETING OF
THE DELAWARE BANKERS ASSOCIATION, WIL-
MINGTON, DEL, MaY 14, 1970
I know it would be fitting, in addressing

so distinguished a group of financial author-

ities, to discuss the state of the economy,
or the outlook for business, or some such re-
lated topic. But, I think there is a matter
which cuts even closer to the heart of Amer-
ica than her economic stability, and that is

the stability of the relationship between her
generations—between her sons and fathers.

One of the popular cliches of recent years
has been “generation gap." I suspect it be-
gan as a way of observing that children
rebel against their parents. But this is the
way and the nature of life. Children break
the bonds of childhood and become adults,
and they make a new relationship with their
parents. So there was nothing new in this.

But this last ten years was the decade
of the “gap.” It began with a misslle gap
and ended with a credibility gap, and some-
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where between the phrase-makers produced
some other gaps—one of which was the gen=-
eration gap. And the phrase became a self-
fulfilling prophecy.

In thinking about how well or how poor-
ly Americans succeed in raising their chil-
dren, I suppose we could say that we never
did as well as we intended, nor as poorly
as we might.

But something came unstuck in the last
decade, and It came unstuck right there
where most Americans live—in the family.
I don’t profess to know what it was, but the
result was a generation with some of our
young who had a lot of education and little
maturity; a lot of independence and little
dependability and little discipline; a gen-
eration with the normal needs of youth for
security and assurance, and nowhere to turn
to get it. Soclety turned upside down and
the young were on top, where they never
wanted to be.

The young cult blossomed and was fueled
by business and by the media, and the young
were courted and coddled wherever they lald
their dollar down.

And they were used politically: sometimes
in positive efforts like the Peace Corps, for
their idealism; other times in more cynical
or quixotic ways, simply because they brought
devotion and energy to whatever course they
pursued, and because they made good copy.

They warmed the hearts of those political
boy scouts who featured themselves at the
front of youth crusades, and they inflamed
the neuroses of those politiclans whose
“suffer-the-little-children-to-come-unto-me"
complexes thrive on adolescent adoration.

Through it all, our young people got &
sense of power and importance all out of
proportion to reality. And they never under-
stood that thelr Importance lay in their
usabllity.

Throughout this manic period, the agony
of Vietnam not only persisted, but escalated,
and chewed into the lives of these young
people. When they objected, they thought
no one listened; when they protested, they
thought no one cared, and in time they
realized just what thelr apparent impor-
tance consisted of, They turned in on them-
selves in bitterness, and where once young-
sters rebelled against their parents to grow
and mature, there was now real alienation
in the process.

Everyone talked about generation gap, and
the only hands that trled to reach across
it were the hands of economic or political
opportunism—the so-called *“peace” candi-
dates, for example, who spoke so bravely of
peace for the world when what they were
really looking for was a plece of the actlon.
S0 we had our young people pulled between
cynicism on the left and indifference on the
right. S8mall wonder that some of them sald:
“A plague on both your houses™ and turned
to radicalism.

And as always in this country, there was
a vast majority of students and other young
people who were concerned with America,
but who kept silent and allowed the image
of youth to be established by the radicals.

Perhaps we should fault them for not
speaking up.

Perhaps we should ask ourselves who
would have listened.

‘Whatever the questions, whatever the ane
swers, we have been on a collision course
with reality in America. We came to reality
in a burst of gunfire In Ohlo two weeks ago
and, as the country held its breath in that
dark sllence, we understood finally that
America cannot move to the third century of
its freedom at war with its children.

In his Inaugural Address, President Nixon
sald: “Government will listen. We will strive
to listen In new ways—to the volices of qulet
anguish, the voices that speak without words,
the voices of the heart—to the injured voices,
the anxious voices, the voices that have
despaired of being heard.” And he said: “We
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cannot learn from one another until we
stop shouting at one another—until we speak
quietly enough so that our words can be
heard as well as our voices.”

I think the significance of the past ten
days rests In the fact that Americans are
beginning to lower their voices. Once might
wish that we could have the time now to
breathe and examine where we are without
the pressures of publicity and the passions
of politics, but we cannot, Still, I think our
young people are ready to believe that the
promise to listen to the voices that have
despaired of being heard—that that promise
stands, and it will be kept.

But it must be kept all over America, and
not just in the halls of government. You
have something to learn from our young
people. I urge you to listen to them.

It is important to listen to the questions
they are asking and also to examine the
answers they are offering. There is a vast
basis for mutual understanding with the
young; there are vast differences as well.
But difference is the driving force in the
dialectical process that takes us forward. So
let us understand those differences, and re-
spect them.

Where we see war as a political reality,
they see peace as a moral imperative. When
we speak of making the world safe for de-
mocracy, they speak of making the world
safe for humanity. When we point to history
and the lessons of past wars, they point to
the future and answer with the hope that we
can put wars by, When we point to what has
been accomplished, they point to what re-
mains to be accomplished.

It is a simple matter to see in our differ-
ences that the young are naive, that their
view of the world suffers from a super-
abundance of idealism, and a lack of reality
and the hard lessons that come with respon-
sibility. And if we see only in these terms,
then we miss the more important fact that
beyond our differences we share a vast com-
munity of interest from which we may to-
gether seek a newer world,

It is from this base that we can reach
out and help the young to grow and come to
civil maturity. And it would be wrong to
ignore what has already been accomplished
here, both with and for the young.

This Administration has gotten the first
positive changes in the draft system, and
draft reforms continue. This is a matter
which has been discussed with students. So
are the SALT talks underway in Vienna.
So is de-escalation in Boutheast Asia., So is
the effort to lower the voting age.

I think that as the young make demands,
they should recognize that there is a move-
ment—that there is progress.

These are all matters which concern them,
These are matters which affect their welfare,
and these issues have been discussed with
students and other young people.

So there has been communication. But we
can have more. We can listen to their ideas.
And I think we can and must expect them
to listen to ours, They have not always done
this. We can weigh their concerns. We can
explain our actions. We can take them into
those councils where decisions are made.

Good universities have done this for years.
President Nixon has asked his department
heads to do this, and we have done so, and
we will do more. But let business do it as
well. Let industry do it. Let local government
do it. Let us together find ways to bring
these people into their society.

Last March, a group of students from
Princeton asked if they could visit me in my
office, and I invited them down. Last Friday
they came.

They were naturally very much concerned
about Cambodia. But in a deeper sense they
were concerned about America—concerned
about our priorities, and about the assump-
tions on which we base those priorities. And
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they were concerned about their place—their
future in Ameriea.

I was greatly impressed with their under-
standing, with their ability to advance an
argument, and their ability to analyze dif-
ferences of opinion. I was impressed with
their willingness to listen.

‘We reached no agreement in our discussion.
We clarified some disagreements. But the
most hopeful note, it seemed to me, came at
the end. I asked them if young people felt
80 closed out and alienated that we could no
longer find a mutually acceptable basis for
action. And they said no. They sald generally
that young people wanted to try again, to stay
within the system, and make it work.

I think there is cold political comfort here.
They indicated they will try to change the
Congress to their liking—that they will be
in opposition to many of the policies of the
Nixon Administration. I think we would be
very foolish to underestimate the effect they
are going to have In the upcoming elections,
and in 1972. The brains, the devotion, and the
energy they can bring to their cause iz a
formidable combination. So they are going to
try to make their views prevail. Some of them
are going to be disillusioned if they aren't
completely successful. There will always be
those who think that, because the whole
country doesn't suddenly swing into line
with their views, the system is unresponsive.

They must understand that those who
have power are going to try to hold it. Those
who decide are going to defend their deci-
sions. This doesn't mean they are invulner-
able, that power can't be transferred, and
decisions changed. They can.

But it has to happen in the center. It has
to happen through the system. It has to
happen at the ballot box. I don't think our
troubles are over. The radicals on both fringes
can’t survive without turmoil and bitterness
and they're going to try to create more of
it. But I think we've turned the corner. There
was a silent majority too among the young,
and among the students, and they are speak-
ing out now. I think we're going to get an
accommodation with this generation.

Now, I want to say a word about the ac-
tion that precipitated the events of the
past few weeks.

President Nixon came to office in the
midst of an escalating war in Southeast Asia.
He came committed to de-escalate that war
and to terminate it. He has been working
steadily toward that goal since he became
President.

About a month ago, he announced the
pending withdrawal of some 150,000 men in
addition to the 115,000 that have already
been withdrawn from Vietnam in the last
year, He also has said that any effort by
Hanoi calculated to take advantage of our
withdrawal would be met with strong ac-
tion. Hanol chose to test his will. They
stepped up attacks on our forces. They moved
strongly in Cambodia to outflank our forces.
They increased their logistical build-up in
Cambodia. And they were met with strong
actlon. It could not be otherwise if our will
and our determination to meet our com-
mitments were to continue unquestioned
in the world.

This was a difficult decision to make. This
is a difficult war to fight. There are those
who say the President should have sought
the permission of the Congress for his action
in Cambodia. The Constitution does not re-
quire this, nor may the Congress demand
it without amending the Constitution. And
to do so would be to tie the President’s hands
in those life and death matters of state which
do not admit of lengthy debate. In those
circumstances, such as the present case,
where speed and secrecy are crucial, such a
requirement would be fatal.

The President put his political future on
the line to do what the safety of our men
in Vietnam requires. On the basis of all
avallable advice, the decisilon was tough-
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minded and it was wise. It has already proven
extremely successful,

Nearly 2,500 years ago, a Greek army, out-
numbered ten to one by the Persian forces of
Darlius, stood at Marathon. They fought there
and they won, and they preserved Athens for
that flowering of Greek genius which would
determine the course of Western history from
that time forth.

We remember the battle and the victory.
We sometimes forget that the decision to
stand at Marathon was taken by a scant ma-
Jority—just six of the eleven Greek generals
determined that the battle at Marathon had
to be fought.

History proved them right. But when the
decision was made, there was no way to
know this.

I belleve history is going to prove President
Nixon right, and very soon. But when the
decision was taken, there were only the
best opinions, plus tremendous courage, on
which to base it.

It is regrettable that the President's action
was misunderstood by so many whose con-
cern is genuine. It is more regrettable that
his action is misrepresented by so many who
know better, but whose concern is first and
foremost to serve themselves. It is a simple
thing to call for peace. It is a harder thing
to make peace, and still harder to make a
peace that can be kept.

This is the President's task and his goal,
his responsibility to America, and his special
commitment to the young of this nation—
they want peace, so does the President, It is
both ironie and unfortunate that the most
deeply held desire of both—the desire for
a world without war—should separate, rather
than unite, the President and the young.

Perhaps, if we keep our voices down and
keep the dialogue going, we can move to-
gether once more in the pursuit of this
common goal, in the pursuit of a peace that
can be kept, a peace that will buy time for
some future age of innocence when, in Sand-
burg’s words: “they’ll give a war and no-
body will come.”

CAMBODIAN OPERATIONS—“THE
CITY"”

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in his
television address to the Nation last
night, President Nixon briefly outlined
the accomplishments in the Cambodian
sanctuary operations and reported that
“all of our military objectives have been
achieved.”

As the President indicated, allied
sweeps in the Cambodia/Vietnam border
area have located a number of major
base complexes used by North Vietnam-
ese and Vietcong troops. One of the
largest of these bases taken by allied
forces was discovered by elements of
the U.S. 1st Air Cavalry Division on
May 5, 1970, in Cambodia’s Fishhook
area. It is an immense complex some 3
square kilometers in area dubbed “The
City” by the U.S. cavalrymen.

LOGISTICAL DEPOT

The logistical part of “The City'" was
located in three separate areas and in-
cluded approximately 182 storage bunk-
ers. About 80 percent of these bunkers,
each measuring 16 by 10 by 8 feet, were
being utilized and contained enemy war
supplies. Sixty percent or 87 of these 145
bunkers were filled to capacity. The
bunkers contained munitions, weapons,
food stocks, medical supplies, and quar-
termaster clothing and equipment. The
largest quantity of a single type was am-
munition including AK-47 and 57 milli-
meter recoilless rifle rounds. Generally,
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all types of equipment and supplies were
in an excellent state of preservation and
in good operating condition when ecap-
tured. All bunkers were serviced by bam-
boo-matted trails from 3 to 8 feet in
width.

After a thorough investigation of the
area, its contents and documents cap-
tured in the area, it is apparent that
“The City” was well organized and was
capable of rapid receipt and issue of
large quantities of supplies. Judging
from the general condition of the oldest
bunkers, and from captured supply docu-
ments found in the area, it appears that
the storage depot had been in operation
for some 2% years. The bunkers in the
northern part of the complex appeared
to have been constructed within the last
6 months.

An analysis of the documents and ear-
lier reports indicate that this complex
was a supply depot with the primary
mission of obtaining supplies and equip-
ment within Cambodia and then deliver-
ing these supplies to Communist forces
in South Vietnam. In addition, this de-
pot provided supplies to a number of
training and headquariers elements.
When considering the type and amount
of supplies captured, the loss of this de-
pot will certainly reduce the enemy’s of-
fensive capabilities in the IIT Corps area
of South Vietnam.

TRAINING AREA

In addition to the logistical storage
facilities, the complex contained a train-
ing area consisting of a large classroom,
small-arms firing range, and mess fa-
cilities to support the training area. Also

located in the southeastern part of the
complex was a small animal farm. These
facilities and training aids, including
silhouette targets and dummy grenades
as well as a large stock of items of per-
sonal clothing and equipment, indicate
that a portion of this base area was used
to provide refresher military and politi-
cal training to recent replacements from
North Vietnam. Colocated with the sup-
ply depot, the training center could also
readily outfit the replacements while
providing the refresher training.
Materiel captured in “The City” base
complex includes the following:
Individual weapons: 50 AK-50 rifies,
922 SKS rifles, 36 MAS rifies, 48 Thomp-
son submachine guns, 42 Chinese Com-
munist grease guns, and 13 AK-47 rifles.
Crew-served weapons: 3 14.5 twin bar-
rel AA guns (complete with sights), 1
20 mm machine gun, 15 7.62 mm ma-
chine guns, 60 .30 cal AA machine guns,
6 .51 cal AA machine guns (with 80 ex-
tra barrels), 40 60 mm mortars, 6 82
mm mortars, 3 4.2’ mortars, 5 120 mm
mortars, 22 RPG rocket launchers, 8 75
mm recoilless rifles, and 33 Chinese Com-~
munist light machine guns.
Ammunition: 319,000 .51 cal/12.7T mm
ammo, 152 anti-tank mines, 710 Chinese
Communist grenades, 25,200 14.5 mm AA
machine gun rounds, 411 82 mm mortar
rounds, 84 4.2"° ammo, 3,035 57 mm re-
coilless rifle rounds, 127 75 mm recoilless
rifle rounds, 142 B-50 rocket rounds, 1,-
559,000 AK-47 rounds, 1,400 rifle gre-
nades, 17 122 mm rockets, 58,000 1bs. plas-
tic explosives, 250 cases detonating cord,
144,000 non-electric blasting caps, 270,-
000 ft. time fuse, 2,700 fuze lighters, 42,-
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670 7.5 mm machine gun rounds, 22 cases
anti-personnel mines, 400,000 .30 cal
rounds, 13 107 mm rockets, 10 85 mm
field gun rounds, 780 60 mm mortar
rounds, 168 120 mm mortar rounds, 200
electrical blasting caps, and 16,920 pro-
pelling charges for 120 mm rounds.

Miscellaneous: 2,800 rucksacks, 607
shovels, 470 picks, 120 entrenching tools,
45 AK-47 magazines, 4 cases AK—47 re-
pair parts, 1 blow torch, 18 cases 106 mm
repair kits, 500 bicycles, 2,750 bicycle
tires, 100 pair shoes, 75 pair socks,
320 mess kits, 15 cases 122 mm repair
parts, 8 two-wheeled carts, 37 gunners
quadrants, 118 .51 cal ammo cans, 40
aiming stakes, 20 60 mm mortar sights,
14 82 mm mortar service kits, 20 60 mm
mortar service kits, 4 82 mm mortar
base plates, 2 panoramic mortar sights,
3 cases B-40 components, 25 plastic
sheets, 3 hydraulic test kits, 80 batteries,
8 field telephones, 9 PRC-6 radios, 27
cases RPG-17 repair parts, 200 1bs. medi-
cine, 86 cases coagulent medicines, and
550,000 ampules.

Food: 30 tons rice, 8 tons corn, 1,100
lbs. salt, 10 pigs, 25 chickens, and 50
baby chicks.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIME

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I again
remind Congress of our responsibility in
facing and dealing with the serious crime
problem in the District of Columbia, since
Congress has chosen to retain virtually
exclusive governmental authority within
the District.

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

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

Two DRUGSTORE EMPLOYEES ROBBED OF

$2,000 AT BANK

An armed man escaped with approximately
$2,000 yesterday afternoon after he robbed
two drugstore employees who were deposit-
ing the money in a downtown Washington
bank branch and led them on a chase through
the Corcoran Art Gallery, police reported.

Thomas M. Harvey, 23, and Grant Taylor,
employees of the Drug Fair at 1715 Pennsyl-
vania Ave. NW., told police they entered the
Riggs National bank branch at 1750 Penn-
sylvania Ave. at about 1:15 p.m. to make a
deposit.

A man brandishing a revolver pushed
Harvey against a window, placed the gun at
his head and ordered, “Give me the money
bag,” according to police.

After Harvey gave him the money, the gun-
man ran from the bank. Harvey sald he and
Taylor told the bank guard about the holdup,
then chased the bandit for a block and a
half,

They told police they lost the bandit after
he entered the Corcoran gallery.

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

ROBBED

High's dairy store, 1400 Pennsylvania Ave.
SE., was held up by two youths who entered
the store about 1:20 p.m. Tuesday. One
pulled out a revolver and ordered, “Every-
body hold it.” The gunman then told two
employees to put all the money into a paper
bag. Grabbing the bag, the pair ran out of
the store and escaped on foot.
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Cornalles Gasgon, of Washington, was held
up about 10:45 p.m. Tuesday as he was walk-
ing at Rhode Island Avenue and 22d Street
NE. Four youths approached Gasgon from the
rear and one of them placed a gun at his
back. “Give us your money,” ordered the
gunman and Gasgon handed the youths his
cash. The four then fled south on South Da-
kota Avenue.

Rayfield C. Blackston, of Washington, a
carrier for the Evening Star, was held up
shortly after 8 p.m. Monday in the 1400 block
of Delafield Place NW. Two youths confronted
Blackston, forced him to hand over his money
and collection book, then ran east on Dela-
field Place.

Alberta A. Fletcher, of Washington, was
robbed of a large amount of money about
9:45 am. by a man who approached her at
12th and H Streets NE. The man forced her
to surrender her pocketbook containing the
money, papers and a food stamp identifica-
tion card.

Rhonda &. Conn, of Silver Spring, was
robbed of her money and a diamond wedding
ring about 5:50 p.m. Tuesday when she was
jostled by a pickpocket as she walted for a
bus in the 1000 block of 18th Street NW.

Charles Adams, of Washington, was held
up about 11:55 p.m. Tuesday by two youths,
one of them brandishing a handgun, who ap-
proached him from the rear at 32d and
Gailnesville Streets SE. When the armed
youth demanded his money, Adams handed
him the bills from his pockets. The other
youth then took his wristwatch and fled on
foot with his companion.

Nathaniel B. Williams, 41, was held up
about 10:30 p.m. Tuesday by a young man
who entered his car in the rear of the T00
block of Quebec Place, NW., and asked, “Do
you have any money?” When Willlams hesl-
tated, the man pulled out a 38-caliber pistol
and demanded, “Give me everything you
got.! After Willlams gave the gunman his
wallet, the man forced him to surrender his
watch, keys and registration for his car. He
told Williams to get out of the car and drove
away, heading east through an alleyway in
the middle of the block.

Daisy Hunter, of 35 E St. NW., was robbed
of a large amount of money about 6:30 p.m.
Tuesday. A young woman stopped Miss
Hunter at the rear of her bullding, forced
her to hand over her purse containing the
cash and ran north on Massachusetts Avenue,

Raymond Jones, of Greenbelt, was robbed
of a large amount of cash by two men who
entered his car about 11:15 p.m. Tuesday
when he stopped for a traffic light at 14th
and V Streets NW. One of them pulled out
a knife-like weapon and told Jones to drive
to the 1400 block of Florida Avenue NW.
There the pair forced Jones to give them the
money, then escaped into an alley.

Sporty’s Carryout, 58 25th Pl. NE, was
held up by a man who entered the shop
shorily after 10 p.m. Tuesday and asked the
clerk for a small orange soda. As he WwWas
drinking the soda, the man pulled out a
dark handgun and told the clerk, “Put the
money in a bag.” The gunman grabbed the
sack full of cash, fled from the store and
boarded a D.C. Transit bus heading west
on Benning Road.

Pamona Alma Hughes, of 1111 1st 8t, NW.,
was held up shortly after 1 am. by a youth
who confronted her in front of her home.
Holding a knife at her throat, he ordered,
“Give it here.” Miss. Hughes handed the
youth her pocketbook and he fled on foot.

Woodrow W. Bailey, a retired Washingto-
nian was held up about 11:10 p.m. Tuesday-
at New Jersey Avenue and P. Street NW,, by
three youths. One of them placed an uniden-
tifled object at Balley’s back and warned,
“Don’'t move or say anything because I got
you covered.” The other youths then took a
large amount of money from Balley’s pockets
and the trio fled south on New Jersey Avenue.

Eugene Muir, of Hyattsville, was held up
about 4:20 p.m. Tuesday by a young man
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wielding a gun who approached him in an
alley in the 200 block of Virginia Avenue SE.
“This i1s a gun,” the youth sald as he placed
the weapon at Muir's side. Taking his wallet,
the gunman fled on foot.

Otis Finch, of Washington, a taxi driver,
was robbed about 12:45 am. by a man who
hailed his cab at 14th and H Streets NE. and
asked the hacker to drive him to the 3300
block of Croffut Street SE. At the dead end.
Finch stopped the cab and the passenger
pulled out a hard object which he placed
at the driver's back. “"Okay, this 15 it. Give
me all the money, your watch, ring and
shoes,” The armed man took the items and
fled on foot.

Lawrence Earl Willer, of Bowle, was robbed
about 3:05 p.m. Tuesday as he left a carry-
out shop in the 1600 block of EKenilworth
Avenue NE. and entered his car, Three men
approached the driver's side of the car and
one of them indicated the gun he had con-
cealed in a brown paper bag. While the gun-
man held Willer at bay and another man
urged. “If he moves, shoot him. The other
one frisked him and took the bills from his
pockets. After grabbing all hls money, the
trio ran west on Eastern Avenue,

Pierre M. Sprey, of Princeton, N.J., was held
up shortly after noon Tuesday by three men
‘who approached him in the 1600 block of 4th
Street NW. Two of them stayed behind Sprey
while the other man walked beside him and
sald, “The man behind you has a gun.” Sprey
sald the man pressed something at his back
and, when he glanced behind him, he saw the
man was armed with a hookbill knife. The
trio forced Sprey to hand over his money,
and car keys, then fled east on M Street.

Eatherine Patterfield, of Washington, was
beaten and robbed about 12:30 p.m. Tues-
day by two youths who attacked her at the
corner of 4th and Aspen Streets NW. Ap-
proaching her from behind, the youths
knocked Mrs. Patterfield to the ground, caus-
ing her to injure her arm as she fell. The
pair grabbed her pocketbook and ran west in
the 400 block of Whittier Street NW.

Joseph Sousa, of Washington, was held up
Monday morning by two young men who ap-
proached him on the east side of Logan Cir-
cle, near P Street NW. One of them drew a
.22-caliber pistol, pointed it at Sousa and de-
manded, “Give me the money you got in your
pocket.” Sousa handed the men his bills
and they fled toward Q Street NW.

Andrea Chavous, of Alexandria, was robbed
of her money and jewelry about 5:556 p.m.
Tuesday in the 1200 block of Q Street NW.
Two men drove up beside her in an old car,
got out and forced her to glve them her
pocketbook containing a large amount of
money, two rings and two bank books.

Jerome Russell Willlams, of Washington,
was held up shortly after 7 p.m. Sunday as
he was collecting for his paper route in the
900 block of Eastern Avenue NE, Someone ap-
proached him from behind, placed a hard ob-
ject at his back and warned, “Don’t move
or I will stick it in you."” Another person re-
moved the bills from Willlams' pockets, then
fled with his companion.

Lucy Mae McGhee, of Mt., Rainier, was
robbed of a large amount of money about
7:06 pm. Tuesday as she was riding on a
D.C. Transit bus. When the bus stopped at
13th Street and Rhode Island Avenue NE., a
youth grabbed her handbag, stepped from
the rear door of the bus and fled on foot into
the 1400 block of Saratoga Avenue NE. The
handbag, without the money, was subse-
quently recovered in the basement of a bulld-
ing in the middle of the block.

Joe Brading Cox, of Washington, was
robbed Monday by a man who approached
him in the 700 block of 18th Street NW. and
demanded his money. When Cox refused and
began yelling for help, a second man yoked
him and knocked him to the ground. Cox
then surrendered his wallet and the pair
fled on foot.
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Stanley Riley, of Washington, was beaten
and robbed about 11:20 p.m. Tuesday by an
assailant who attacked him in the 200 block
of 11th Street NE. After hitting Riley in the
face and cutting him in the forehead, his at-
tacker took his ring, watch and wallet.

Samson Reid, of Washington, was held up
about 11:40 a.m. Tuesday near his home at
Staples and Neal Streets NE. A youth display-
ing a gun threatened, “do as I say or you will
die,” and took the cash from Reld’s pockets.
After removing his wrist watch, the armed
youth ran west on Neal Street.

Richard C. Blowe, of Washington, was
beaten and robbed shortly after 2 a.m. by
three youths who attacked him at Florida
Avenue and R Street NW. After knocking
Blowe to the ground and hitting him in the
face, the trio removed his wallet and escaped
into an alley off of R Street.

Nathaniel L. Murrell and his son Larry, of
1034 Quebec Pl. NW, were held up about 5
p.m. Tuesday by three youths who knocked
on the door and asked to see Larry. One of
them pulled out a revolver, pointed it at Mr.
Murrell’s head and said, “Take it easy.” The
trio then entered the home and asked where
2 money was. After taking the bills from
Murrell’s pockets, the gunman demanded
the rest of the money. When Murrell said they
had none, the armed youth sald, “I'll blow
Larry’s head off.,” Murrell then led the three
upstairs where they took a large amount of
money from the bedroom and $50 In sllver
half dollars from the bathroom. After re-
moving a collection of old coins and locking
Murrell and his son in a bathroom, the in-
truders warned, “If you come out, you'll he
shot,” and fled from the bullding.

STABBED

Alvin Duson, of Washington, was treated
at Washington Hospital Center for Btab
wounds he suffered about 9 pm. Tuesday.
Two men approached Duson as he was walk-
ing in the 400 block of Eennedy Street NW.
and stabbed him In the left shoulder and
chest with a can opener.

ASSAULTED

Melvin S. Goodwin, of Washington, was
treated at Freedmen's Hospital for injuries he
suffered during a fight with two men about
noon Tuesday. The men approached Goodwin
at Kenilworth and Eastern Avenues NE. and
one of them hit him in the mouth and head
with a brick. Goodwin was treated for lp
and eye wounds and released.

Wendell A, Smith, of 1839 13th St. NW.
was admitted to Preedmen’'s Hospital for a
gunshot wound in his chest. Smith told po-
lice a man approached his apartment about
3 am. and fired a shot at him from the
doorway.

Eric Flemming, an eight-year-old Alton
Elementary School student, was admitted
to D.C. General Hospital after three youths
robbed, stoned and beat him as he waited
for his sister to walk him home from school.
The youths approached Eric on a street cor-
ner near the school at 48th and Foote Streets
NE and dragged him into a nearby wooded
area. Eric said the trio demanded money and
he gave them a dime which was all he had.
“Is that all?” the youths asked and when
he nodded aflirmatively, they picked him up,
carried him to a creek and threw him in,
As Erlc tried to climb out of the creek, the
youths threw stones at him. Fipally they
allowed him to crawl back onto the street
where they forced him to give them his
shoes. He was freated at the hospltal for
head wounds and released.

John Calvin Skinner, of Washington was
treated at D.C. General Hospital for injuries
he suffered when he resisted an attempted
holdup about 6:30 a.m. Two youths ap-
proached him as he was walting for a bus
at 14th and Main Streets SW and demanded
money. When Skinner replied, "I don't have
a dime,” and started to walk away, the
youths grabbed him and pulled out their
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weapons, a knife and a gun. During the
ensuing scuffle, Skinner was shot in the hand
?nd one of his assailants was stabbed in the
eg.

STOLEN

Eight cases of whiskey valued at $543.83
were stolen between 12:45 and 8 am. Mon-
day from the Columbia Lodge, 1884 3d St.
NW., after the rear door was forced open.

Travelers checks and movle slides with a
total value of £1,075, were stolen between
11 am., May 27 and 8 p.m. May 29 from
Chrysauthi Papastefanou, of Falls Church,
when his apartment at 1426 M St. NW was
burglarized.

Four typewriters, three projectors, a tape
recorder and a television set were stolen from
Burrville Elementary Schocl, 801 Division
Ave. NE., about 11 p.n. Saturday.

Eight cases of whiskey and #50 from a
clgarette machine, with a total value of
$711.70, were stolen sometime between 12:30
and 3:06 am. from Arbaugh’s Restaurant,
2606 Connecticut Ave. NW.

A Soligor telescope lens was stolen from
an office at Woodrow Wilson high school,
Nebraska Avenue and Albemarle Street NW.,
sometime between 9:30 am. May 25 and 8
a.m, May 26.

PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, there
are many crosscurrents of opinion about
the war in Southeast Asia. Some Ameri-
cans believe American participation in
the war should be stopped immediately.
Many others believe that the war should
be ended gradually while still other
Americans believe that we should use
even the ultimate weapons if necessary,
in an attempt to gain a military victory
at whatever risk to our international
situation.

There is, however, one facet of the war
about which all Americans can agree.
That is the fact that the Government of
North Vietnam is grievously wrong in its
treatment of American prisoners of war.

To date, the Communist treatment of
prisoners has been in gross disregard of
the 1949 Geneva Convention on the pro-
tection of prisoners of war. This con-
vention, to which North Vietnam ac-
ceded in 1957, binds both North and
South Vietnam as well as the United
States, which ratified it in 1955.

On our side, every effort has been
made to guarantee observance of the
convention, including thorough investi-
gations of alleged violations and punish-
ment of those found guilty. At the same
time, regular international inspection
has shown that the prisoners held by the
Allied command are treated in accord-
ance with the Geneva requirements.

And yet, treatment of prisoners of war
by the Government of North Vietnam has
flagrantly and constantly breached this
fundamental rule of international law,
one which it and more than 120 other
nations of the world have formally ac-
knowledged as an essential minimum
standard of human decency.

Of the more than 1,500 U.S. servicemen
currently listed as missing in action in
North Vietnam, South Vietnam, and
Laos, some 435 are, with varying degrees
of certainty, believed to be prisoners of
Wwar.

Basie provision of the Geneva con-
vention which the enemy forces have

consistently disregarded are: Release of
sick and injured prisoners, inspection of
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prison facilities by a neutral organization
such as the International Red Cross,
regular flow of mail between prisoners
and their families. What is a special
cruelty, the North Vietnamese Govern-
men? has not even released the names of
men held prisoner.

Propaganda from Hanoi has repeated-
ly claimed that all prisoners are treated
humanely. Yet information gained from
men released in August 1969 indicates
the contrary. These men, who had been
detained by the enemy for approximately
2 years, reported long periods of isola-
tion, near-starvation diets, inadequate
medical treatment and many forms of
physical torture. In addition, reports
indicate that at least 19 American
prisoners have been murdered by the
enemy or allowed to die from disease or
malnutrition. The truth or falsity of
these stories would be easily established
by international inspection.

Because of the enemy’s refusal to pro-
vide a list of prisoners’ names, as re-
quired by the Geneva convention, many
American wives have made agonizing
journeys to government capitals all over
‘the world seeking help to determine
whether their husbands are dead or alive.
Some 75 wives and parents have had
face-to-face meetings with North Viet-
namese officials in foreign capitals. They
have been subjected to heavy enemy
propaganda and to false promises, made
as long ago as last September, that in
the near future they would be advised of
the status of their loved ones. As Presi-
dent Nixon’s Ambassador at the Paris
negotiations so aptly stated, the han-
dling of prisoners of war is “not simply a
narrow question of legal obligations.” It
is a question of human decency, a ques-
tion which has been given painful and
urgent expression by those asking
whether they are wives or widows.

Two of the three men released last Au-
gust were injured at the time of their
capture and under the provisions of the
Geneva convention should have been re-
leased immediately by North Vietnam.
Yet they were retained in captivity for
2 or more years without adequate med-
ical treatment for their injuries. Others
were reportedly injured during their cap-
ture, some more serious than the two re-
leased, but efforts to obtain their release
have been futile.

I hope and believe that public and con-
gressional concern may awaken world
opinion and may have a substantial se-
quential impact on Hanoi. Toward this
end, I joined 34 other Senators some
months ago in introducing Senate Reso-
lution 271. This measure declares the
sense of the Senate to be that the gov-
ernment of North Vietnam and the Na-
tional Liberation Front should, among
other steps, provide information on the
status of prisoners of war and give evi-
dence of their treatment.

More recently, I joined in a congres-
sional resolution which designated May 3
as a national day of prayer for Ameri-
can prisoners of war.

President Nixon has given the prisoner
of war question special priority in the
Paris negotiations and related diplomatic
efforts and I support him fully in these
efforts.
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No resolution of the conflict in South-
east Asia will be honorable without pro-
viding for the release of American prison-
ers. It is imperative that the Executive
continue to exert all possible energies
for improving the conditions of their de-
tention and for hastening their ultimate
repatriation, and I know every Member
of the Senate supports the Executive in
these efforts. No action taken or contem-
plated by the Senate can be interpreted
as an acquiescence in their plight, or as
an abandonment to their already un-
fortunate fate.

SENATOR HANSEN JOINS IN
MIDEAST LETTER

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I wish to
announce for the Recorp that the junior
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSER) is
to be considered a signer of the letter
sent to Secretary Rogers on June 1 by
T3 Senators concerning the situation in
the Middle East and urging the sale of
additional jet aircraft to Israel. The
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN)
was necessarily out of Washington on
the day the letter was sent. Secretary
Rogers has been officially informed that
Senator HansSeN is to be considered a
signer of the letter.

SENATOR BENNETT CALLS FOR PA-
TIENCE TO CALM INFLATION PSY-
CHOSIS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, last
week, Under Secretary of the Treasury
Charles E. Walker said that he did not
believe that the stock market and the
bond market would continue depressed
much longer.

The New York Times quoted him as
saying:

You've got a schizoid attitude, with the
bond market fearing depression and that
cannot go side by side for very long. My own
feeling is that within a perlod of weeks, this
schizoid situation will be cleared up, partly
by the further unfolding of the economic
indicators and by the pullout of troops from
Cambodia, as that proceeds on schedule,

This is a succinet appraisal. For too
long we have been overly disturbed by
the stock market drop. It has been exag-
gerated out of all proportion—its effect
on the economy is just not that great.

Monday, appearing at a luncheon be-
fore 350 financiers at the New York Stock
Exchange, Budget Director Robert P.
Mayo also added his voice of confidence
that there would be a business upturn
in the second half of 1970. Mr. Mayo told
a news conference that he expected the
gross national product to show a leveling
trend for the second quarter and to swing
upward later in the year. He did, how-
ever, concede that the economic adjust-
ments now underway is taking longer
than had been anticipated.

I might point out in this connection
that Treasury Secretary David M. Ken-
nedy made much the same assurance
more than 2 weeks ago, when he spoke
on May 14 in Logan, Utah, at Utah State
University. He said then:

This is a time of transition for the econ-
omy and financial markets, The inflationary
pressures which built up so strongly after
the mid-1960's are now beginning to recede.
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Fiscal and monetary restraint have success-
fully slowed the pace of expansion. As a
temporary consequence, output is relatively
flat and unemployment has been rising. In
this time of transition, there is inevitably a
degree of uncertainty over the future course
of the economy. . . Up to a point, this un-
certainty is a healthy development. It reflects
the success of the policy of restraint in re-
ducing, if not entirely removing, the wide=
spread expectation of continued inflation.

Mr. President, I submit that the Na-
tion has already passed through much of
the painful adjustment in which infla-
tion continued while overall business
conditions dipped. What is more needed
now than anything else is for us to con-
tinue the Nation’s business as usual. Pa-
tience will demonstrate that such a policy
pays dividends.

PROGRESS IN COURTS OF LIMITED
JURISDICTION

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I have
often had occasion, as a member of the
bar and as a public official, to call atten~
tion to the pressing need for reforms in
judicial procedures at all levels,

Chief Judge Philip M. Fairbanks, of
the People’s Court of Montgomery
County, Md., has recently published a
timely article on this subject in Trial.
Entitled “Educating Judges for Courts
of the Poor,” it highlights current needs
and recent developments in training of
judges in courts of limited jurisdiction.

I commend the article to the attention
of my colleagues and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REecorb.

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

EDUCATING JUDGES FOR COURTS OF THE POOR

Anyone who has spent any time at all
working with or studying the lower courts of
this country is soon struck by three facts:
(1) the complete lack of any uniform system
either nationally or, in the majority of cases,
statewide; (2) the tremendous volume of
written and spoken material on the impor-
tance of lower courts and the need for up-
grading and improving them; and (3) how
little has actually been done until very re-
cently to overcome the deficlencies and weak-
nesses of these courts.

As long ago as 1919, Charles Evans Hughes,
later Chief Justice of the United States, told
the New York State Bar Assoclation:

“The Supreme Court of the Unlted States
and the Court of Appeals will take care of
themselves. Look after the courts of the poor,
who stand most In need of justice.”

More than 50 years later, the courts of the
poor are still in need of attention, despite re-
cent efforts in many states to improve this
system of justice. The courts of limited juris-
diction, while being the courts to which
legislative and public attention should first
be directed, are, nevertheless, nearly always
last to receive consideration from the law-
makers and the legal profession as well as the
lay public—despite continued 1lip service to
the long recognized need for reform.

No better example of this philosophy exists
than in the field of judicial education. Effec-
tive efforts to train and educate judges began
less than 25 years ago, but except for one
specialized program involving traffic courts
and another for juvenile courts, no national
programs to traln lower court judges exlst
today, although two are now in the making.
Moreover, local and state programs, almost
without exception, started first with appel-
late judges or trial judges of general juris-
diction.
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In our system there 1s no way to traln to
be a judge. Lawyers do not take courses in
judicial decorum, nor do law schools offer
programs in how to conduct a trial or how
to write opinions. A few young lawyers be-
come clerks to sitting judges, but whether
the experience thus gained in the first year
of law school is of any assistance 10, 20 or
even 30 years later on mounting the bench,
is open to question.

The transition from practicing lawyer to
judge i1s a one-day proposition; training
must come on the job and through experi-
ence and is not easy. If an experience law-
yer finds the change difficult, think what the
lay magistrate or justice of the peace must
experience. Yet until recently no effort has
been made to prepare either the lawyer or
the layman for his responsibilities as a judi-
cial officer or to educate him after he dons
his robes.

A brief summary of those efforts toward
judicial education which have been develop-
ing since the early 1840's might be useful as
& background for the programs now being
created.

Perhaps the very first attempt to bring
judges together to discuss common problems
and to learn new methods was the American
Bar Association’s Trafic Court Program.
Started in December of 1942, the program
sought to increase respect for fraffic laws
through an effective system of traffic courts
and to assist In the prevention of trafiic ac-
cildents. In June of 1947, the first regional
trafic court conference was held bringing
together judges, clerks, prosecutors, motor
vehicle administrators, police and interested
citizens. Since then, 110 regional conferences
have been held, together with more than 200
state traffic court conference.

For about 15 years this program was the
only one specifically directed to lower court
Judges. Even so, it was a limited program di-
rected to traffic court problems. It did not
offer training In criminal justice or civil
litigation—to areas which represent substan-
tial portions of the caseload of many lower
courts.

In 1956 an annual appellate judges semi-
nar at the Law Center of the New York
University came into being. This was a two-
week intensive full-time school for judges of
the U.S. Courts of Appeal, state Supreme
Courts and intermediate appellate courts. It
has operated successfully ever since under
the sponsorship and guidance of its founders,
New York University and the National In-
stitute of Judicial Administration.

As early as 1957 seminars for federal trial
judges were developed. These were primari-
1y for new judges, and at least at the outset,
dealt principally with how to handle cases
of extended duration.

In 1961 the Alabama Program of Con-
tinuing Legal Education was first sponsored
by the University of Alabama and the Ala-
bama State Bar. It started with a seminar
for state appellate judges. Bight of these con-
ferences have now been held and the pro-
gram has been expanded to include seminars
for circuit court judges and, in 1968, for
municipal or lower court judges.

In 1962, the State of New York instituted
& program for training =all lay judges and
magistrates of lower courts and required
that they complete a prescribed course of
study prior to assuming their judicial duties.
This appears to have been the first p
for lower court judges on a statewide basis
and, while designed primarily for lay judges,
became popular with legally tralned judges
also, leading to an advanced training pro-
gram in 1963.

In 1967 California College of Trial Judges
was created to educate and traln judges of
the Superior and Municipal Courts of the
state. This organization had been preceded
in 1964 by the California Institute for Munic-
ipal and Justice Court judges.

In 1968 the New York Academy of the
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Judiciary of the City of New York came into
being, sponsored by the National Institute
of Judiclal Administration,

Over the past few years, local and state
programs have been created in a number of
states including Ilinois, Colorado, Maryland.

No attempt is made here to cover pro-
grams specifically designed for juvenile
courts, This field is a specialty and while, in
the correct sense, juvenile courts are courts
of limited jurisdiction, their problems and
p are separate from those of the
adult criminal and trafic courts.
have existed since 19556 and a national pro-
gram was instituted in 1861.

All of these efforts, with the exceptions
of the Traffic Court Program, the juvenile
court program and possibly the Appellate
Judges Seminar at New York University are
local in nature as opposed to national, and
prior to 1962 were directed solely to appel-
late judges and trial judge of general juris-
diction.

In 1964 the first national program for the
training of trial judges came into being in
the form of the Natlonal College of State
Trial Judges originally sponsored by the
American Bar Assoclation. This has been a
highly successful educational program.
Again the principal emphasis is on judges of
courts of general jurisdiction, although a
few lower court judges have attended the
College in the past six years.

The social, cultural and economic changes
which have so rapidly engulfed America in
the last 10 to 15 years have brought with
them an increased realization that our sys-
tem of lower court justice must be improved
and modernized., With this heightened in-
terest by the bar and the public, and with
the recognition by the judiclary that a com-
plete program of self-improvement at all
levels is necessary, attention has at last been
turned to national efforts to reach judges of
courts of limited jurisdiction for tralning
and education,

In March of 1969, the Board of Governors
of the North American Judges Association
at 8 meeting held in Albuquerque, New Mex-~
ico, decided to create a program paralleling
that of the American Bar Association for
state trial judges at the general jurisdiction
level, by establishing an institution for in-
depth education and training of lower court
judges. NAJA is an organization about ten
years old formed by judges of courts of
limited jurisdiction throughout the United
States, the Virgin Islands, Canada, Puerto
Rico and Guam. It is not afillated with the
American Bar Association but has maintained
& close although informal relationship with
that Association’s Traffic Court Program and
with the American Judicature SBoclety.

Because of Its Iindependent position,
NAJA represents and fosters the interests
of lower court judges as no other group can
do, and during its relatively short career has
directed its efforts to improvement of judges
and courts of first jurisdictlon. NAJA also
offers associate memberships to the lay
magistrates and justices of the peace
throughout the country who wish to join.
In this respect it differs from the American
Bar Association’s newly created National
Conference of Bpecial Court Judges which
restricts membership to judges who are mem-
bers of the bar.

Having decided to embark upon a program
of judicial education, a committee of the
NAJA Board of Governors, assisted by Glenn
Winters, Executive Director of the American
Judicature Soclety, and Douglas Lanford,
Director of the Alabama Program of Con-
tinuing ILegal Education, put together a
proposal for the establishment of an insti-
tution to provide in-residence schooling for
the lower court judges on a national basis.
The program was presented to the Annual
Conference of NAJA at San Francisco in De-
cember of 1969 and unanimously endorsed
and adopted. The American Judicature So-

18303

clety has joined with NAJA to cosponsor the
program and has provided expertise and
financial assistance in the establishment of
the institution.

The University of Alabama and the Con-
tinuing ILegal Education program of that
state have offered the facllities of the Univer.
sity, and Douglas Lanford, director of that
program, has accepted the directorship.

As a result of this planning and study, the
American Academy of Judicial Education has
been established. A two-week, in-residence
educational program will be offered at the
University of Alabama from August 16
through August 28, 1970. A stimulating and
challenging program of lectures and discus-
sion groups has been designed. Included are
basic courses in evidence, problems of crimi-
nal law most commonly encountered, as well
as lectures on community relations, ad-
ministrative methods and conduct of trials,
The Academy will be open to judges through-
out the United States. Tuition, materials,
board and room will be furnished free of
charge and it is anticipated that sufficlent
financing will be available to offer transporta-
tlon expenses for a substantial number, if
not all, of those attending.

The long-range program of the Academy
will be not only to train and educate in-
dividual judges to perform their judicial
functions better, but also to encourage them
to return to their own states and cities to
organize and sponsor seminars and programs
for judicial educatlon with the assistance
and the direction of the Academy. This is an
ambitious objective but by no means unat-
tainable and without any doubt is long over-
due and badly needed.

The American Bar Association has also
embarked upon a program for judicial edu-
cation of lower court judges but in a some-
what different way. An organization known
as the National Conference of Special Court
Judges has been created within the Section
of Judicial Administration of the American
Bar Association with the basic purpose in
mind of improving the gquality of lower
court judges through education and frain-
ing. Members of this Conference are re-
stricted to lawyer-judges who are members
of the American Bar Assoclation and also
members of the Section on Judicial Admin-
istration.

The creation of this Conference completes
the group of judicial organizations affiliated
with the American Bar Association, starting
with the Conference of Chlef Justices
through the appellate and general jurisdic-
tion trial levels down to the lower courts.
The Natlonal Conference of Special Court
Judges is approaching the education of lower
court judicial personnel on the basis of
reglonal or local seminars and two are al-
ready planned, one in San Francisco in
April and the other in Washington, D.C. in
May of this year.

The two efforts by the North American
Judges Assoclation and the American Bar
Association are the first national efforts to
trailn lower court judges in all phases of
their work. Previous programs have either
been local or statewide except for the Traf-
fic Court Program. The tremendous size of
the field and the complexity of the problems
involved lead inevitably to the conclusion
that no one group can do the whole job
alone.

NOT COMPETITIVE

Therefore, the efforts of both NAJA and
the American Bar Assoclation should be vig-
orously supported and continued, and the
idea that they are in competition one with
the other should be rejected. Hopefully, each
program will be eminently successful and
will lead to others, all to the end that the
enormous job of training and improving the
quality of lower court judges will be actively
pursued. When one realizes that a substantial
number of the lower court judges in this
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country still operate one-judge courts in lo-
calities that cannot afford or will not
provide expense money to attend confer-
ences, and that the turnover in judicial per-
sonnel at this level is extremely rapid, the
difficulties in reaching these judges become
readily apparent. It is easy for the well-paid,
fully qualified, long-term judges of the major
metropolitan areas sitting in muilti-judge
courts to find the time and the money to
travel to educational seminars, but it is qulte
another thing to attract the lawyer or lay
justice of the peace in the rural community
who has a practice or a business on the side,
and whose county or clity officiais have no
idea of paying his expenses to go anywhere.
Yet, as long as he is part of our judiciary, he
is the man that must be reached.

It has been sald that there can be no effec-
tive program to control crime in this country
unless and until a major overhaul and up-
grading of the lower courts has been
achieved. I doubt that any one would seri-
ously quarrel with that proposition. It is,
however, the old story of following words
with deeds, and, unfortunately, this has not
been done. While substantia! progress has
been made in some areas, one need only read
Howard James' stinging indictment of lower
court justice in his book, The Crisis In The
Courts, to realize how bad conditions still are
in many cities and states particularly the
large urban areas.

Judicial education is one of the many ways
in which lower courts can be improved, and
it is to everyone's interest to support fully
any and all efforts to improve the quality and
tralning of judges at the bottom level of our
judicial system who preside in the courts of
the poor.

SENATOR ERVIN JOINS IN MIDEAST
LETTER

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD & statement prepared by the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON).

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

STATEMENT OF BENATOR SYMINGTON

Mr. President, on June 1 a bipartisan group
of Senators sent a letter to the Secretary of
State William Rogers requesting a meeting
to discuss recent Soviet moves in the Mid-
dle East and urging the United States to pro-
vide additional jet aircraft to Israel. It is a
privilege to announce that the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina (Mr, ERvIN) has
asked to be considered a signer of this Jetter.
This means that 76 Senators now support this
effort at resolving this serious problem.

VIETNAMIZATION PROGRAM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, one of the
key objects of President Nixon's Viet-
namization program is to allow South
Vietnamese forces to assume major re-
sponsibility for defending their country.
In executing the current Cambodian in-
cursion, President Nixon has reported to
the Nation that the performance of the
ARVN forces was even better than had
been anticipated.

Such an encouraging report signifies
a hastening of the day when the last
American leaves Southeast Asia.

Importantly, observers outside the ad-
ministration have reached similar con-
clusions. The inereasing strength of the
ARVN forces was recently discussed in
an article in Star, the Sunday magazine
in the Kansas City Star.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article written by the Star's
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world-national editor, Robert Pearman,
and published in the Star of May 24, be
printed in the RECORD.

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

ARTICLE BY ROBERT PEARMAN

The face of the president, Nguyen Van
Thieu, mouth fixed in the familiar, expres-
slonless, wooden smile, stared down from
the picture frame on the wall high above
the podium.

A Vietnamese lleutenant colonel, starched
and polished, briefed the visitors in clipped,
harsh bursts of Vietnamese, tapping his
pointer on the map occasionally for emphasis
and pausing periodically to allow an inter-
preter to translate.

“Good morning, gentlemen,” the inter-
préter recited. “I am Lieutenant Colonel
EKhiem, chief of staff of the 23rd division
headquartered here in Ban Me Thout.”

Snap.

The metal-tipped pointer rapped the sur-
face of the map, landing squarely on the
oak-leaf shape of Quang Duc province. The
story came out in short staccato bursts like
the test firing of a machine gun:

“Mid-October 1969 . . . the Communists,
with a tremendous force . . . 7,000 men in
strength, infiltrated from Cambodia and
staged numerous attacks on the Bu-Prang,
Due Lap outposts . . . the battle lasted 28
October 1969 to 28 December 1969 and the
enemy used large weapons such as 107 and
122 mm rockets . . . 105 mm cannon ., . . 120
mm mortars.

“These attacks, however, were all crushed
by the 23rd Infantry division . . . 1,838 enemy
were killed.

“This victory exemplifies the growth of
the ARVN (Army of the Republic of Viet-
nam) and its determination to defeat the
Communists.”

The colonel might have sald more but did
not. The Bu-Prang, Duc Lap battles were
extremely costly to the 23rd division and
other South Vietnamese units engaged. And
they were significant as the first test of the
army which President Nixon now insists is
able to handle its new assignments in Cam-
bodia and later will be able to defend South
Vietnam In spite of gradual withdrawal of
American troops.

The colonel might have sald, but didn't,
that when the bloody chain of battles along
the border in Quang Duec province was over
it was the North Vietnamese who backed
away—retreated across the border into Cam-
bodia to reorganize and replenish. The ARVN
had won the first test.

In President Nixon’s reports to the nation
on Indochina he probably provokes the most
skepticism among Americans when he talks
about the capabilities of the South Viet-
namese army—“We can say with confidence
that the South Vietnamese can develop the
capability for their own defense. We can say
with confidence that all American combat
forces can and will be withdrawn.”

A man from Johnson County scowls over
the top of his coffee cup and lets ily—"I be-
lieve him just the same way I believed Mc-
Namara. They can't do it with all the weap-
ons and with all the help we could give them.
They can’t ever do it.”

What he is expressing in his frustration is
that charity forbids recounting the frequent
past predictions for the “coming of age,” of
the South Vietnamese army and when now
at last it is happening no one believes it.
Not even when the President of the United
States says that is true.

It is the “cry wolf” story of 1970 set in
the jungles of Vietnam and in the main
streets of America.

Long ridiculed and maligned, and often
with good reason, the Army of the Republic
of Vietnam is now committed to both de-
fense in South Vietnam and offense in Cam-
bodia.

June 4, 1970

Can ARVN eventually do the entire job,
releasing all American combat forces?

Consider the “binh si,” the South Viet-
namese soldier. He is a peasant in a peasant
army who probably has never been to Saigon
and has only the vaguest kind of idea where
it is.

He is 5 feet, 3 inches tall, and weighs 98
pounds (you can put twice as many of them
in a helicopter as Americans). Ready for
combat he looks llke an overloaded Cub Scout
on a weekend hike.

He is pald $25 a month. He likes to take a
nap after noon, but goes five days on 23 cents
worth of rice a day. He is asked to serve in
the army until the war is over, or until he
is killed or until he is wounded so badly he
can no longer be a soldier.

He knows that his enemy the “bo dol,” the
North Vietnamese infantryman, is considered
by many as the best light infantryman in the
world. But, says Maj. Thomas Henderson, a
Texan with seven years in Vietnam: “I
haven't seen a ‘binh si’ chicken out yet.”

Bu-Prang, Duc Lap was the first test of the
new ARVN and they met it. The only Amer-
icans were a handful of Speclal Forces men
and the regular unit advisers. The Salgon
troops had American air and helicopter sup-
port but Vietnamese pilots flew about one-
half the strikes against enemy positions.

In recent months the Fifth ARVN divi-
slon, on its own since the 1st Infantry divi-
sion was brought back to Ft. Riley, has had
to meet the test in Tay Ninh province on
the Cambodian border. When the 9th divi-
sion, the other Ft. Riley trained division sent
to Vietnam, was plucked from the Mekong
delta and disbanded, the 7th ARVN division,
once referred to by Saigon wags as the coup
division, sat back on his haunches and
guarded its perimeters. As the Mandarin-
style commanding general observed, there
was no need to alarm Salgon with high
casualty reports.

The Viet Cong rebulilt in the 7th division
area, pounced on the 10th regiment of the
Tth at Ben Tre and nearly annihilated it.
President Thieu found a division com-
mander.

“He's all military,” says the American
colonel adviser of the new division com-
mander. “Not a political bone in his body.”

Some South Vietnamese fighting units—
elite Marines, air-borne troops and some bat-
talions of rangers—have long held the ad-
miration of Americans in Vietnam. So have
some well-led ARVN divisions—the 1lst in
the far north, the 21st at Bac Lieu.

Gen. Creighton Abrams, the commander of
U.S. forces, calls the ARVN 1st one of the
finest divisions to take to the field of battle.
The enemy who are in the ultimate position
to judge, call its commander, Maj. Gen. Ngo
Quang Truong, 39, the best division com-
mander in Vietnam.

The Hac Bao, the Black Panther assault
company of the 1st, held the Hue airfield
against a North Vietnamese battalion in the
Tet offensive and later emerged victorious
from a 72-hour battle with overwhelming
enemy forces with only 19 of its 240 men
alive. The Hac Bao were the first friendly
force to re-enter the Hue Citadel, captured
by the Communists during the Tet offensive.

Other ARVN units are and have been less
fllustrious. Until about a year ago the Joint
General Staff In Salgon ecandidly conceded
that the ARVN 25th was probably “the worst
division ever to enter any battlefleld east of
Suez.” The 25th operated in the tradition of
the Orlental war lord—hold strong fortified
positions and do not expend equipment and
manpower in combat.

I once met a rough-tough U.S. Army ranger
major who served as an adviser to the ARVN
in those days, who calculated that the only
solution to the problem was a “Russian Army
Day.” On Russian Army Day, as he outlined
it, every month an adviser would be glven
a .45-automatic with a full clip of ammuni-
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tlon and license to eliminate all of the In-
competent officers.

Over the last few months President Thieu
has quietly conducted his own style of “Rus~
slan Army Day,” without such extreme meas-
ures as the American major jokingly sug-
gested. Thieu and Thieu alone appoints the
army corps and division commanders and
the military province chiefs. And one by one
those who held their jobs from politics and
money have been reassigned. New officers,
proven battle leaders, got the jobs.

What made the ARVN so bad and what
now makes it better?

In a very real sense the South Vietnamese
army was born in a kind of decelt and be-
trayed at Geneva. The French had enlisted
some Vietnamese battallons, mostly Cathollcs
and southerners, to fight on their side
against the Viet Minh. Early in the war, in
1948, it officially became the Army of the
Republic of Vietnam.

As the war went on and became more and
more costly the French inveigled the Viet-
namese to form more and more battalions to
fight with the French Union forces.

But at Geneva the French cast thelr Viet-
namese allies aside, did not consult them
in the negotiations, and finally signed a
cease-fire without their approval and their
signature.

No signature was necessary, for at this
point the national army was still under
French command,

The South Vietnamese negotlating team
cabled Saigon offering to resign.

“We have totally falled in our mission,”
they told Ngo Dinh Diem.

Out of these ashes Dlem with much Ameri-
can advice and assistance began to fashion
his army. It was shaped ot meet a conven-
tional thrust from the north, like the attack
across the 38th parallel in Korea. The guer-
rilla war caught it clumsy and roadbound.

In January, 1963, in the northern Mekong
delta Viet Cong guerrillas hiding in a tiny
palm-fringed hamlet named Ap Bac, fought
off an attack by a dozen Saigon armored per-
sonnel carriers and shot down five helicop-
ters. It was obvious that the Insurgency in
the South, rising since 1956, had become dan-
gerous and that ARVN was extremely vulner-
able.

Beset by political uncertainties, lacking
leadership, and seldom with any real will
to fight, ARVN was pummeled by the Viet
Cong and increasing numbers of North Viet-
namese infiltrators, and by the fall and
winter of 1964-65 had abandoned much of
the countryside, barricading itself in the
citles and fortified compounds.

Then came 1965—the first big year of
the Hawk—and the initial waves of a tide
of Americans. The American fighting man
walked into Vietnam with all of the con-
fidence of a nation certain that 100,000 of its
best men could quickly turn the balance In
a war against a rag tag peasant army.

Coming operations were often carefully
shielded from our Vietnamese allies for fear
of security leaks, deception and ambush.

ARVN, in effect, was told to stay out of
the way while we finished the job. In 1965
more than 9,000 Saigon soldlers were listed
as missing in action. They had found their
way out of the war,

Finally in 1967 came the umpteenth new
Pacification program and the “bench sitting”
was formalized. It was announced policy the
American troops would fight the growing
members of North Vietnamese army and main
force Viet Cong units while ARVN guarded
the pacification teams working in the vil-
lages.

How well this was working never was fully
tested. The RD teams (Revolutionary De-
velopment) were suffering heavy casualties
at first, but before any conclusive evidence
could be drawn came Tet in 1968.

The enemy hurled 84,000 troops in a gen-
eral offensive that stretched from one tip of
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Vietnam to the other and drove deepest into
Hue and Saigon.

It was the turning point for South Viet-
nam's army. Now they saw that all the
Americans with all their equipment could
not or had not kept the enemy from launch-
ing an attack no one thought possible. Now
he was in Ben Tre and My Tho and Pleiku
and Ban Me Thout, in the ancient Citadel
in Hue and in Saigon and Cholon itself. The
Phu Tho race track where idle ARVN officers
dallied at the betting windows on weekends
was suddenly, overnight, the enemy command
post.

Some American units were engaged, but for
the most part the job of clearing the cities
fell to the South Vietnamese. Half of the
North Vietnamese-Viet Cong attacking force
was killed, 20,300 by the Vienamese, 18,581
by the Americans and other allies.

In the weeks that followed President Thieu
put the country on full mobilization for the
first time in two decades of war. Before the
summer was out he had added 220,000 to the
armed forces, 161,000 had volunteered. More
than 3 million people in the countryside put
thelr very lives on the line by signing up
to defend their communities, passing a single
weapon from guard to guard.

In Hue, breeding ground of Buddhist dis-
content and a city almost totally alienated
from Saigon before Tet, today 18,000 civilians
stand guard, three shifts a day. In Saigon,
once the city that simply removed itself
from the rigors of war, there are trained civil
defense units active on every block.

When the President started ordering Amer-
ican divisions home the ARVN troops were
sent to face the enemy where the danger was
highest . . . in the north near the DMZ, and
in Cambodia. Some Vietnamese division com-
manders sald the Americans were pushing
too fast, expecting too much, But the trans-
formation went on. Last year 9414 Ameri-
cans were killed in Vietnam. Saigon forces
lost 21,833.

What do the Americans who work with
the ARVN really think about its abllity to
do what President Nixon says?

“As things are now the ARVN can handle
the situation in South Vietnam,'" says Col.
Maurice Price, adviser to a regiment of the
5th division, the replacement for the Big
Red One,

Colonel Price made it clear, however, that
in his opinion the Army of the Republic
of Vietnam could not deal with a major
emergency beyond the scope of its previous
commitments,

Others say the same thing less categori-
cally, believing that South Vietnam will need
American helicopter, alr and some logistical
support for another two or three years, but
after that can probably handle North Viet-
nam's best on its own.

No one sees a miracle, The South Vietnam-
ese army and other fighting forces they know
will, in the coming months, probably face
defeats, lose bases and defended positions
and on occasion performm In the manner
which most Americans over here have come
to expect. But in the long pull they are
banking on the new ARVN, they are count-
ing on the “binh si,” and a people who have
somehow now endured a quarter of a cen-
tury of war and still have the will to go on
with this one whether the Americans go
home or not.

President Nixon told the nation on April 20
that American casualties in Vietnam had
reached the lowest point in five years. The
following table reflects the rising South Viet-
namese effort,

Estimated
U.S. battle SVN battle enemy battle
deaths deaths

1st quarter of year deaths

4,869 10,500
3,184 5, 922
1,246 5,044

72,455
44, 846
28, 350+

1968 (Tet offensive)...
1969 .
1970 (thru April 4)....
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JET FIGHTERS FOR ISRAEL

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. President,
as a cosigner of a letter to Secretary of
State William Rogers, requesting favor-
able action on Israel’s request to pur-
chase jet fighters from the United States,
I invite the attention of Senators to a
column recently written by Roscoe and
Geoffrey Drummond, in which they dis-
cuss the Mideast balance of power. They
have presented some very sound points
in favor of this type of noncombat sup-
port for our allies.

I ask unanimous consent that the col-
umn, “Mideast Is Nixon’s Cuban Missile
Crisis,” from Today’s Chicago, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

MieasT Is Nixon's CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS
(By Roscoe and Geoffrey Drummond)

WasHINGTON.—President Nixon’'s bold ac-
tion in Cambodia needs to be followed by
bold action in the mideast—for the same
purposes: There is strong interaction between
the two.

What's happening in Indochina is impor-
tant to the United States.

What's happening in the middle east is
vital to the United States.

‘We cannot afford to leave the soviet chal-
lenge to the survival of Israel unmet, because
it would invite massive expansion of soviet
power and risk an unwanted war which could
engulf both the United States and Russia.

Moscow has to be shown that further soviet
brinkmanship in the middle east is perilous
and cannot be safely employed on the as-
sumption that the United States is in a mood
to abandon its responsibility for peace almost
anywhere in the world.

Expecting that the United States is too
divided and distracted to react, here is what
Moscow is now doing:

It is taking over the defense of the bulk of
Egyptian air space with soviet arms and
soviet personnel. It is manning the newly
installed soviet SAM sites with soviet tech-
niclans, It is supplying the experts to handle
the control towers and deep radar and it is
providing soviet pilots to fiy soviet planes,
in part to free Egyptian forces to expand
thelr war against Israel.

Its purposes are evident.

It alms to erase totally United States In-
fluence in the middle east. It alms to estab-
lish the Soviet Union as the dominating all-
powerful force in the Moslem world.

Its strategic alm 1s to reopen the Suez
canal so soviet ships and arms can move
easier and faster to all of southeast Asia,
where its goal is soviet dominance.

To all of these ends, it is apparently willing
to go just as far as it can without rousing
the United States to any effective counter-
action,

The Eremlin is now confronting President
Nixon with the equivalent of the Cuban
missile crisis with which Nikita Khrushchevy
confronted President Kennedy in 1962. This
is Nixon’s middle eastern in “Cuban crisis”
and it rests on the calculation that he will
blink and look away.

We doubt that Richard Nixon will do so.
He gave the reason for not doing so in his
address on Cambodia:

“If, when the chips are down, the United
States acts like a pitiful, helpless giant, the
forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will
threaten free nations and free institutions
thruout the world.”

It is reasonable to expect that the Presi-
dent:

Will warn the Russlans that we do not
intend to leave Israel exposed to mounting
Russlan military power in Egypt.
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Will implement that warning by meeting
Israel’s request to buy United States jet
fighters to counter the soviet threat.

The United States refrained from provid-
ing these planes a few weeks ago, hoping our
restraint would be matched by soviet re-
straint, It wasn't. Mr. Nixon then felt the
superior skill of Israell pilots against su-
perior numbers kept the balance of air power
at least equal. Now Moscow is upsetting that
balance by manning soviet planes with skilled
soviet pllots.

Israel is the perfect application of the
Nixon doctrine—that short of combat aid,
the United States will help others to help
themselves, Here is an independent, demo-
cratic natlon, created by the United Na-
tions, determined and able to defend itself
if we will supply some of the means. It has
never asked for and doesn't want a single
foreign soldier to help.

The United States will be defending its
own security by helping Israel to defend its
own survival.

THE WAR IN INDOCHINA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
cently the Baltimore Sun published a
perceptive and eloquent article, written
by Wallace Carroll, about the war in In-
dochina.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

InpocHINA STRIFE HAS WarPED OUR IDEALS,
Ler REps INTO MmpLE EAST

(By Wallace Carroll)

For 16 years we Americans have been try-
ing to save South Vietnam. Now it is time to

save the United States of America.

All wars confuse, and the war in Vietnam
has confused our minds and purposes more
than most. But if we stand back a moment
and ignore the angry clamor at home and
abroad, we should be able to establish two
useful truths:

1. The United States 1s not losing the war
in Vietnam.

2. What we are losing is something more
serlous than the loss of any war or terri-
tory. It is the soul of America that is being
lost in Vietnam.

It is time for us to save the soul of America.
_ This fixes our purpose, Now what must
we do? Let us begin by cutting through the
underbrush of myth, sloganeering and emo-
tional catchwords that will otherwise keep
us from reaching any wise solution to our
Vietnam problem.

The most persistent myth of all is that
the war in Vietnam is a do-or-die struggle
with “world communism'—ithat if we falter
in Southeast Asia, the balance of power In
the world could shift heavily against us.

Why is this a myth? . .

What we are concerned with here is the
reality of power—the ability of a nation to
control or precipitate events beyond its own
borders.

Among the Communist nations there are
two great concentrations of power, the Bo-
viet Union and Communist China. No
American who has read his history will un-
derestimate the hostility of these two power
centers to the United States. This hostility
is heavily documented by 50 years of words
and acts. And today, if you talk to an Amer-
ican’ ambassador or intelligence agent in
any part of the world, he will tell you that
the local operatives of the Russians and
Chinese, though they may not be on speak-
ing terms, are vying with each other in the
damage they can do to American influence
and prestige.
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POWER CENTERS UNTOUCHED

Any prudent American must therefore
want his country to maintain its present
margin of superiority—its deterrent capa-
bility—over these two hostile power centers,
and particularly over the Soviet Union. So
why should the United States stop smiting
the Communists in Vietnam?

It takes no special insight to see that, de-
spite all we have done in Vietnam, we have
left, the two big hostile power centers com-
pletely untouched. For 16 years we have been
helping the South Vietnamese with money
and brains. For the past five years we our-
selves have made appalling sacrifices in blood,
money, prestige and internal peace and se-
curity. Yet for all this, we have yet to singe
the whiskers of a single commissar in Mos-
cow or Peking.

During these past five years our first
team—the best of our fighting men—has
been bogged down in a grinding struggle with
what is not even the fourth team of the
Communist side.

During these five years two presidents,
with all the military and clvilian brains at
their command, have spent fretful days and
sleepless nights, week after week, month
after month, year after year, absorbed by
this dirty little war. And during all this time
the bilg rascals in Moscow and Peking have
been sitting back comfortably and laughing
at us,

During those same five years (as we shall
see in a moment), the Soviet Union espe-
cially has been able to project its power and
influence into parts of the world that really
welgh heavily in the strategic balance—areas
that are much more vital to the United
States than South Vietnam. And the United
States has suffered a disastrous—yes disas-
trous—Iloss of prestige and influence in those
areas.

The' net effect, then, of the Vietnam war
to date on the world power situation has
been to enhance the strength of the Com-
munist side and weaken our own,

But suppose that the United States per-
sists In Vietnam. Suppose that we go on
fighting for another 10 years until the last
little man in black pajamas has been run
to earth. Won't that change the world
equation?

A STRATEGIC BACKWATER

No, it will not. The centers of power in
Moscow and Peking will remain untouched.
And our resources will only be squandered
further in what is no more than a strategic
backwater.

Consequently, if we are really alarmed
by the growth of Communist power In the
world, it would make much more sense to
put our resolurces where they can count in
the balance. We would do better, for exam-
ple, to put $10 billion into an anti-ballistic
missile system that would help maintain our
deterrent capability over the Soviet Union
and Red China than to put another $100 bil-
lon into Vietnam. (We could do even bet-
ter by putting more money into our clties,
schools, hospitals and anti-pollution pro=
grams, but we are only concerned at the mo-
ment with the power relationships outside
our borders). Yet as long as we continue to
waste our substance in Vietnam, Congress
and the taxpayer will be reluctant to spend
adequate amounts on our truly vital needs.

In sum, the continuance of the war in
Vietnam 1s all gain for the Soviet Union and
Communist China, all loss for the United
States.

But other myths and catchwords persist.
We are told, for example, that we cannot end
this war in Vietnam short of military victory
without losing our “national honor.”

Certainly every American should be con-
cerned about the honor of his country, so let
us examine this argument.

American ald to Vietnam does not deriye
from a treaty negotiated between the two
governments and solemnly ratified by the
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Benate. It all stems from a letter sent by
President Eisenhower on October 24, 1954,
to the late President Ngo Dinh Diem. In that
letter President Eisenhower simply promised
“assistance’ to the government of South Viet-
nam; in return the United States expected
South Vietnam to undertake “needed re-
forms."

Now, President Eisenhower's pledge of as-
sistance did not mean that Americans would
fight in Vietnam. In fact, no fighting men
were sent for the next 10 years. The letter
simply meant that the United States would
send military and civillan advisers, war ma-
terials and economic and technical assist-
ance.

On the Vietnamese side neither Mr. Diem
nor any of his successors ever took the prom-
ised reforms serlously. To this day succes-
sive Vietnamese governments have done
very little to build a solld base of support
among their people,

THE 41,000 AMERICANS KILLED

On the American side, however, Mr. Elsen-
hower's promise has been fulfilled many
thousand times over:

1. Forty-one thousand Americans Rave
given their lives. Another 285,000 have been
maimed or scarred. And hundreds of thou-
sands more have interrupted their careers
and left their homes and families to fight for
& country from which we can never expect
any material return or even gratitude.

2. The United States has spent $100 bil-
lion in the war. And it is continuing to
spend at the rate of nearly 25 billion a year.

3. This vast expenditure has aggravated a
ruinous inflation that eats up the earning
}aower and savings of every family in Amer-
Ca.

4. This same expenditure has deprived our
schools, hospitals, welfare services and other
programs of the funds they urgently need
to meet the growing demands of our own
people.

5. Our effort to help Vietnam has caused
political and social strains such as this na-
tion has not experienced in more than a cen-
tury. It has set generation agalnst genera-
tion. It has brought two presidents into &
constitutional confliet with Congress, It has,
indeed, ground up one President and now
threatens to grind up another.

What more must we do? Clearly the “na-
tional honor” argument is a hollow one, and
no responsible American should give it
currency.

Still, we are told, If we leave Vietnam with-
out "victory our allies will never trust us
again.

If we are honest with ourselves, we must
admit that withdrawal from Vietnam would
make shake our allles in that part of the
world—particularly Thailand, Nationalist
China and the Philippines.

But alllances must be based on realities,
and the leaders of these countries must face
the reality that the United States will never
again fight anyone’s battles the way it has
fought the battles of South Vietnam.

- Our withdrawal would therefore give the
governments of these allles a healthy and
needed jolt. It would tell them, in effect, to
hitch up their britches, make the kind of
reforms that the Vietnamese have falled to
make, win the confidence of thelir people and
be solved to fight their own battles against
internal and external enemies.

' MORE POTENT ALLIES

. Given such energetic measures of self-help
these governments might then expect ad-
vice, military supplies, economic assistance
and. only such additional help as a touchy

Congress would be willing to, give under our
constitutional procedures, -

But there are other more potent allies, no-
tably in Western Europe. There we find the
second great power concentration of the non-
Communist world. In this power complex,
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symbolized by the NATO alllance, our ob-
sesslon with Vietnam and our neglect of
Europe have been resented and deplored
by the civil and military leaders.

In this area, which is the prime battle-
ground of the Cold War, our withdrawal from
Vietnam would bring one spontaneous
cheer: “Thank God the Americans have come
to their senses.”

On balance, then, our alliances would be
strengthened and our leadership enhanced
by withdrawal from Vietnam.

There remains one of the most hoary and
seductive catchwords of the lot—"the falling
domino theory.” If South Vietnam falls to
communism (so the theory goes), Laos, Cam-
bodla, Thalland and Malaysia will inevitably
follow.

Let us assume for the sake of argument
that this theory is 100 per cent correct—that
all these nations will slip into the embrace
of thelr big neighbor, Communist China.

What would be the effect on the world
power equation?

Power in the modern world is determined
largely by industrial production and tech-
nological skills. A rough index to this kind
of power is a nation's gross national prod-
uct—its annual cutput of goods and services.

The World Bank puts the gross national
product of South Vietnam at a little less
than $#2 billion. For purposes of comparison,
the output of goods and services in the
state of North Carolina is about £18 billion.

(The gross national product of Maryland
in 1969 was $16.3 billion.)

The output of South Vietnam, Laos, Cam-
bodia, Thalland and Malaysia combined is
barely §11 billlon. Compare this with little
Belgium, which alone has a gross natlonal
product of about $22 billion.

It follows that if these flve Aslan coun-
tries joined up with China lock, stock and
bean-sprouts, the effect on the world bal-
ance would be negligible.

As we know too well, the people of these
countries can make life miserable for an in-
truder. But for the rest of this century they
will not be able to project power—military,
economic or political—beyond their borders
in ways that might shapeevents in the world.

There is one part of the world, however,
where the domino theory Is working with
ominous accuracy—and working relentlessly
against us. This area 1s not a strategic back-
water, an economic cipher, llke Southeast
Asia; 1t Is an area of prime strategic impor-
tance in the world power equation.

MIDEAST A KEY AREA

The land, sea and air communications of
three continents and the oll pipelines that
feed an even wider area traverse the Middle
East.

This reglon now leads the world In oil
production. The output of countries border-

ing on the Persian Gulf alone ig 10 million.

barrels a day compared with 8.8 million bar-
rels in the United States.

This oil is wealth and power. The TU.S,
forces in Southeast Asla run on Persian Gulf
ofl. S0 do the U.S. and NATO forces in West-
ern Europe. For the latter reason, the Per-
sian Gulf has been called the eastern flank
of the NATO alliance.

In addition, Western Europe gets three-
fourths of its non-military oll supplies from
the gulf. And Persian Gulf oil flows eastward
to fuel the economy of Japan, the second
leading industrial power of the ‘non-Com-
munist-world, as well as Australia, New Zea-
land and most
Asta. i iR
It follows that any serious iaterruption of
the oil flow from' this region eould ‘cause
economic disruption from London to Tokyo
and hamper the military operations of the
United States and its allles from Britaln' to
the Sea of Japan.

With this background, let us see what has
happened since the Unilted Btates declded
that everything must be sacrificed to Viet-

of the countries of South
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nam. The map shows how the dominos have
fallen,

Start with Iraq on the eastern bank of
the Arab world. Iraq is rich in oil and 1t leads
to the still richer ofl-producing sheikdoms of
the Persian Gulf. (Bear in mind that for
more than a century, czars and commissars
have schemed to gailn access to the gulf.)
Iraq, like most of other Arab countrles, has
broken diplomatic relations with the United
States. Its government is fanatically anti-
American and up to its neck in Sovlet ad-
visers. Its armed forces are equipped and
trained by the Soviet Union.

To the west, commanding an important
stretch of the eastern Mediterranean, is Syria.
Same story here. The government is satu-
rated with Soviet Infiuence, the armed forces
equipped and trained by the Russians,

IN HOCK TO RUSSIA

Now jump to the United Arab Republic on
the southern shore of the Mediterranean.
Here is a country in hock to the Soviet Union.
There are now said to be as many as 10,000
Soviet “advisers” in that country. Among
them are more than 100 Soviet fighter pilots.

Next to the west is Libya. Only a year ago
its government was pro-Western. Now a new
military dictatorship, like those in other
Arab countries, is flirting ominously with
Egypt and the Russians. The British have
been forced out of their bases at Tobruk and
El Adem; the United Btates is being forced
to withdraw from Wheelus Air Force Base,
our last remalning military installation in the
Middle East.

Parther to the west (skipping Tunisia,
which remains friendly to the U.8.) is Algeria.
Its government is so close to the Sovlet Union
that it permitted only Russlan accounts of
the Invasion of Cgzechoslovakia to be pub-
lished in 1968. The armed forces are tralned
and equipped by the Russians. !

Let us pause here in our map-reading long
enough to make a point. If anyone thinks
these vast Boviet investments in the United
Arab Republic and other Arab countries are
almed against Israel, he should have his head
examined. They are almed agalnst us—
against us and our allles.

For more than a hundred years the British
kept the Russians out of the Mediterranean.
Only five years ago this vast sea was an
American lake. Now most of the eastern and
southern lttoral are dyed a deep pink. A
Soviet fleet salls the blue waters, using
former British and French naval bases that
are denled to the American Navy.

The Russians are well on their way to
achieving their strategic objective; to make
it impossible for American sea and alr power
to operate in this area and to destroy Amerl-
can political influence as well.

Now look at the Red Sea, the link between
the Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean
when the Suez Canal 1s open. The Red Sea
is becoming & very red sea indeed. On the
western shore are the United Arab Republic
and the Sudan. The latter, like the United
Arab Republic, has a pro-Soviet government
and Soviet-trained armed forces. On the east-
ern shore, commanding the narrow entrance
to the Red Sea from the Indian Ocean, are
the South Yemen Republicand Yemen. Both
are armed by the Russians and are overrun
with Soviet advisers.

Just to sew thifigs up, the Soviets have
equipped and trained the armed forces of
Somalia, 'which® stands on the ' peninsula
whiere Africa Juts out to'form the Gulf of
Aden. :

There remains the Persian Gulf itself. For
more than: century, the British, who were
masters there, would not let a Russian poke
his nose into these shetkdoms. But now the
British are leaving—their small air, ground
and naval forces will be entirely out of the
gulf next year.

*“COURTESY' CALLS"

“Already the Russians have sent warships
on ‘“‘courtesy calls''to the gulf ports.
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When the Suez Canal is again open, Soviet
vessels from the Black Sea will be able to
sall down the Red Sea to Aden, the old British
base which the obliging South Yemen gov-
ernment has made available to them. From
Aden they will be able to patrol the Persian
Gulf at will.

All of this Soviet maneuvering, from the
Perslan Gulf to the Straits of Gibraltar,
makes up the boldest power play of the entire
Cold War (which has not come to an end, by
the way, no matter what some of our eminent
scholars may say).

If this power play succeeds—and it is far
on its way to success—the Soviet Union will
be able at a given moment to slow down in-
dustry from Western Europe to Japan and
put a erimp in the military operations of the
United States and its NATO partners.

The Middle East is the worst example of
what has happened to American interests
since we made Vietnam the be-all and end-all
of our foreign and domestic policles. There
are other regions, notably Western Europe,
where American interests have also suffered
from similar neglect. But let us move now
to the home front., And again let us con-
fine our discussion to one area—the effects
of the war in Vietnam on the soul and char-
acter of this nation.

We can begin with some ancient wisdom
from the Bible. The second book of Chron-
icles tells the story of Amazlah, a young king
of Judah whose reign promised well until
he set off on a foreign war. In a battle with
the Edomites, Amaziah's army killed 10,000
of the enemy and took 10,000 prisoners. By
Amagziah's orders these prisoners were
hurled over a cliff to thelr death. Then the
young king brought home with him the gods
of his enemies and set them up and wor-
shipped them. This was the beginning of the
end of Amaziah.

NO REAL PEACE

We Americans have fought three wars in
less than 30 years and we have known no real
peace in between. And from each of these
wars we have brought back the gods of our
enemies—the gods of violence and terror. We
were repelled, of course, by the bestial cruelty
of Hitler's Nazis, the Japanese militarists and
the North Korean Communists. But as we
fought fire with fire'we learned ways of war
that would have appalled the soldiers of the
Eighteenth, Nineteenth and early Twentieth
Centurles.

All of these new and hideous forms of vio-
lence and cruelty were brought out of our
arsenal in Vietnam,

Heaven knows we Americans did not intro-
duce cruelty to Southeast Asia. Here, In fact,
we met an enemy who was—Iif possible—
even more flendish than the Nazis. But again
we let his gods become our gods—his stand-
ards our standards.

We ordered our American boys, who had
been brought up to belleve in justice and
mercy and love of their fellowmen, to sow
the land with napalm, & hellish kind of
liguid fire that spared no one, no matter
how innocent or unoffending.

We set up “free fire zones” and ordered our
troops to shoot anything that moved. We
set fire to the thatched villages of the miser-
able people we had ‘come to save. If we did
not torture and butcher prisoners ourselves,
we stood and watched while our allies did it
for us. We dabbled in the hideous arts of
assassination. We sprayed the fields and for-
ests with chemicals that wipe out the liveli-
hoods of no one -knows how many peaple and
left: side effects that may continue for gen-
erations.

A few weeks ago we saw on our television
sets an American soldier known as “Eiller.”
And why was he called “Eiller"? Because he
loved to kill “Gooks!" How many “Killers”™
will come home from Vietnam, and what will
happen when they re-enter the lifestream of
the nation?

The horrible ‘truth is that we have done
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things in Vietnam that would have made
General Sherman retch.

“TREMBLE FOR MY COUNTRY"

“Indeed,” wrote Thomas Jefferson in the
days of America's innocence, “Indeed, I trem-
ble for my country when I reflect that God
is just.”

But nobody trembled for America this time,
Nobody, that is, except our young people.

When we talk about young people, let us
shunt aslde the Jerry Rubins, Abble Hoff-
mans, Mark Rudds and all the other scrufly
hooligans who have tried to capture and per-
vert the idealism of a generation,

The young we have in mind are the mil-
lions of sober, serious, hard-working students
who have not been hurling rocks or burning
down libraries, Anyone who has talked to
these idealistic young men and women in
recent years must have been struck by the
kind of sadness that hangs over them like
the mist on an upland meadow. These young
people are sad with the sadness of impend-
ing doom.

They have seen the United States—this
country they were taught to love—go to war
with every kind of violence and savagery
against the people of a far-away land. They
have become conscious of what this violence
and savagery have been doing to the Ameri-
can character. And they have become in-
creasingly fearful that the “American sys-
tem” has gone off the tracks and is lurching
headlong toward doomsday.

For their entire generation they can see
only a flery end in the ultimate madness of
a nuclear war,

For more than five years these students—
the serious and idealistic ones—have been
trying to tell their elders of their fears. They
started out quietly, seeking to show us that
the war in Vietnam was wrong—morally
wrong and wrong in every other way because
it could only end in futility. They tried to
tell us that the war was destroying the soul
of America—that, lilke any moral wrong, it
was hurting the perpetrators more than it
was hurting the victims.

But nobody would listen—nobody, that is,
but a few senators, lilke Bugene McCarthy
and Robert KEennedy.

The young rallied to these leaders and tried
to make their point through the open and
legitimate ways of our political system. They
left the campuses and went to work for the
candidates who were willing to stand for
an end to the war.

VICTIM OF VIOLENCE

In this effort of political persuasion they
were largely unsuccessful, and the leader who
might have won for them became a victim
of violence (like his brother before him).

Still, the young did not give up. After a
time they resumed their rallies, their peti-
tions, their letter-writing to the politicians,
their debates and discussions, But as the na-
tion continued, unheeding, on its course,
something ugly happened.

1t was the supreme irony of the student
peace movement that many of the students
who were revolted by the violence in Viet-
nam began to condone vioclence at home—
anything that would make “the system”
listen.,

And this violence of the young brought
the inevitable reaction. The killing of stu-
dents on university campuses and the assault
of an organized mob on a peace march in
New York City were ominous enough. But
even more disturbing was the cry of exulta-
tion over these bloody events that went up
across the nation and the clamor for more
student blood from supposedly clvilized
Americans,

If we of the older generation can overlook
the students' excesses for a moment and try
to be honest with ourselves, we will have to
admit that these young people were right
about the war when we were Wrong.

These young men and women saw the folly
and futility of this war and they sensed that
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it was poisoning the bloodstream of the na-
tion. They saw the futility of the war long
before President Johnson (who recognized it
only tacitly and reluctantly in March, 1068)
and well before President Nixon (who con-
ceded it even later).

But if we still refuse to give these young
people their due, let us imagine that their
reaction to the war had taken the opposite
course.

Suppose that when the recruiters for the
napalm company came to the campus, the
students had vied for those well-paid jobs
in the chemical industry.

Suppose that they had shouted at their
rallies: “Pour it on. Burn the mothers, scorch
the children, destroy the villages, slaughter
the prisoners, drop the atom bomb!"

If we had raised such a generation of
flends, would we be bhetter pleased with
them? And would the future of our country
be the brighter for it?

Every consideration of internal health as
well as the standing of the United States in
the world thus points to the unmistakable
lesson: We must get out of Vietnam.

We must get out, out, out. We must get
out fast, fast, fast.

President Nixon has started the withdrawal
of our fighting men. For that he should get
full credit. The alm of every conscientious
citizen should be to keep him on this course
and to get him to move faster.

There are many citizens, no doubt, who
distrust Mr. Nixon. But they might remem-
ber this: He is the only President we have,
and he is by far the best President we can
possibly have until January, 1973.

We should therefore rally round him when
he does the right thing and let him know
our displeasure when he goes off course. If
he speeds withdrawals, we should applaud
him. If he goes astray, as he did in Cam-
bodia, we should let him know that we do
not like it.

DISREGARD DEMAGOGUES

And when the super-patriots and jingos
start abusing him with crles of “Treason”
and “Betrayal” we should let him know that
the sane people of this country, who are
still & majority, are right behind him. As a
matter of fact, the sane people can try a little
jingoism of their own: Do we stand for Viet-
nam First or America Pirst?

We should also support and applaud those
political leaders of either party who work to
speed the end of this dirty war.

‘We can do all this in the healthy ways open
to the people of a democracy—by letters to
the President himself and to other political
leaders; by visits to senators and congress-
men; by petitions, and by orderly rallies and
demonstrations.

Finally, every consclentious citizen should
close his ears to the demagogues and rant-
ers who would try to divide us, generation
against generation, black against white, re-
gion against region.

With the nation proceeding on this course
toward peace, we should come down hard
on the practitioners of violence. The es-
gence of statesmanship is to identify a source
trouble, correct it, them punish those who
still try to exploit it. Anyone who troubles
the peace of our cities, campuses or country-
slde should be met with the awesome severity
of the law.

There remains a hard, practical question:
How soon can we ‘‘decently” get out of Viet-
nam?

ANOTHER 10 YEARS

A high official of the State Department
recently told a Senate committee that some
U.8. forces would have to stay there for
another 10 years.

Of all the foolish assumptions that have
been made since this bloody mess began,
this one is the most outrageous.

We now realize that we should never have
put an army into Vietnam.
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We know that as long as we keep an army
there we ghall risk new Cambodias, new
temptations' to bomb hither and thither,
new massacres, new deceptions.

And we know that as long as Americans
keep dying in Vietnam the home front will
never be at peace.

This is a prospect that we cannot tolerate.
We have done our best to save Vietnam.
Now it is time to save America.

Melvin R. Laird, Secretary of Defense, has
said that American units will no longer
be needed in ground combat after the mid-
dle of 1971. Why can’t we do better than that
and alm to get all American units out of
Vietnam by that date?

If that should prove to be logistically im-
possible, we must set the end of 1971 as the
absolute deadline for every unit to be out.

By that time 17 years will have passed
since we started out to help the Vietnamese
to help themselves. If the Vietnamese cannot
stand on their own feet after 17 years of
our tutelage, it means either that they lack
the will to learn or that we lack the skill
to teach.

Yes, It is time to come home. It is time
to bind up the nation's wounds. And it is
time for the best of our youth and the best
of their elders to sit down together and
agree on what they want this America of
ours to be.

For when this nation is again at peace
with itself nothing in the world will be
impossible.

THE NEWS MEDIA

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the news
media in the United States has long been
recognized as an important force for
molding public opinion. And in recent
months, this power has been under much
discussion in the Nation.

Fortunately, in our country we have
a number of sources of information aside
from the news media. Often we may learn
of an important Government decision
directly from the source of that de-
cision—such as the President’s reports
to the people on foreign policy. On the
other hand, people in other nations are
largely dependent for their understand-
ing of us on what they read or hear from
the American news media. The current
Camodian operation is an example of the
misconceptions that arise when a single
source of information is available.

John P. Roche, in a June 4 Wash-
ington Post dispatch from Italy, points
to an example of inaccurate information
in the press leaving erroneous impres-
sions about the conduct of the war.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Roche'’s column be printed
in the REcoRb.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 4, 1970]
ITALIANS VIEW UNITED STATES POLITICS
THROUGH PRISM OF AMERICAN MEDIA
(By John P. Roche)

Rome.—Discussing contemporary American
politics with even the best-informed Italian
observers is an arduous task. The key to the
difficulty is that they see the United States
through a prism constructed by the Amer-
jcan media. Despite the fact that Vice Pres-
ident Spiro Agnew has attacked the media
for loading the dice, the charge is true (and
I might add that I began compl about
it long ago when the politics of the media
were conservative, and it was all a liberal
could do to get a letter-to-the-editor pub-
lished).
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Take Cambodia, for example. If all one
read for instant news about the United
States was the Paris Herald Tribune, he
would be convinced of the following prop-
ositions:

We invaded the Khmer nation without its
consent.

The decision was a reckless gamble,

It had no real military justification.

President Nixon, responding to criticism,
cutback his objectives and llmited his time
frame.

Just about everybody is against it.

Anybody with a fifth grade education knows
that the Cambodians wanted us to ball them
out. Although even Hubert Humphrey is
quoted as stating that we engaged in “open
aggression,” it is perfectly clear that the
Cambodians said, “Don't ask us, do it.” The
reason for this is that Cambodia, like Laos,
wants to maintain its official neutrality,
while unofficially taking a dim view of a
Communist regime in Phnon Penh.

Nor was the decision a reckless gamble
without slgnificant military justification. It
was & well-conceived, and so far well-exe-
cuted, surgical operation on the Communist
supply dumps which have for five years been
a vital part of their leap-frog maneuvers into
South Vietnam.

The papers seemed to think it was a falil-
ure because we didn’'t capture the high com-
mand, but this was a phony. The minute the
first ARVN units went into the Parrot's Beak,
the high command doubtless took off towards
Laos, and we knew it,

The most outrageous charge, however, has
been that Mr. Nixon initially planned to go
all the way to Thailand, but then—as criti-
clsm built up—backed off and settled for an
exercise limited to two months and 30 kilo-
meters,

The evening that the President announced
his decision, Henry Kissinger held a back-
ground briefing for the press at which the
limited character of the operation was clearly
stipulated. He even mentioned eight weeks
as the time-frame.

As far as public support is concerned, the
only figures I have seen (stated without any
comment in the Paris Herald Tribune)
showed 59 per cent of the population behind
the Cambodian action. When 100,000-plus
proletarians marched In New York to back
Nixon, the stories in Europe made it sound
like ineciplent fascism. This way, they can’t
lose, they have us coming and going.

However, how can one blame Italians, or
other highly competent European observers,
if they simply reflect the view of America
that dominates the media in the United
States? This problem keeps the brave souls
who work for the U.S. Information Agency
tossing in their beds.

But just as they think they have reached
first base, some visiting American fireman
breaks the news that Mr, Nixon will be im-
peached. When they deny this “fact,” those
listening nod their heads knowingly and say,
“Poor chap. Of course, he has to say that.”

In short, the government of the United
States has become the main target of the
American establishment. This began the day
John F, Kennedy was killed, reached mature
growth under Lyndon B. Johnson, and is now
flexing its muscle against Richard Milhous
Nixon. It has actually reached the point
where a presidential (or vice presidential)
defense of public policy Is immediately and
stridently denounced as an “act of repres-
sion" as a “muszzling of dissent”!

COMMITMENT TO AMERICA

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. President,
the Quincy, Ill., Exchange Club; in an ef-
fort to reach and reward the young peo-
ple of Adams County for stating the case
for active, practical patriotism sponsors
& “Commitment to America” essay con-
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test. This year’s winner is Tom Rupp, of
Quinecy. Tom is a fine young man who,
while recognizing the lack of perfection
in our system, writes of this optimism
that the American people still retain the
energy and enthusiasm to carry this
country to new heights of peaceful world
leadership.

I believe that Tom Rupp, in stating his
commitment to America, typifies the vast
majority of the young people of Illinois
and the Nation. Tom Rupp is idealistic in
his dreams for America and Tom Rupp
understands the practical hard work
needed to make his ideals a reality.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Tom Rupp’s winning essay,
“Commitment to America,” be printed in
the REcorbp.

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

COMMITMENT TO AMERICA
(By Tom Rupp)

Right now, America is at a crossroad. She
is at the apex of her glory. From here, she
will either slide back into ruin, decay, tur-
moil, and oblivion, or else she will move
forward and accomplish more than ever be-
fore. It is my duty as a citizen of the United
States to see that this country achieves even
greater heights of success.

At no other time since the Civil War has
this country been so divided. There is racial
tension, student unrest, Vietnam, pollution,
and the ever present Communist threat. Does
this sound like a lot to contend with? It is.
But when hasn't the United States had its
troubles?

The Civil War failed to settle the raclal
problem. There has always been a genera-
tion gap. Possibly it was not as pronounced
earller as it is now, but it was still there.
Amerlca has always had its Vietnams.

Americans have continually had it rough.
We were Involved in a major war only thirty
years after galning our independence. We
then separated ourselves Into two warring
nations during the Civil War, And after that,
there was the West to be settled, industry
to be developed, and new laws and great
leaders to civilize and make us the mature,
powerful, and stable government that we are
today. No, Americans never led an easy life.

What is all this background information
leading up to? I just want to show that this
country has always had to fight to stay alive,
Many governments have challenged the prin-
ciples upon which this land was founded.
But the citizens of this nation have always
been able to preserve that most preclous of
commodities—freedom. My main commit-
ment to America is maintaining and spread-
ing that freedom, no matter what this com-
mitment entails. If T am called to go to the
Armed Forces, I will go. If the people wish
me to be a civic leader, I will serve, Or if I
am called just to perform a job that enables
this country to keep operating smoothly, I
will try to do that job to the best of my
abllity.

Right now, the maln threat to our free-
dom seems not to be the Communists them-
selves, but the effects of their evil deeds. Just
because we have not been able to contain
them is no reason to become disillusioned.
We are certaln to stop them. In the past
half of a century, the Communists have suc-
ceeded in silencing half of the world. We
simply have not been able fo cope with their
savage, brutal tactics of slavery. Granted,
we have been stopped temporarily. There
must be & solution somewhere, however. And
it is up to us to find 1t. We shall not fail.

But is it really the Communists who are
threatening the American way of life? I do
not believe so. It is you and I who are ac-
tually causing ‘the most damage,” not the
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Communists. I can see what the Commu-
nists are doing in Southeast Asla, in Africa,
in Western Europe. And when I see all this
evil taking over, I became frustrated. There
seems to be no stopping the Communist
machine. But there is! The solution is again,
you and I, i

Throwing out all our pessimistic, no-win-
policy thoughts and replacing them with
an optimistic viewpoint is the beginning.
From there, it is time for action. I can not
wait for the other person to begin this time.
If I do, it may be too late. I must start
helping in my own hometown right now!
By taking an active part in electing good
politicians, by helping keep my city clean,
by helping in drives for charity, by partici-
pating in whatever I am able, I am fulfilling
my duty as a citizen. But we must all work
together, If everyone helped clean up small,
local ills, this country would not have any
national problems. We then could focus our
attention on the main issue: the world.

Beginning with the settling of Jamestown
in 1607, the leaders of this country have
always had a dream, a vision. They saw this
land’s ideals being copied by everyone. There
would be world peace. Utopia at last] All this
would spring from a tiny country where
everyone believed in everyone else. There was
trust.

What has happened to this American
dream? Is it lost? I hope not. No, I believe
that it is' just dormant. It just seems that
with all these troubles springing up, every-
one has become disillusioned, There seems to
be no hope. America is falling apart, we have
had it. But this Is not the case, The hope
lies within you and me. It lies with the
common man.

People, that is what America is made of.
The primary natural resource of this coun-
try has always been its inhabitants. We have
the endurance to overcome any obstacle in
our path. From the instant of its creation,
this country has stoed for freedom. Our
democracy allows for the individual, I am
not forced to work at a particular job, I am
not force to live In a certain area. I can
travel freely, and I can speak my mind. This
is all summed up in that one, very important
word—ireedom.

This country is far from perfect, but it
still provides the best model of a large, work-
ing democracy that you can find anywhere
in the world. This does not mean it can
not be improved! On the contrary, reform
the laws where necessary, but do not advo-
cate throwing out the government without
replacing it with something better.

Millions have helped make this country
what it is. Thousands have died protecting
it. We can not let the sweat, accomplish-
ments, and dreams of all those great men
perish, We have always been able to over-
come anything in our path. We can not quit
now! With a little action, this ccuntry can
easlly surmount any obstacles in our way and
progress ever onward.

This is my commitment to America—the
preservation of that freedom that so many
men hold dear. We must all keep this civili-
zation advancing, meeting all opposition head
on. With this united effort, some day we
are bound to reach our common goal: World
Peace.

IMPACT OF SOUTHEAST ASIA WAR
ON U.S. ECONOMY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week the Committee on Foreign
Relations heard testimony from Mr.
Thomas J. Watson, Jr., chairman of the
board, International Business Machines
Co., on the impact of the war in South-
east Asia on the U.S. economy.

Mr. Watson was the fourth in a series
of witnesses to appear before the commit-
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tee on this subject. Previously we heard
Mr. Louis B. Lundborg, chairman of the
board, Bank of America; Mr. Eliot Jane-
way, noted author, economist, and busi-
ness consultant; and Mr. Gordon Sher-
man, president, Midas International
Corp.

All of these distinguished business
leaders have made what I believe to be
exceptionally interesting and highly sig-
nificant statements, although none has
received adequate attention in the press.

Mr. Watson concurred with the earlier
witnesses in stating that the war has
seriously distorted our economy. He said:

The war in Vietnam is the major factor
which has turned our healthy economy into
an unhealthy one.

In addition to his comments on the
economy, Mr. Watson made some astute
comments on other effects of the war,
especially in regard to our youth. He has
talked to great numbers of young people
in recent months, and speaking of the
way young people feel, he said:

This intensity of feeling is a fact—one as
real as body counts and defense budgets and
the GNP. And it means simply this: As long
as Vietnam continues, the polarization of
youth and the elder generation will un-
doubtedly increase.

Mr. Watson heads one of the world’s
most successful business operations. I
think his comments bear our careful
consideration. I commend them to the
Senate and the public and ask unanimous
consent that Mr. Watson’s remarks be
printed in the REcorb.

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

STATEMENT OF THoMAS J. WATSON, JR., BEFORE
THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMIT-
TEE, JUNE 2, 1970
You have asked me to discuss the economic

impact of the war in Vietnam on the United
States, and my views on the state of the
nation and the world. This is a large order,
and I shall be brief. As a matter of fact,
since I received your invitation, a number
of very highly qualified persons have made
their views known—in the press or before
this Committee—and I'm not sure there is
much left to be saild.

This is a personal statement which in no
way reflects the policy or opinion of the IBM
Company. You certainly know that I'm a
layman in politics and international affairs.
The only special inputs I get are from a
large number of IBM installations through-
out the free world.

Increasingly over the past four years, I
have been concerned about our nation's
course in Southeast Asia, and its effects on
our country-—especially young people.

The key fact, as I see 1t, is this: 50 percent
of the population of this country is under
age 25; and the longer the war continues, the
more it broadens the gap between the elder
generation, sometimes called the establish-
ment, and our young men and women, who
will soon be responsible for the leadership
and destiny of this country. Indeed, the
prolongation of the war may well set up a
continuing revolution of our youth through
which they may become sufficlently demoral-
ized so that the progress of our country
will be appreciably slowed.

8o I have two main points for wanting a
prompt end to the Vietnam undertaking.
First I don't think we can afford not to heed
the dissatisfaction of our youth. Second, it
seems certain to me that continuing the war
produces unacceptable costs: in the lives of
our fighting men, in weakening of our in-
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stitutions, and in the undermining of our
national morale.

Furthermore, our actions in Vietnam are
losing us valuable and traditional friends
in the West. We present a plcture of a ter-
ribly powerful, awe-inspiring nation unable
to manage itself in a disciplined fashion.

Our prestige s suffering abroad. Let me
illustrate the point concretely by giving you
a rundown of actions against IBM properties
in various parts of the world during the last
slx weeks. In West Berlin, nearly all the win-
dows in one of our bulldings were broken
by young rioters. Then gasoline was poured
about and it was set on fire, The windows In
one of our Dutch facilities were broken by
students. Our branch office in Cologne was
attacked by protesters against the Vietnam
War and the windows smashed. A powerful
bomb was discovered just before it was timed
to explode in an TBEM Argentina office. Just
a few days ago, we recelved bomb threats at
our Amsterdam and Parls Data Centers.

And here at home, we've had many bomb
threats and one actual bombing at 425 Park
Avenue in New York City—our Eastern Re-
gional Headquarters. It happened In the
middle of the night and, fortunately, no one
was hurt.

While I don't want to draw strong con-
clusions from random acts of unhappy young
people around the world, I do think that if
we don't draw some kind of conclusion from
all of these things, we will be casting away
facts which, if used correctly, can lead us to
do Intelligent things in the future to
amellorate the situation.,

The President found this country in Viet-
nam and has pledged us to withdraw,. I
know, of course, of the deep concern and
commitment he has to ending the bloodshed
and the suffering. I applauded his decision
for paced withdrawal as opposed to the earlier
open-ended commitment, It is very impor-
tant, I think, to recognize that once this
policy of the President was announced to
the country, the youth became quieter than
at any time in the previous four years. It is
significant that a plan for withdrawal
brought about immediate calming and sig-
nificant, too, that as soon as this timetable
seemed to be interfered with by the Cam-
bodian campaign, the violence flared up
more strongly than ever before.

To continue as a great nation, our coun-
try must be drawn together again, I doubt
that this can be done while we're in Viet-
nam, Once this is thoroughly understood,
we can plan our strategy around this point.

Speaking first on the economic side, I
want to make it clear that I see this country
as the strongest country economically and
in every other way that has ever been known
to man. This i fundamentally as true today
as it was a year ago or five years ago. We are
just a bit out of gear. We have a crisis of
confidence in ourselves. We wonder not only
why we can't get out of Vietnam with dis-
patch, but how we ever got into it and stayed
in it so long. Our children wonder about our
leadership, and we wonder about their ideals.

The war in Vietnam is the major factor
which has turned our healthy economy into
an unhealthy one. Some years ago, many
thought the United States could contain and
support anti-Communist movements wher-
ever they arose throughout the world and,
at the same time, have an economy back here
at home that would be almost unaffected.
Obviously, this hasn't worked. The present
economic prospects are discouraging. Infla-
tion may be slowing down—though very
slowly—but unemployment is up and rising,
and businessmen are showing great caution
and concern about the future.

Inflation always accompanies war and dis-
torts an economy. Inevitably it must be cor-
rected; and this brings about some difficul-
ties for all and disasters for those of the labor
force who lose their jobs and don’'t quickly
find new ones. During the first two years
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of escalation in Vietnam (1965-1966), we
were in a period of rising prosperity. Sales
and profits were strong, and the country was
reaching full employment. The war and a
very strong consumer market base at home
combined to overcommit us economically.
This overcommitment fueled inflationary
pressures, and distortions began to occur, In
short, we simply overtaxed our ability to pro-
duce, and since the supply of goods could not
be increased sufficlently to avoid inflation, a
way of cutting down on demand had to be
found. Therefore, the Administration took
courageous and very necessary fiscal and
monetary steps—parts of the inevitable cor-
rection process. Nevertheless, as long as the
demands on our economy from the Viet-
nam involvement remain, it will be difficult
to contain infiation fully.

When we are completely out of Vietnam,
much of our economic problem will be
solved. But, in the meantime, inflation may
progress, and wage settlements now being
made in anticipation of future infilation or
in an effort to catch up with the past loss
of progress build an uncertainty which is
hampering a turnaround. I would, therefore,
suggest on the economic side that the Ad-
ministration glve serious consideration to
resorting at once to the guldeline approach
to wages and prices that worked reasonably
well in the early years of the Kennedy Ad-
ministration. I know this method was not
successful over the long-term period, but for
two or three years, I think the record will
show that the approach was helpful, and it
has the advantage of being able to be put
into effect at once.

In summary on the economic side, as long
as our involvement in Vietnam continues, It
will me a major obstacle to both the short
and the long-term economic health of the
country.

There are important reasons other than
economic for leaving Vietnam. In the past
year, I have spent over one hundred hours
talking to young people on college campuses
and elsewhere. Just recently, I spent a full
day on the California Institute of Technol-
Ogy campus, talking first in private with the
class officers of the graduating class, and
then with students in their dormitories and
at various campus gatherings. I've done the
same thing at Brown, at Oberlin, and else-
where. There is absolutely no question about
the sincerity and intensity of the dissatis-
faction of the vast majority of these young
Americans with the direction In which we
are going in Southeast Asla. World War II,
with which I was intimately connected weld-
ed the large majority of our country—young
and old, rich and poor—together. This war
has only lukewarm support from some and
varying degrees of dissent from others. Most
of it is falrly hot. The dissension is largely
between the young and the old, so that it not
only fractionates and polarizes, but 1t does
so at one of the fundamental roots of our
soclety, the family.

Earlier this year at Oberlin in an open
forum—a give and take session—I attempted
to defend the United States, as so many of
us do when we're talking to younger people.
I said, “You young people are filled with
criticism, but where on earth could you find
a better country than the United States?"
The answer was surprising and in some ways
noble. It was simply this—"Of course the
United States is the best place in the world,
but do you argue with our desire and right
to make it even better?”’

A young man came into my office the other
day to talk to me about a “Pause for Peace.”
This was an idea for getting people in the
United States to stop whatever they were
doing for a full hour to emphasize the great
desire of most of America to get out of Viet-
nam rapidly. He spoke with such conviction
and intelligence that I asked him to come
back and address the whole management
committee of IBM. In the course of his dis-
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cussion, he sald one thing that impressed
all of us profoundly, He asked us: "How
would you like to have a son killed during a
paced withdrawal from a war which you had
decided was a bad war in the first place?” 1
think this chap summarizes the reason for
youth's current great dissatisfaction.

This intensity of feeling is a fact—one as
real as body counts and defense budgets and
the GNP. And it means simply this: As long
as Vietnam continues, the polarization of
youth and the elder generation will undoubt-
edly increase.

There will be more inevitable accidents
which will engender still more violence. To
quell this and keep the peace, more and more
National Guard and military units will have
to be called out. The longer we continue, the
more chaotic the nation will become. The
damage we have already seen will take dec-
ades to repair, and if we continue, I belleve
we will soon reach a point where much of
the damage will be irreparable.

For all these reasons I believe we should
withdraw all of our military activities, both
operational and advisory, from Southeast
Asla as soon as possible.

I'm sure this Committee has been given
many specific suggested dates for complete
withdrawal. I won't give a date—I'll simply
say that I believe that time is running out
and that the situation here at home de-
teriorates as each month goes by. Summer
vacations may produce & misleading calm.
Next fall the term may open on a ocooler
note because of the decision of a number of
colleges to recess prior to electlons to per-
mit students to campalgn for the candi-
dates of thelr choice. And if it looks as
though we really were getting out this fall,
the situation on the campuses would be a
good deal more peaceful. But if we're still
there actively next spring, we'll see a height-
ened replay of this past spring’s campus dis-
orders. And if we remain in Vietnam through
the fall of 1971, the situation will become
more serious.

There's a syndrome in the United States
which makes it very difficult for us to cope
with a situation like Vietnam-—Americans
are efficlent and orderly; and when those with
responsibility try to find strategies and moves
for the future, they try to find efliclent and
orderly ones. We do this same thing in busi-
ness. It's impossible to figure out an efficlent,
orderly and dignified way of getting out of
Vietnam. And therefore we continue year
after year to compound the situation by stay-
ing there simply because we can't find a good,
orderly way of disengaging.

There isn’t any comfortable way to with-
draw. It's always going to be easy for the
Communists to interrupt our plans, to make
us look ridiculous, and to profit through our
loss,

Therefore, I believe we must exhaust every
possibility—however novel, however imagina-
tive—to disengage and save as many lives as
possible in the process. It seems to me that
there are two places we can start. We should
take a hard look once agaln at the Paris
negotiations to make certaln that in our
offers we have gone to the absolute outer
limit of what we can give. If we can make
a compromise there and succeed, we have the
possibility of some dignity as we move out.
I think It's vital that the Government as-
sure itself that the truce efforts in Paris and
the concessions being offered to North Viet-
nam are compatible with our ailms, These
concessions must in fact be balanced off
against what we have to lose by a continued
stay in South Vietnam or by a confused and
chaotic withdrawal.

Combined with our efforts in Paris, we
should make major new efforts to get the
United Nations involved in the work of end-
ing the war and preserving the peace In
Southeast Asia. I think this kind of third
party intervention is absolutely essential if
we are to have any kind of orderly departure.
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We've done a lot of things outside the
United Nations in the past decade and so
have our opponents. There may come a time
when the strength of the U.N. will be directly
connected with the survival of the world. So
we must help build its strength, Here is a
way to let the world know that we continue
to believe in the U.N. I recognize, of course,
that the Security Council could reject this
proposal, but I think we should initiate it.

Now, if we find a successful approach
which results in real progress towards with-
drawal, what will the results be? First, would
be the resurgence of falth of our young
people.

Second, we would have a better relation-
ship between the Administration and Con-
gress. I am concerned about the various leg-
islatlve proposals now being considered to
restrict the President's ability to move with
dispatch for the security of the country. I
hope that the Administration and Congress
can find a common course of action so that
such bills would not be necessary, and we
would preserve the President's traditional
freedom of action.

Third, the United States would be suffi-
clently united by these actions so that our
governmental processes would receive the
support of most of the elements in our
soclety.

Fourth, there would be a renewal of our
military flexibility—of our capacity to defend
areas critical to our nationa] security, and
importantly, a regalning of national respect
for our military establishment.

Pifth, a renewed respect and understand-
ing from our oldest and staunchest free
world friends and allies.

In conclusion, I do not wish to criticize any
of the three presidents—Kennedy, Johnson
and Nixon—who have struggled with this
immensely difficult problem. I have no doubt
that President Nixon—Ilike Presidents EKen-
nedy and Johnson before him—sincerely
seeks peace In Southeast Asia., In ap-

here today I wish to do just one
thing: To volce one man's conviction that we
stand at a crossroads of decision, with all
comfortable routes closed off; that we must
end this tragedy before it overwhelms us;
and that we must therefore face up squarely
to a tough decision and see it through with
courage and dispatch.

MIKE LEON, “MR. CONSERVATION”
IN WYOMING

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, for some
time now, I have been troubled by the
persistent inner urge to approach the
problem of our environment in a fashion
somewhat different than the style cur-
rently in vogue.

In no sense do I wish to imply that
what we hear and read these days about
our environment and its i
quality is lacking in substance or attrac-
tive mode of expression. At the same
time, we all recognize that the environ-
mental rhetoric does not lack in abun-
dance and volume. Certainly it is not my
desire to add to that abundance or
volume.

Other Senators, I am sure, experience
from time to time a certain weariness
over the repeated reminders that we
are in deep trouble because of man’s
abuse of that fragile and delicate rela-
tionship between all life and its sur-
roundings. It is not so much that we do
not wish to heed the quite proper, not to
mention imperative, warnings about pol-
Iution and our careless, if not greedy,
ravishment of the world we live in; but
it is instead the very human urge for
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freshness, If not freshness of concept,
at least freshness of presentation.

Surely our scientists have developed a
good many tight and high probability
concepts. They have also developed mas-
sive compilations of data. None of this
can we ignore; but we who are laymen,
and quite as concerned, might wistfully
wish for surcease from the lingual bat-
tering we so often experience by such
terms as “eco-systems,” “biodegrade-
able,” “silvacultures,” “eco-tactics,”
“neo-Malthusian,” and so forth.

Somewhere in all this we need to re-
capture the vitality necessary to carry
us closer to resolution of our staggering
environmental problems. Perhaps such
an approach might be placing less em-
phasis on the current grand design of
ecology and more emphasis on how we
as individuals can proceed toward the
accomplishment of solutions to our en-
vironmental problems. I can think of no
better example than a single and great
man in Wyoming and his tireless step-by-
step approach toward saving the best
that is in Wyoming’s incredible and
varied environment.

The man is Mike Leon from Story,
Wpyo., ex-cowhand, ex-magazine publish~
er, community and statewide leader, pol-
itician, and writer with few peers. With
his wife, Claire, Mike has been my con-
servation anchor and adviser. Along with
Claire, he knows Wyoming's mountains,
mesas, and streams the way a painter
knows the structure and parts of his
work. Mike's integrity and know-how
springs from his skill as a social scientist,
his knowledge of the earth sciences and
his unswerving sensitivity to the neces-
sary bonds between man and nature.

But Mike does not retreat to the arro-
gance that experts sometimes adopt
when the world does not understand or
adopt the expert’s prophesy. Mike knows
that political action is a must if we are
to come to grips with pursuing a quality
environment. Thus, Mike has stood for
the State Legislature and will undoubted-
ly stand again. There is no doubt in my
mind that he will be successful. In his
last campaign, he generated the slogan,
“Why Should Wyoming Be Like Every
Place Else When Every Place Else Wants
To Be Like Wyoming?”

This is the freshness that I believe
provides the kind of handle concerned
men and women need effectively to deal
with our environmental problems. You
see, oftentimes the thoughtless believe
that if we just get enough smokestacks,
all of our problems are resolved. What
Mike knows, what all thoughtful men
know, is that Wyoming can be a model
of environmental know-how and balance
for the rest of the country. It is this
struggle that has engaged Mike for over
20 years. It is for this reason that Mike
Leon is my mentor and Mr. Conservation
in Wyoming.

When we are confronted in large scale
with the consequences of man’s assault
upon his frangible surroundings, we
quite properly wonder about the improb-
ability of reconstituting that environ-
ment. What we need in the face of that
gloomy outlook is an example of what
can be done to establish a creative work-
ing approach to the problem.
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It is just here that Mike Leon has
demonstrated over and over again that
there is a way and that Wyoming can
show the way as a model for the wise
use of our resources. What Mike has been
saying for so long now and what I be-
lieve to be the case, is that when we con-
sider the use of our resources, we must
base our considerations on something
more inclusive than just tons of coal
mined and barrels of oil pumped.

Our notion of resource development
must also include a veneration of the
touchy balance that is nature’s iron law.
We must, therefore, harmonize the need
for industrial development with the need
for the regenerative powers to be found
innature unpillaged by profit.

Mike’s careful research and observa-
tion, for example, have shown that the
unchecked urge to harvest timber in
Wyoming runs right square in the face
of wildlife values, of aesthetic values and
of silvaculture values. In short, the short
range urge for lumber jobs and profits
lead to nearly irreparable damage fo the
recreational values, not to mention con-
founding the delicate balance of nature
in our high, dry, shallow soiled Rocky
Mountain West.

It is this kind of attention to nitty-
gritty done with such flair and careful
attention to detail that promises resolu-
tion not only of Wyoming’s environ-
mental problems but to the country’s as
well. America will benefit because Mike
Leon has provided a model we must emu-
late. It seems to me that this is what
Mike meant in his campaign slogan,

“Why Should Wyoming Be Like Every
Place Else When Every Place Else Wants
To Be Like Wyoming?”

APPEAL FOR INTERNATIONAL
JUSTICE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last month
approximately 3,800 concerned Ameri-
cans gathered in Washington at a Con-
stitution Hall rally, cosponsored by a
bipartisan group of Senators and Con-
gressmen. The purpose of the meeting
was to underscore the concern of Ameri-
cans everywhere for the welfare of
U.S. prisoners of war and servicemen
missing in action in Southeast Asia.

Over 1,000 next of kin of American
POW's and MIA's were in attendance
at Constitution Hall for the appeal for
international justice. They were joined
by nearly 3,000 of their fellow citizens.

The plight of the POW’s and MIA's
and the sentiments of their loved ones
back home are discussed in the June
1970, issue of Air Force and Space Digest.
An article on the May 1 rally and an
editorial on the rights of prisoners of
war will, I believe, be of interest to the
Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article and editorial be
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
and ediforial were ordered to be printed
in the REcCORD, as follows:

THE PLIGHT OF THE PRISONERS WE HAVE NoT
FORGOTTEN
(By Maurice L. Lien)
Mayday! Mayday!
This call, an appeal for help known to air-
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men the world over, was sounded in the na-
tion’s capital the evening of May 1, the tradi-
tional May Day.

The plea, uttered from the podium by Mrs.
James A. Mulligan, wife of a U.8S. prisoner
of war in Southeast Asla, was echoed in the
hearts of nearly 1,000 other wives, parents,
and children at a rally that filled Constitu-
tion Hall. They met, along with more than
2,500 others—including Vice President Spiro
T. Agnew—to appeal for justice for their
husbands, fathers, and sons held prisoners
of war or missing In action,

Scores of senior Alr Force officers, headed
by the Vice Chief of Staff, Gen. John OC.
Meyer, were present.

The Vice President told the audience that
North Vietnam was gullty of “an unforglv-
able breach of the elementary rules of con-
duct among civilized people” in its mistreat-
ment of American prisoners of war.

‘““We shall never forget these men, and we
shall never forget how they have been
treated,” the Vice President pledged.

The purpose of the rally, supported by the
Alr Force Assoclation’s national headquarters
and attended by hundreds of AFA members
from the District of Columbia, Maryland, and
Virginia, was twofold: to demonstrate to the
wives and families of the prisoners and the
missing that Americans care; and to show
the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong that
their conduct is not condoned by the Ameri-
can public.

May 1 is also “Law Day.” It was for this
reason that the rally sponsors—a bipartisan
congressional group headed by Sen. Robert
Dole of Kansas—selected that date for the
appeal. SBenator Dole said that May first was
“an especlally appropriate day to pay this
tribute” because the joint resoclution passed
by Congress designating Law Day specifically
referred to international justice.

Other rally sponsors included Sen. Peter
H. Dominick (R-Colo.); Sen. Barry Goldwa-
ter (R-Ariz.); Sen. Mike Mansfield (D-
Mont.) ; Sen, George Murphy (R-Calif.); Sen.
Edmund 8. Muskie (D-Me.); and Sen. John
Stennis (D-Miss.). Others were Representa-
tives W. C. Daniels (D-Va.); Martin B. Mc-
Kneally (R-N.Y.); Catherine May (R-
Wash.); Richard L. Roudebush (R-Ind.);
Robert L. F. Sikes (D-Fla.); and Olin E.
Teague (D-Tex.).

Speakers included ten members of Con-
gress, six wives of prisoners or missing serv-
icemen, and Capt. James A. Lovell, Jr., USN,
who recalled the world’s concern over the
fate of his Apollo-13 crew on its ill-fated
trip to the moon. Captaln Lovel asked that
“now, agaln, people of the world unite with
prayer and with pressure to bring these brave
men home,"”

Another speaker was H. Ross Perot, the
Dallas, Tex., multimillionaire who has de-
voted much of his time and fortune to
arousing world opinion against Hanoi in its
treatment of POWs. Mr. Perot, who testified
on the issue before a House Foreign Affairs
subcommittee earller In the day, stressed
that Hanol “will not be moved by senti-
ment” or by “human emotion,” but only by
the pressure of 200,000,000 Americans.

Also present for the rally were four of
the nine US prisoners released so far by
Hanol. Among them were Air Force Majs.
Fred N. Thompson and Joe V. Carpenter,
both from Maxwell AFB, Ala. They were in-
troduced to the audience, as was AFA Na-
tional President George D. Hardy.

According to rally officlals, relatives of
the missing men were present from every
state except Hawall. Many next of kKin were
flown to Washington in Alr Force, Navy, or
National Guard transport aircraft. Other
relatives came by bus and car, some from
faraway states. The morning following the
rally, they filled to overflowing the Depart-
ment of Interior auditorium for the first
national meeting called to discuss ways to
help their loved ones.

June 4, 1970

The meeting was organized by the League
of Families of American Prisoners of War in
Boutheast Asla, an organization formed in
the spring of 1969 to foster exchanges of in-
formation between families. All next of kin
who attended the rally were invited to par-
ticipate in the discussions.

During the meeting, a team of DoD of-
ficlals, headed by Air Force Brig. Gen. Daniel
“Chappie” James, Jr., Deputy Asslstant Sec-
retary of Defense for Public Affairs, stood
by to answer questions.

That a major rally for MIA/POWSs or a na-
tional meeting of their next of kin would
be held in the nation's capital was un-
dreamed of by most families just a year ago.
Before May 18, 1969, Administration policy
for the families had been, “Don’'t do any-
thing to jeopardize either the delicate nego-
tiations being conducted or the lives of your
loved ones.” Mr. James B. Stockdale of Goro-
nado, Calif., wife of a senior Naval officer
held in North Vietnam, was not content
just to sit and wait. Almost singlehandedly
she set out to form a national organization
of families, She wanted a better communica-
tions net, greater exchange of information
among POW families, and more positive ac-
tion from government officials.

Informal local and reglonal groups of POW
and MIA wives had been formed in many
localities where families of men who are
overseas tend to walt it out: near large alr
bases, Army installations, and Naval facili-
ties, close to friends, medical facilities, and
other servces, They exchanged information
about prisoners; discussed actions being
taken by government officials or interna-
tional organizations; and, most important,
acted as morale boosters for each .other in
what they knew would be many, many
months of heartbreaking loneliness and
frustration.

In 1968 Mrs. Stockdale began contacting
wives in cities across the country, asking
them to serve as area coordinators in a new,
national organization, and to seek out others
to affiliate with them. Her perseverance led
to the formation, in early 1869, of the League.

During the League’'s formative stage, Ad-
ministration policy had been cautious to the
point that neighbors, and in some cases chil-
dren, did not know fathers, husbands, or sons
were missing. At that time, many families
would not participate—for fear of jeopardiz-
ing the lives of loved ones. Since the reversal
of Administration policy in the spring of
1969, League membership has grown to ap-
proximately 1,000 families and is active across
the entire country.

Funds to support activities of the League,
and of the many local and regional groups,
come primarily from the families themselves.
Many have spent thousands of dollars seek-
ing information about their husbands or
sons, or in trying to gain public support that
might persuade the Communists to release
the names of men held prisoner and to abide
by the Geneva Conventions.

News coverage of the prisoner-of-war situa~
tion in the first few months following the
changes of Administration policy was local-
ized and spotty. Not enough factual informa-
tion on the shocking treatment of prisoners,
and the doubts and burdens their families
had to bear, was published in any single ar-
ticle to enable the American public and the
world to comprehend the extent of North
Vietnam's inhumanity. This changed in Octo~
ber 1869, when Air FORCE/SPACE DIGEST pub-
lished what the editors referred to as '‘one
of the most important articles ever published
in this magazine.” Even today, DoD officials
call it the “most helpful, single article” on
MIA /POWSs published to date.

The article was “The Forgotten Americans
of the Vietnam War,” by Louis R. Stockstill.

Response to “The Forgotten Americans”
was immediate and dramatie, beginning with
a reading of the complete article on the floor
of the US House of Representatives by Rep.




June 4, 1970

Roman C. Pucinski of Illinois. In his pre-
amble, Congressman Pucinski sald, “I call
this article to the House because I consider
it one of the most important documents of
journalism in recent years. . . . It should
shake the conscience of the whole free
world.” The article has been entered in the
Congressional Record five times, most recent-
1y on March 6 at a hearing before the House
Armed Services Committee, headed by Rep.
L. Mendel Rivers.

The Reader’s Digest ran a condensation of
“The Forgotten Americans” as the lead ar-
ticle in its November 1960 edition. Circula-
tion of the Digest’s U.S. edition alone is 17,-
400,000. More than two-thirds of a million
reprints have been requested by Digest
readers. AFA distributed 50,000 reprints of
the original AF/SD article, including copies
to every Ambassador to the United Nations
and to the foreign press corps in New York
and Washington.

On November 11, 1968, the United States
urged the UN to exert its moral Influence
on Hanol to ensure humane treatment of
prisoners of war. The presentation was made
by Mrs, Rita Hauser, U.S. Representative to
the UN Human Rights Commission. In her
presentation, Mrs. Hauser drew heavily on
material in “The Forgotten Americans.”

Requests for reprints ot the AF/SD ver-
sion of Mr. Stockstill's article had begun
pouring into AFA headquarters literally be-
fore distribution of the magazine was com-
pleted. Telephone calls from families of men
missing or held prisoner came in from all
parts of the country. It was immediately ob-
vious that familles were organized and
geared for action. They were ready to tell
the world what was happening to their loved
ones, “The Forgotten Americans” gave them,
for the first time, something they could use
to arouse public opinion. Some 13,600 re-
prints of the article were sent by AFA di-
rectly to next of kin, at their request and at
no charge.

AFA National President George D. Hardy
first spoke on the plight of American prison-
ers in Southeast Asia in Spokane, Wash., in
early October, just as the article was begin-
ning to reach AFA members. Within a week,
AFA's Washington office had received re-
quests for copies of his remarks and the ar-
ticle from POW families in nelghboring
cities and distant states—an indication that
their communications net 1s effective.

In his travels, Mr. Hardy meets with fami-
lies whenever he can, to learn of ways in
which AFA can be of help. Of these meet-
ings, he says, “I am continually amazed
that [POW/MIA familles] can keep a posi-
tive attitude through ali this, They know
the Communists and some peace groups are
trying to use them as pawns, yet they sus-
taln each other and keep up their activities.
Every time I meet with such a group, I am
impressed by their patience and courage, and
I leave more determined to keep up my ef-
forts and those of AFA in behalf of these
men and their wonderful familles."

AFA efforts in support of MIA/POWs have
generally taken two forms: first, to spark a
nationwide letter-writing campaign to for-
elgn governments, especially to those that

or do business with the govern-
ment in North Vietnam, and to foreign pub-
lications; and, second, to directly support
the families of the missing or imprisoned
men and assist them in telling their stories
to the world.

AFA Chapters and individual members first
joined in the campaign by distributing re-
prints of “The Forgotten Americans” to news
media, to other organizations, and to civiec
leaders in their communities, Many AFA
Chapters invited the families to join in their
meetings. This gave family spokesmen an
opportunity to emphasize that the POW sit-
uation was not a remote problem but rather
one of direct concern to every citizen.
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An outstanding example was the campaign,
led by Georgia’s State AFA President Willlam
H. Eelly, who Is a colonel in the Georgia Air
National Guard. Colonel Eelly and his State
and Chapter officers developed a plan to dis-
tribute reprints through individuals and
through regional and statewide groups. Colo-
nel Kelly sent messages and reprints to all
members of Georgia's Press and Broadcasting
Associations; to 550 top Jaycee members; to
100 key members of the Retired Officers As-
sociation living in the state; to religious and
youth groups; and to many others. Chapters,
meanwhile, concentrated on local media, or-
ganizations, and civic leaders.

Other AFA units throughout the country
took up the POW cause. In Michigan, for
example, State AFA President Majorie O.
Hunt sent out some 600 news releases to all
newspapers and radio and TV stations in the
state. She included a letter explaining AFA,
and a list of Chapter presidents who could
be contacted for local information. She also
appeared on an hour-long broadcast on radio
statlon WMUZ in Detroit, and made a tape
for another station,

Dallas, Tex., Chapter President Brig. Gen.
Herbert G. Bench, USAF (Ret.), sent a re-
print of the Stockstiil article to each Chapter
member urging them to write letters to for-
elgn governments and to selected publica-
tions, and to keep the reprints avallable in
thelr offices. In neighboring Fort Worth,
Gordon Brownlee distributed 1,500 reprints
and got excellent coverage in that city’s news
media.

In early March, George J. Burrus, III,
President of the Cape Canaveral Chapter and
Chairman of AFA's Florida State POW Letter
Committee, reported that a community-wide
project in his area had succeeded in obtain-
ing nearly 25,000 signatures on petitions, and
that local school children were writing let-
ters. Chapters across the state are actively
supporting this program.

Ten wives of men listed as missing in ac-
tion or prisoners of war live in the Tucson,
Ariz., area, AFA’s Tucson Chapter has in-
vited these wives to all its functions, The
Chapter has helped raise funds so four of the
wives could visit the capitals of the free
world to tell their stories.

The Spokane, Wash., Chapter, under the
leadership of Vernon L. Gomes, Chairman of
their POW committee, and in cooperation
with the Armed Services Committee of the
Spokane Chamber of Commerce, conducted
a successful fund-raising drive to help pay
expenses for other wives and a mother of a
prisoner of war to make a similar trip.

These are only representative examples of
nationwide AFA programs to publicize the
plight of American prisoners of war in South-
east Asla and to assist their families. This
report would be incomplete, however, with-
out mention of the outstanding program of
the Eglin, Fla., Chapter of AFA.

Col. Harry Q3. Howton, USAF (Ret.), with
the help of Chuck Widaman, Eglin Chapter
President, and Herbert “Bud"” West, Florida
State AFA immediate Past President, helped
develop a model program of action, and pub-~
lished a twenty-four-page brochure describ-
ing in detail what concerned citizens can do
to help. The program involves the League of
Familles, the Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field
Officers’ Wives Clubs and NCO Wives Clubs,
religious groups, the news media, and many
other organizations. Colonel Howton serves
as Area Coordinator for the program.

The brochure, which has been widely dis-
tributed, includes information on MIA/POWSs
sample letters and resolutions with suggested
addresses, and much other valuable informa-
tion. The Eglin group also printed bumper
stickers to help keep this problem always In
the public’s mind. Detalls on the program
can be had by writing: Eglin Chapter, AFA,
P.O. Box 176, Shalimar, Fla. 32579.

Many other organizations are now involved
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in the campaign on behalf of the POWs. In-
cluded in these are veterans and other
patriotle groups, such as United We Stand,
the national Jaycees, and chambers of com-
merce and local groups in communities
across the nation. On April 8, Maj. Gen.
Winston P. Wilson, Chief of the National
Guard Bureau, in a letter to the Adjutants
General of all states, announced a “Show
Your Concern” campaign, to be conducted
on a voluntary basis by Guard personnel
within their local communities.

Have we accomplished our mission? The
answer, obviously, is no.

Have we been of any heilp? Yes, but it
should be borne In mind that we still have
a long way to go.

There has been what DoD officials term a
“significant increase” in letters received by
families of men held prisoner, starting in
November 1969, after publication of “The
Forgotten Americans,” but this is consid-
ered only a start. In testimony before the
House Committee on Armed Services on
March 6, Richard G. Capen, Jr., Special
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for
Legislative Affairs, testified:

“It must be pointed out that the Geneva
Convention clearly specifies that a prisoner
of war should be allowed to write not less
than six letters and cards per month. In
the five years our men have been held cap-
tive, only about 175 individuals have been
allowed to write. Their families have received
about 1,100 letters. Usually the frequency for
those few letters has been around one or two
letters per year.

“If the men we believe to be prisoners were
allowed to write as dictated by the Geneva
Convention,” he continued, “their familles
should recelve some 6,000 to 8,000 letters per
month. But there have been only 1,100 in a
total of five years.”

The provision for treatment of prisoners of
war as prescribed in the Geneva Conventions
of 1949, which have been signed by more than
120 nations, including the U.S. and North
Vietnam, calls for the immediate release of
sick and injured, impartial inspection of
prisoner facilities, the complete identifica-
tion of men held, and affirms the right of
prisoners to correspond with their families.

According to DoD figures released on May
8 (as of May 2), the total number of US serv-
icemen classified as prisoners or missing in
action was 1,646, More than half—783—are
Air Force (see following table).

Of the 450 servicemen DoD believes to be
prisoners, 228 are Air Force. Of the remain-
der, 144 are Navy, fifty-five are Army, and
twenty-three are Marines,

A total of 1,096 servicemen are missing
and thought to be captive—555 from the Air
Force, 337 Army, 112 Navy, and ninety-two
Marines.

In March, an Army sergeant passed his
sixth year In captivity. Twenty-one others
have been prisoners or missing for more than
five years.

A total of thirty-one Americans have been
released by hostile forces to date—nine were
released by Hanoi and twenty-two by the
Viet Cong in South Vietnam.

At the May 1 rally, H. Ross Perot put forth
his analysis of North Vietnam's leaders. They
are not concerned with prisoners—theirs or
ours, he sald. They refuse to acknowledge
the some 33,000 North Vietnamese and Viet
Cong held by the South Vietnamese, and can-
not comprehend that the American public,
or our government, would be concerned
about *just 1,500” servicemen. Prisoners are
useful to the Communists only for propa-
ganda purposes or as pawns.

Mr. Perot emphasized, as did all rally
speakers, that the leaders In Hanol must be
convinced that the American people and

their leaders are truly concerned over “just
1,600" men. He declared that elected leaders

must speak out, and the public must write
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letters, so that the message will be unmis-
takable, Permanent alienation of all Amer-
icans by the government in Hanol is “a risk
they cannot take, over ‘just 1,500" men,"” Mr.
Perot said. “They’re counting on us to pro-
tect them from the Chinese over the long
haul.”

In a recent review of AFA's efforts in sup-
port of this campaign, AFA President
Hardy sald, “We've got to continue to en-
courage our members, to publicize this prob-
lem in their communities, and to get every-
one to write to Hanol and to other govern-
ments. I know it takes time, but as we were
reminded at the rally, the prisoners have lots
of time, just sitting in their cells.”

The mission for the future, then, is clear.
More Americans must get involved and ex-
press their concern. According to the Air
Force Judge Advocate General's Office, “There
is no public-affairs objection to a military
person, as an individual citizen and even us-
ing his military rank and/or title, expressing
his opinion to a foreign government on the
POW 1issue.” It did caution, however, that
"“actual content of the letters must be re-
stricted to the subject of humane treatment
of POWs by North Vietnam and must not
invade the political arena.”

The government in North Vietnam must
be made to believe that 200,000,000 Ameri-
cans are concerned about “just 1,600” of their
countrymen. That is a goal to which AFA
is dedicated.

THE UPWARD TREND IN LETTER WRITING

1964 1965 1966 1567JF 1963)F 19691

Number of men

classified as

POW'soras

missing in action. 22
Number of men

writing letters

during the year2. 19 47,798 94
Number of men

writing letters for

the first time. 3 23 114
Total number of

letters received

by families__._.__

173 472 878 1,243

208
165

256 699

1 Fgum for 1969 are still incomplete, since letters written

by POW’s late in the year are still being received by families.

2 This tabulation does not necessarily derive from the row
below it, as a cumutative total, since some families received mail
on a one-time-only basis.

USAF's PRISONERS OF WAR OR MISSING IN
AcTtiON

(As of May 2, 1870, the following men of
the United States Air Force—listed here
alphabetically by last name—were carried by
the Department of Defense as either prison-
ers of war or missing in action and belleved
captured by hostile forces in Southeast Asia.

(Because this is the first known compila-
tion of USAF personnel to be published DoD
has asked, for security reasons, that we not
identify specific individuals they have rea-
son to belleve are prisoners. We have com-
plied with this request, knowing that many
of the names of known POWSs have been pub-
licly released on an individual basis. We do
not wish to jeopardize, in any way, the life
or well being of any man now held prisoner
or who might be captured in the future.

(Some of the names are followed by refer-
ence ! which indicates that the family of
that man either has recelved mail from him
or has been notified by an American pacifist
group that such malil is en route. The names
marked with the references were released to
news media by the pacifist group on three
recent dates—January 15, March 11, and
March 27. In addition, the January 15 release
also included the names of five servicemen
(three of them Ailr Force personnel) who
were listed by the North Vietnamese as dead.
The three USAF members so designated, still
officlally listed by DoD as “missing in action,”
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are ldentified below by reference?—The
editors.)

Abbott, Joseph 8., Jr., Maj.}, Abbott, Rob-
ert Archie, 1st Lt!, Abbott, Wilfred Keese,
Maj., Adachl, Thomas Y., SSgt., Adam, John
Quincy, Sgt., Adams, Samuel, TSgt.,, Adams,
Steven Harold, 8Sgt., Alberton, Bobby Joe,
TSgt., Albright, John Scott IT, 1st Lt., Alfred,
Gerald Oak, Jr., Capt., Allee, Richard K.,
Maj., Allen, Henry L., 1st Lt., Allen, Thomas
Ray, Capt., Allinson, David Jay, Maj., Am-
mon, Glendon Lee, Ma)., Anderson, Warren
Leroy, Maj., Andrews, Anthony Charles,
Capt.’, Andrews, Stuart Merril, Lt. Col., An-
drews, Willlam Richard, Maj., Angstadt,
Ralph Harold, Maj., Apodaca, Victor Joe, Jr.,
Capt., Appleby, Ivar Dale, Maj., Applehans,
Richard Duane, Capt., Armstrong, John Wil-
liam, Col., Asire, Donald Henry, Col.

Atterberry, Edwin Lee., Maj., Austin, Char-
les David, Capt., Austin, Joseph Clalr, Lt.
Col., Austin, Willlam Renwick II, Capt.,
Ayers, Richard L., Maj., Backus, Kenneth
Frank, Capt., Bagley, Bobby Ray, Lt. Coll,
Balley, John Edward, Capt., Baker, Arthur
Dale, Capt., Baker, Elmo Clinnard, Maj2,
Balamotl, Michael, Maj., Balcom, Ralph Carol,
Maj., Baldridge, John R., Jr., 1st Lt., Ballard,
Arthur T., Jr., Maj., Bannon, Paul W., Maj.,
Barbay, Lawrence, Maj., Bare, William Orlan,
Capt., Barnett, Robert Warren, Ma].!, Barras,
Gregory I., Maj., Barrett, Thomas Joseph,
Capt?, Baugh, William Joseph, Maj., Bean,
James Ellis, Col., Begley, Burriss Nelson, Lt.
Col., Belcher, Glenn Arthur, Capt., Belcher,
Robert Arthur, Maj., Bennett, William
George, Lt. Col., Berg, Kile Dag, Capt., Berger,
James Robert, Capt.}

Bergevin, Charles Lee., 1st Lt., Beyer,
Thomas John, Capt., Biediger, Larry William,
Maj., Bifolchi, Charles Lawrence, Capt., Biss,
Robert Irvin, Captl!, Black, Arthur Neil,
SSgt.!, Blackwood, Gordon Byron, Capt.,
Blair, Charles Edward, Lt. Col,, Blevins, John
Charles, Capt.,, Bliss, Ronald Glenn, Captl,
Bodahl, John Keith, Capt., Boglages, Cristos
C., Jr.,, Maj., Bolstad, Richard Eugene, Majl,
Bomar, Jack Willlamson, Lt. Coll, Booth,
James Ervin, Capt., Borden, Murray Lyman,
Capt. Borling, John Lorin, Captl, Mors,
Joseph Chester, Maj., Bossio, Galileo Fred, Lt.
Col.,, Boston, Leo Sydney, Maj., Boyd, Charles
Graham, Captl, Boyer, Terry Lee, Capt.,
Branch, James Alvin, Maj., Brand, Joseph
William, Lt. Col., Brashear, Willam James,
Maj., Brazelton, Michael Lee, Capt., Brazik,
Richard, Capt., Brennan, Herbert Owen,
Col.,, Brenneman, Richard Charles, Captt,
Bridger, Barry Burton, Capt. Brinckmann,
Robert Edwin, Lt. Col.

Brodak, John Warren, Capt., Brooks, Wil-
liam L., Maj., Brown, Earl C., Capt., Brown,
Wendell L., Capt., Brown, Wilbur Ronsald,
Capt.! Browniee, Charles Richard, Maj.,
Brucher, John Martin, Capt., Brudno, Ed-
ward Alan, Capt.! Brunstrom, Alan Leslie,
Maj.;! Buchanan, Hubert Elliott, Capt., Burd,
Douglas Glenn, 1st Lt., Burdett, Edward
Burke, Col.,, Burer, Arthur Willlam, Maj.,
Burkart, Charles W., Jr., Maj., Burns, Don-~
ald Ray, Lt. Col,, Burns, Michael Thomas,
Capt.,! Burroughs, William David, Lt. Col.}
Busch, Jon Thomas, Capt, Bush, John
Robert, Capt., Bush, Robert Edward, Maj.,
Butler, Willlam Wallace, Capt., Butt, Richard
Leigh, Capt, Bynum, Neil Stanley, 1st Lt.,
Byrne, Ronald Edward, Jr., Lt. Col.! Callies,
Tommy ILeon, Capt, Campbell, Burton
Wayne, Capt.,! Campbell, Clyde William, 1st
Lt., Campbell, William Edward, Lt. Col,

Capling, Elwyn Rex,, Maj, Cappell,
Charles Edward, Maj., Caras, Franklin Angel,
Maj., Carrier, Daniel Lewls, Capt., Carrigan,
Larry Edward, Capt., Carroll, Patrick Henry,
1st Lt., Carter, James Louls, Lt. Col., Case,
Thomas Franklin, Maj., Casey, Donald Fran-
cls, Lt. Col.,, Chambers, Carl Dennis, Capt.,
Chambers, Jerry Lee, Maj., Cherry, Fred
Vann, Lt. Col.! Chesley, Larry James, Capt.,
Chesnutt, Chambless M., Capt., Chlarello,
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Vincent Augustus, Capt., Christensen, Dale,
MsSgt., Christiano, Joseph, Lt. Col., Chwan,
Michael Danield, Capt., Clafiin, Richard
Ames, Capt., Clapper, Gean Preston, TSgt.,
Clark, John C. Capt., Clark, John Walter,
Capt.! Clark, Lawrence, TSgt, Clark, Stanley
Scott, Lt. Col., Clark, Thomag E., Capt.

Clarke, Fred L., MsSgt., Clarke, George
William, Jr., Capt., Claxton, Charles Peter,
Maj., Clements, James Arlen, Maj.,! Coady,
Robert F., Capt., Cobeil, Earl Glenn, Maj.,
Collins, James Quincy, Jr., Ma}.! Collins,
Thomas Edward, III, Capt.;! Colwell, William
Kevin, MSgt.,, Condit, Douglas Cralg, Capt.,
Conkling Bernard, Maj., Conlon, John Fran-
cis, III, Capt., Conner, Lorenze, Capt., Con-
nolly, Vincent John, Maj., Cook, Glenn
Richard, 1st Lt., Cook, Kelly Francis, Lt. Col.,
Cook, William Richard, Lt. Col.,, Cooper,
Willlam Earl, Lt. Col.,, Copeland, H. C., Ma}.,
Corbitt, Gllland Wales, Lt. Col., Cordier,
Eenneth William, Capt., Cormier, Arthur,
TSgt.! Craner, Robert Roger, Maj., Crecca,
Joseph, Jr., Capt.! Crew, James Alan, Capt.,
Crews, John Huntter, III, Capt., Cross,
James E., Capt., Crossman, Gregory John,
Capt., Crosson, QGerald Joseph, Jr., Capt.,
Crow, Frederick Austin, Jr., Col.

Crumpler, Carl Boyette, Lt. Col!, Cruz
Carlos Rafael, Capt., Curtis, Thomas Jerry,
Maj.l, Cushman, Clifton Emmet, Capt., Cuth-
bert, Bradley Gene, Capt., Dafflron, Thomas
O., Capt., Dailey, Douglas Vincent, TSgt.,
Danielson, Benjamin, Capt., Darey, Edward
Joseph, TSgt., Dardeau, Oscar Moise, Jr., Maj.,
Daughtrey, Robert Norland, Majl, Dauten,
Frederick, Maj., Davies, John Owen, Capt.,
Davies, Joseph Edwin, Capt., Davis, Charlie
B., Lt. Col.,, Davis, Danlel Richard, 1st Lt.,
Davis, Edgar Felton, Maj., Davis, Gene Ed-
mond, TSgt.,, Davis Robert Charles, Capt.,
Day, George Everett, Lt. Col., Deichelmann,
SBamuel M., Capt., Dennany, James Eugene,
Maj., Derrickson. Thomas G., II, Capt., De-
Soto, Ernest L., Maj., Dewlispelaere, Rex. F.,
BSgt., Dexter, Bennie Lee, Sgt., DI Tommaso,
Robert Joseph, Capt., Diamond, Stephen
Whitman, Capt., Diehl, Willlam Calvin, Jr.,
Maj., Doby, Herb, Ma).

Dodge, Ward Eent, Lt. Col,?® Donshue,
Morgan Jefferson, 1st Lt., Donald, Myren Lee,
Capt., Dotson, Jefferson 8., 1st Lt., Doughty,
Daniel James, Maj., Dove, Jack Parls, Sr.,
Capt., Downing, Donald Willlam, Maj.,
Dramesi, John Arthur, Maj., Driscoll, Jerry
Donald, Capt.!, Duart, David Henry, Maj?,
Ducat, Bruce Chalmers, Capt., Dudash, John
Francis, Maj., Duffy, John E,, 1st Lt., Dugan,
Thomas Wayne, Maj., Dusing, Charles Gale,
TSgt., Dutton, Richard Allen, Maj.!, Duvall,
Dean Arnold, SSgt., Dyczkowskl, Robert Ray-
mond, Msaj., Earll, David John, Capt., Eaton,
Curtis Abbot, Maj.

Eaton, Norman Dale, Lt. Col., Echanis, Jo-
seph Yagnaclo, Capt., Eckley, Wayne Alvin,
TSgt., Edgar, Robert John, Capt., Edmund-
son, Willlam Rothrock, Capt., Edmunds,
Robert Clifton, Jr., Capt., Ellers, Dennis Lee,
Capt., Elliot Robert Malcolm, Ma)., Ellis, Jef-
frey Thomas, Capt.}, Ellis, Leon Francis Jr.,
Capt., Elzinga, Richard G., Capt., Engelhard,
Erich Carl, Maj., Espensied, John Lee, Maj.,
Everson, David, Ma)., Evert, Lawrence Gerald
Capt., Fallon, Patrick Martin, Col., Fanning,
Joseph Peter, 1st Lt., Featherston, Fielding
W.. Capt., Fellenz, Charles R., TSgt., Fellows,
Allen Eugene, Maj., Fer. John, Capt., Fergu-
son, Douglas, 1st Lt., Fieszel, Clifford Wayne,
Capt., Finlay, John Sewart, III, Lt. Col.!, Fin-
ney, Arthur Thomas, Lt. Col., Fisher, Donald
Ellis, Lt. Col., Fisher, Donald G., Maj., Pish-
er, Eenneth, Maj., Pitton, Crosley James, Jr.,
Ma]., Fleenor, Kenneth Raymond, Lt. Col3,
Flesher, Hubert Eelly, Ma}.,, Flom, Fredric
Russell, Capt.

Flynn, John Peter, Col.!, Fobalr, Roscoe
Henry, Maj., Foley, Brendan Patrick, Maj.,
Forby, Willis Ellis, Maj., Ford, David Edward,
Captl, Foster, Paul Leonard, SSgt., Fowler,
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Henry Pope, Jr,, Capt!, Francisco, San De-
wayne, Capt., Franklin, Charles Edward, Ma].,
Frederick, Peter Joseph, Lt. Col., Frederick,
Willlam V. Maj., Fullam, Wayne Eugene,
Maj., Fuller, William Otis, Ma].

Gaddis, Norman Carl, Coll, Galbraith, Rus-
sell Dale, Capt., Ganley, Richard O., Capt.,
Gerndt, Gerald Lee, Capt., Getchell, Paul
Everett, Capt., Gideon, Willard Selleck, Maj.,
Gilchrist, Robert Michael, Capt. Gillen,
Thomas, E., Maj., Gist, Tommy Emer-
son, Capt., Glover, Calvin Charles, TSgt.,
Golberg, Lawrence Herbert, Ma)]., Gomeg,
Robert A., 1st Lt., Goodrich, Edwin Riley, Jr.,
Maj., Goss, Bernard Joseph, Maj., Gourley,
Laurent L., Capt., Govan, Robert Allen, Ma].,
Grace, James Willlam, Capt., Graham, Den-
nis Lee, Capt., Gray, David Fletcher, Jr.,
Capt.l, Gray, James A., Capt., Green, Norman
Morgan, Col., Greene, Charles Edward, Jr.,
Maj., Gregory, Robert Raymond, Maj.,
Grenzebach, Earl W., Jr., Ma)., Grewell, Larry,
TSgt., Grubb, Peter Arthur, Capt., Grubb,
Wilmer Newlin, Maj., Gruters, Guy Dennis,
Capt., Guarino, Lawrence Nicholas, Lt. Coll,
Guillermin, Louis Fulda, Capt., Guillet, An-
dre Roland, 8Sgt., Guttersen, Laird, Maj.!,
Guy, Theodore Wilson, Col.

Hackett, Harley B., III, Capt., Hagerman,
Robert Warren, Lt. Col., Hail, Willlam War-
ren, Maj., Hall, Donald Joe, TSgt., Hall, Fred-
erick M., 1st Lt., Hall, George Robert, Maj.?,
Hall, James Shreve, TSgt., Hall, Eeith Nor-
man, Maj!, Hamilton, Eugene David, Ma]j.,
Hamilton, John Smith, Lt. Col., Hamm, James
Edward, Capt., Hanley, Larry James, Capt.,
Hanson, Thomas Patterson, Capt., Hardy,
John EKay, Jr., 1st Lt., Harley, Lee Dufford,
Capt., Harris, Carlyle Smith, Maj.!, Harris,
Cleveland Scott, Capt., Harrls, Stephen W.,
8Sgt., Harrold, Patrick K., 1st Lt., Hartness,
Gregg, Capt., Hartney, James Cuthbert, Lt.
Col.,, Harworth, Elroy Edwin, TSgt., Has-
senger, Arden EKelth, MSgt., Hatcher, David
Burnett, Maj.!, Hauer, Leslle John, Lt, Col.,
Hawkins, Edgar Lee, Capt., Helliger, Donald
Lester, Maj., Heiskell, Lucius Lamar, Capt.,
Held, John Wayne, Maj, Helmich, Gerald
Robert, Maj., Helwig, Roger D., Capt., Hen-
ninger, Howard William, Maj., Hensley, Ron-
nie L., 8Sgt., Hensley, Thomas Truett, Capt.,
Herrick, James Wayne, Jr,, 1st Lt., Herrold,
Ned Raymond, Capt., Hesford, Peter Dean,
Capt.

Hess, Frederick W., Jr., Capt., Hess, Jay
Criddle, Maj., Hestle, Roosevelt, Jr., Lt. Col.,
Hicks, Terrin Dinsmore, Maj., Hill, Howard
John, Capt., Hill, Robert Laverne, MSgt.,
Hinckley, Robert Bruce, Capt, Hiteshew,
James Edward, Lt. Col.! Hivner, James Otls,
Masj., Hoff, Sammie Don, Capt., Hoffson, Ar-
thur Thomas, Capt.! Holland, Lawrence
Thomas, Maj., Holley, Tilden Stewart, Maj.,
Holmes, David Hugh, Capt., Holmes, Lester
Evan, Lt. Col.,, Holton, Robert Edwin, Capt.,
Hopper, Earl Pearson, Jr., Capt. Horinek,
Ramon Anton, Maj,! Horne, Stanley Henry,
Maj., Hoskinson, Robert Eugene, Maj,
Hrdllcka, Davis Louis, Ma]., Hubbard, Edward
Lee, Capt.! Hughes, James Lindberg, Lt. Col.}
Hughey, Eenneth Raymond, Maj., Huney-
cutt, Charles J., Jr.,, Capt., Hunter, Russell
Palmer, Jr., Ma]j., Ingvalson, Roger Dean, Lt.
Col. ! Ireland, Robert N., MSgt., Irsch, Wayne
Charles, Capt., James, Gobel Dale, Maj.;! Jar-
vis, Jeremy Michael, Capt., Jayroe, Julius
Skinner, Maj.! Jefferson, James Milton, Capt.,
Jefferson, Perry Henry, Capt., Jeffords, Der-
rell Blackburn, Lt. Col., Jeffrey, Robert Dun-
can, Capt.! Jensen, George William, Lt. Col.,
Jensen, Jay Roger, Ma].;' Jekell, Eugene Mil-
lard, Capt., Johns, Paul Frederick, Ma),
Johnson, Harold Eugene, Capt.! Johnson,
Samuel Robert, Lt. Col.! Jones, Louis Farr,
Lt. Col.,, Jones, Murphy Neal, Capt.} Jones,
Robert Campbell, Capt.,! Jones, Willlam Eu-
gene, Capt., Jourdenais, George Henry, Capt.

Eahler, Harold, Lt. Col.,, Earl, Paul An-
thony, Maj.;* Karins, Joseph John, Jr., Capt.,
Earst, Carl Frederick, Lt. Col., Easler, James
Helms, Lt. Col.;! Kearns, Joseph Thomas, Jr.,
Ma)., Eeirn, Richard Paul, Maj.,* Eeller, Wen-
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dell Richard, Maj., Eemmerer, Donald Rich-
ard, Capt., Kerr, Everett Oscar, Capt., Eerr,
John C. G., Maj,, Kerr, Michael Scott, Capt.!
Eetterer, James Alan, Capt., Elbbey, Richard
Abbott, Maj., Eiefel, Ernest Phillip, Jr., Maj.,
Kilcullen, Thomas Michael, Capt., Killian,
Melvin Joseph, Col., King., Charles Douglas,
Bgt., King, Donald Lewis, Ma]., Einkade, Wil-
liam Louis, Capt., Eirk, Thomas Henry, Jr.,
Lt. Col., Klein, Russell L., MSgt., Elemm,
Donald Martin, Maj., Klenda, Dean Albert,
Capt,, Elinck, Harrlson Hoyt, Ma)., Eline,
Robert Earl, Lt. Col., Klingner, Michael, 1st
Lt., Enapp, Herman Ludwig, Lt. Col., Ene-
bel, Thomas Edward, BSgt., Enight, Larry
Dale, Capt., Enight, Roy Abner, Jr,, Maj.,
Eommendant, Aado, Capt., Eoonce, Terry
Treloar, Capt., Eosko, Walter, Capt., Eramer,
Galand Dwight, Capt., Eryszak, Theodore
Eugene, Maj., Ewortnik, John Charles, Ma].

Ladewig, Melvin Earl, Capt., Lamar, James
Lasley, Lt. Col,, Lane, Charles, Jr., Capt.,
Lane, Michael Christopher, Capt.! Lane,
Mitchell Sim, Capt., Larson, Gordon Albert,
Lt. Col.! Lasiter, Carl Willlam, Maj., Law-
rence, Bruce Edward, Capt., Lebert, Ronald
Merl, 1st Lt.! Leetun, Darel Dean, Maj., Le-
fever, Douglas Paul, Capt., Lehnhoff, Edward
W., Jr., Capt., Lengyel, Lauren Robert, Capt.!
Leonard, Edward Watson, Jr., Capt., Lewls,
James Wimberley, Maj., Lewis, Merrill Ray-
mond, Jr.,, Maj.,, Ligon, Vernon Payton, Jr.,
Col., Lillund, William Allan, Capt., Lilly,
Warren Robert, Ma].! Lindsey, Marvin Nelson,
Maj., Lindstrom, Ronnie, 1st Lt., Lint, Donald
M., Sgt., Lockhart, Hayden James, Jr., Capt.!
Long, John Henry Sothorn, Capt., Long,
Stephen Glen, 1st Lt., Luckl, Albin, E., Capt,,
Luna, Carter Puryvis, Lt. Col., Luna, Donald
A., Capt., Luna, Jose David, Capt.!

Lunsford, Herbert Lamar, Lt. Col., Lurie,
Alan Pierce, Maj., Lyon, Donavan Loren, Maj.,
MacCann, Henry Elmer, Maj., Macko,
Charles, Ma)., Maddox, Notley Gwynn,
Lt. Col.,, Madison, Thomas Mack, It.
Col., Madison, William Louis, TSgt., Mag-
nusson, James A., Jr., Maj.,, Mahan, Douglas
F., Capt., Makowskl, Louis Frank, Lt. Col,!
Mallon, Richard J., Capt., Mamiya, John Mi-
chio, MSgt., Martin, John Murray, Maj.,
Martin, Larry Eugene, Capt., Martin, Russell
Dean, Capt., Mascari, Phillip Louis, 1st Lt.,
Mason, William Henderson, Lt. Col., Massucei,
Martin John, Capt., Masterson, Michael John,
Capt., Mastin, Ronald Lambert, Capt.! Mat-
thes, Peter R., 1st Lt., Mauterer, Oscar, Lt.
Col., Maxwell, Samuel Chapman, Maj., Mayer-
cik, Ronald Michael, Capt., McCleary, George
Carlton, Col., McCrary, Jack, MSgt., McCub-
bin, Glenn Dewayne, Capt., McCuistion,
Michael K., Capt.! McDaniel, Morris L., Jr.,
Maj., McDaniel, Norman Alexander, Capt.!
MecDonald, Emmett Raymond, Capt., Mc-
Donald, Eurt Casey, Maj.,, McElhanon, Mi-
chael Owen, Maj., McGouldrick, Francis J.,
Jr., Maj., McEenney, Kenneth Dewey, SSgt.,
McEnight, George Grigsby, Maj., McManus,
Kevin Joseph, Capt., McNish, Thomas
Mitchell, Capt.! McPhail, Willlam Thomas,
Capt.,, Meadows, Eugene Thomas, Capt.,
Means, William Harley, Jr., Maj.,, Mearns,
Arthur Stewart, Lt, Col,* Mechenbier, Edward
John, Captt

Mellor, Fredric Moore, Maj., Menges, George
Bruce, Capt., Meroney, Virgil Kersh III, 1st
L$., Merritt, Raymond James, Lt. Col., Metz,
James Hardin, Lt. Col., Meyer, Alton Benno,
Capt., Meyer, William Michael, Maj., Mid-
night, Francis Barnes, Capt., Milikin, Richard
M. III, Capt., Miller, Carl Dean, Maj., Mil-
ligan, Joseph Edward, Capt., Mims, George
Ivison, Jr., Capt., Mitchell, Albert Cook, Maj.,
Mitchell, Thomas Barry, Capt. Moe, Thomas
Nelson, Capt.! Monlux, Harold Deloss, 1st Lt.!
Moore, Herbert William, Jr., Capt., Moore,
Thomas, MSgt.,, Morgan, Burke Henderson,
Capt., Morgan, Charles Elzy, Maj.,, Morgan,
Edwin Everton, MSgt., Morgan, Herschel
Scott, Maj., Morgan, James Sheppard, Maj.,
Morgan, Thomas Raymond, Maj., Morley,
Charles P, 1st Lt., Morrill, Merwin Lamphrey,
Maj., Morrison, Glenn Raymond, Jr., Capt.,
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Morrison, Joseph Castleman, Maj., Mullins,
Harold Eugene MSgt,, Mundt, Henry, Gerald
II, 1st Lt., Myers Armand Jesse, Maj.,! Myers
Glenn Leo, Capt.?

Nasmyth, John Heber, Jr., Capt.! Neeld,
Bobby Gene, Lt. Col., Nellans, William Lee,
Capt., Nelson, Willlam Humphrey, Col,,
Neuens, Martin James, Capt.,! Newcomb, Wal-
lace Grant, Capt,, Newsom, Benjamin Byrd,
Lt., Col.,, Nichols, Hubert C., Jr., Lt. Col,,
Nix, Cowan Glenn, Maj.! Nobert, Graig
Roland, Capt., Norris, Thomas Elmer, Maj.,
North, Eenneth Walter, Maj.

O’Grady, John Francis, Lt. Col., Odell, Don-
ald Eugene, Maj.;! Olds, Ernest Arthur, Maj.,
Olson, Gerald Everett, Capt., Ortiz, Jose H. 1st
Lt., Osborne, Edwin Nelms, Jr.,, Maj.,, Over-
look, John Francis, Maj., Owens, Joy Leonard,
Lt., Col.

Pabst, Eugene Matthew, Capt., Packard,
Ronald Lyle, Capt., Page, Albert Linwood, Jr.,
Capt., Page, Gordon Lee, Maj., Palmer, Gil-
bert Swain, Maj., Palmgren, Edwin David,
Col., Panek, Robert J., Sr., Capt., Parker,
Frank C. III, Capt., Parker, Woodrow Wilson
II, Capt, Parrott, Thomas Vance, Capt.?
Parsley, Edward Milton, TSgt., Pasekoff, Rob-
ert Edward, Maj., Pate, Gary, SSgt., Pauley,
Marshall Irvin, TSgt., Paxton, Donald Elmer,
Lt. Col., Pearson, Robert Harvey, Capt., Pear-
son Wayne Edward, Capt.

Peel, Robert Delayney, Capt! Pemberton,
Gene Thomas, Lt. Col. Perkins, Glendon Wil-
liam, Maj! Ferme, Elton Lawrence, Maj.
Petersen, Gaylord Dean, Capt. Peterson, Del-
bert Ray, Capt. Peterson, Douglas Brian, Maj2
Pietsch, Robert Edward, Capt. Pike, Peter X.
Capt. Pitchford, John Joseph, Jr., Maj: Pit-
man, Peter Potter, Capt. Pittmann, Alan Dale,
SSgt. Pogreba, Dean Andrew, Col. Pollack,
Melvin, Capt.! Pollard, Ben Marksbury, Maj.
Pollin, George Johnn, Capt. Pobster Russell
Arden Maj. Harmon, 1st Lt. Poor, Russel Ar-
den,, Maj. Potter, William Tod, Capt. Powell,
Lynn Kesler, Capt. Powell, Willlam Elmo,
Capt. Preston, James Arthur, TSgt, Pugh,
Dennis G., 1st Lt. Purcell, Robert Baldwin,
Maj.! Pyle, Darrell Edwin, Capt. Pyle, Thomas
Shaw, Capt.! Pyles, Harley Boyd, Maj.

Rackley, Inzar William, Jr., Maj. Ragland,
Dayton William, Lt. Col, Ralston, Prank Del-
zell, III, Capt, Rash, Melvin Douglas, Sgt.
Rausch, Robert E., Capt. Ray, James Edwin,
Capt.! Raymond, Paul Darwin, Capt. Read,
Charles H. W., Jr., Lt. Col. Reilly, Lavern
George, Lt. Col. Reltmann, Thomas Edward,
Maj. Renelt, Walter A., Lt. Col. Rex, Robert
Alan, 1st Lt. Rexroad, Ronald Reuel, Capt.
Reynolds, Jon Anzuena, Capt.! Richardson,
Floyd Whitley, Lit. Col. Rickel, David J., Capt.
Ringsdorf, Herbert Benjamin, Capt! Risner,
Robinson, Col. Robertson, John Leighton,
Maj. Robinson, Eenneth Dale, Willlam An-
drew, TSgt.! Roby, Charles Donald, Lt. Col.
Rocket, Alton O., Jr,, Capt. Rodriguez, Al-
bert Eduardo, Capt. Romero, Victor, Sgt.
Rose, Luther Lee, MSgt. Rosenbach, Robert,
Capt. Ross, Joseph Shaw, Capt. Rowley,
Charles S., Lt. Col. Ruhling, Mark John, Capt.!
Runyan , Albert Edward, Lt. Col} Russell,
Donald M. Maj.

Sale, Harold Reeves, Jr., Capt. Salezarulo,
Raymond Paul, Jr., Capt. Sandvick, Robert
James, Maj. Sawhill, Robert Ralston, Jr., Lt.
Col.* Scharf, Charles Joseph, Maj. Schierman,
Wesley Duane, Maj. Schmidt, Norman, Lt. Col.
Schuler, Robert Harry, Jr., Capt. Scott, Martin
Ronald, Maj. Scungio, Vincent Anthony, Capt.
Seagroves, Michael Anthony, 1st Lt. Seeber,
Bruce Gibson, Maj! Sehonn, James Eldon,
Capt. Setterquist, Francis Leslie, Capt. Shan-
ahan, Joseph Francis, Capt.! Shattuck, Lewis
Wiley, Maj. Shelton, Charles Ervin, Maj.
Shingledecker, Armon D., Capt. Shively,
James Richard, Capt.! Shoneck, John Regi-
nald, TSgt. Sigler, Gary Richard, 1st Lt.! 81
jan, Lance Peter, Capt. Silva, Claude Arnold,
Capt. Sllver, Edward Dean, Maj. Simasa,
Thomas Willlam, Maj.! Simonet, Eenneth
Adrian, Lt. Col. Singer, Donald Maurice, Lt.
Col.? Singleton, Daniel Everett, Capt. Single-
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ton, Jerry Ellen, Capt. Sittner, Ronald Nich-
olas, Capt. Smith, Dewey Lee, Maj. Smith,
George Craig, Capt. Smith, Hallle William,
Capt. Smith, Harding Eugene, Sr., Lt. Col.
Smith, Harold Vietor, Maj. Smith, Harry Win-
fred, Capt. Smith, Herbert Eugene, MSgt.
Smith, Howard Horton, Lt. Col. Smith, Lewis
Philip, II, Capt. Smith Phillip E,, Maj. Smith,
Richard Dean, Capt. Smith Richard Eugene,
Jr. Maj.,, Smith Victor A, Capt. Smith,
Warren Parker, Jr., Maj. Smith, Wayne,
Ogden, Capt! Spilman, Dyke Augustus,
Capt. Spoon, Donald Rav, Capt. Springs-
ton, Theodore, Jr., Maj. Squire, Boyd Edwin,
Maj. St. Plerre, Dean Paul, Capt. Stanley,
Robert William, 1st Lt, Stavast, John Edward,
Lt. Col. Stearns, Roger H., Capt. Steen, Martin
Willlam, Maj. Stephensen, Mark Lane, Maj.
Sterling, Thomas James, Maj.?

Stewart, Peter Joseph, Col., Btewart, Robert
Allan, Maj., Stickney, Phillip Joseph, TSgt.,
Stine, Joseph Millard, Maj., Stirm, Robert
Lewis, Mesj.! Stischer, Walter Morris, Maj.,
Stockman, Hervey Studdle, Lt. Col., Stone-
braker, Kenneth Arnold, Capt., BStorey,
Thomas Gordon, Maj.,! Storz, Ronald Edward,
Maj., Stowers, Aubrey Eugene, Jr., Capt.,
Stroven, William Harry, Capt., Stubberfield,
Robert Austin, Maj., Stutz, Leroy Willlam,
Capt., Sullivan, Dwight Everett, Maj..* Sulli-
van, John Bernard, III, Capt.,, Sumpter,
Thomas Wrenne, Jr.,, Maj.,, Suprenant,
Charles, 1st Lt., Swanson, John Willard, Jr.,
Capt., Bwords, Smith, III, Maj.

Talley, Bernard Leo, Jr., Capt., Tapp, Mar-
shall Landis, Maj., Tatum, Lawrence Byron,
Lt. Col., Temperley, Russell Edward, Maj.!
Terrell, Irby David, Jr., Maj.,! Thomas, Een~
neth Deane, Jr., Capt., Thompson, George
Winton, Capt., Thompson, Willlam James,
Maj., Thornton, Larry C. MSgt., Thorsness,
Leo Keith, Maj.,! Tiffin, Rainford, Capt., Tip-
ping, Henry Albert, Maj., Tomes, Jack H,,
Maj., Torkelson, Loren Harvey, Capt.! Towle,
John OC., 1st Lt., Train, Steve W., 1st Lt.,
Trautman, Konrad Wigand, Maj.! Treece,
James Allen, Maj., Trier, Robert Douglas,
Capt., Tucel, Robert Leon, Capt., Tucker,
James Hale, Capt., Tyler, Charles Robert,
Maj., Tyler, George Edward, Maj.

Underwood, Paul Gerard, Lt. Col., Utley,
Russel Keith, Maj., Uyeyama, Terry Jun,
Maj.

Van Buren, Gerald Gordon, Capt., Van
Dyke, Richard Haven, Capt., Van Loan, Jack
Linwood, Maj., Venazi, Gerald Santo, Capt.,!
Vinson, Bobby Gene, Col,, Vissotzky, Ray-
mond Walter, Maj..! Vogel, Richard Dale,
Maj?

Waddell, Dewey Wayne, Maj.,! Waggoner,
Robert Frost, Maj.! Walker, Herbert C., Jr.,
Capt., Walker, Michael Stephen, Capt., Walk-
er, Samuel Franklin, Jr., TSgt., Waller, Ther-
man Morris, TSgt., Walling, Charles Milton,
Capt., Walsh, Richard Ambrose, ITI, Lt. Col.,
Waltman, Donald Glenn, Maj.,! Ward, Neal
Clinton, 1st Lt.,, Warren, Arthur Leonard,
Capt., Warren, Eryin, TSgt.,, Warren, Gray
Dawson, Capt., Waters, Samuel Edwin, Jr.,
Capt., Webb, Ronald John, Capt.! Welss-
mueller, Courtney Edward, Maj.,, Welch,
Robert John, Maj., Wells, Norman Louross,
Maj..! Welshan, John Thomas, Capt., Wenaas,
Gordon James, Maj.

Wendell, John Henry, Jr., Maj.,! Weskamp,
Robert Larry, Capt.,, West, John T., Capt,
Westbrook, Donald Elliot, Maj., White, James
B., Capt., Whitford, Lawrence W., Jr., Lt.
Col., Widdis, James Wesley, Jr., Capt., Wig-
gins, Wallace Luttrell, Capt., Wilburn, Wood-
row Hoover, Lt. Col., Wilke, Robert Frederick,
Col., Willett, Robert Vincent, Jr., 1st Lt.,
Williams, David Richard, Lt. Col., Williams,
Howard EKeith, Maj., Willlams, James Ellis,
TSgt., Willlams, James Randall, SSgt., Wil-
liamson, Don Ira, Maj., Wilson, Glenn Hu-
bert, Maj.! Wilson, Gordon Scott, Capt.,
Winn, David William, Col., Winston, Charles
C., II1, Capt., Wistrand, Robert Carl, Lt. Col.,
Wolfkeil, Wayne Benjamin, Maj., Wood, Don
Charles, Maj., Wood, Patrick Hardy, Ma}.,
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Wortham, Murray Lamar, Capt., Woznlak,
Frederick Joseph, Capt., Wright, Donald L.,
TSgt., Wright, Gary Gene, Lt. Col., Wright,
Jerdy Albert, Jr., Maj., Wright, Thomas
Thawson, Maj., Writer, Lawrence Daniel,
Capt.! Wrye, Blair Charlton, Aaj., Wynne,
Patrick Edward, Capt.

Young, James Faulds, Maj.}

Zook, David Hartzler, Jr., Ma}., Zook, Harold
Jacob, Capt., Zukowski, Robert John, Capt.

War PrisoNErs HAvE HuMan RicuTs Too
(By John F. Loosbroeck)

One can make a very good case, in purely
military terms for the missions into the
Parrot’s Beak and the Fishhook in Cambodia.
It is sound military doctrine to strike, and
strike hard, at an enemy’s supply caches and
his command and control centers. One has
only to recall the immense contribution to
the ending of our own Civil War, made by
Sherman’s March to the Sea. The history of
war is studded with other examples.

The box score on weapons, ammunition,
and food supplies already netted in the Cam-
bodian raids is impressive, and it is good to
know that a significant, though incalculable,
number of young Americans now serving in
South Vietnam will have their fair chance
of living to a ripe old age as a result of these
operations,

The political side effects of the Cambodian
raids are another matter. However one may
feel about the necessity for the action there,
its divisive impact on the American body
politic is as much a fact of life as are the
obvious military pulses involved in limiting
the enemy’s ability to hurt our own troops
and those of our allies.

One of the most distressing side effects we
have noted is the increasing tendency to
substitute knee-jerk reflexes for the rule of
reason, to replace honest debate with the
parroting of ersatz slogans. It is possible, we
feel, to be moved to sorrow and anger at the
unnecessary and tragic deaths of the four
Kent State students without betraying in any
way one’s belief that a Communist-dominat-
ed Asla would be a deadly perll, not only to
the United States, but to free men every-
where. But the polarization of our society is
making it ever more difficult to discuss almost
any issue from more than one point of view.

A friend of ours warned us years ago:
“When you walk down the middle of the road,
you can get hit from either side.” He was
right, and it saddens us to have to admit it.
But because he was right, important issues,
on which all Americans, regardless of color,
creed, or political persuasion, should be able
to unite, get lost in the shuffle.

A case in point is the plight of the Ameri-
eans who are known to be either prisoners
of the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong
or who are missing and believed to be prison-
ers. Only one week before the massive gather-
ing en the Ellipse protested the Cambodian
operations to the President, the natlon, and
the world, a much smaller, less vocal, and less
photographed crowd gathered only a block
away in Constitution Hall.

Families of the war prisoners and of the
men missing in action were there, from all
parts of the land. There were speeches, re-
quests for help, calls to action, and prom-
ises of support. But media coverage was
sparse and, we suspect, the Hanol govern-
ment was much more impressed and hard-
ened in its intransigence by what happened
on the Ellipse seven days later.

The Air Force Association and this maga-
zlne took the lead In the matter of the pris-
oners of war last fall when we published
in our October issue Lou Stockstill's magnifi-
cent article portraying their plight. Much
has happened since in a positive way, as is
outlined in detail beginning on page 32. But
what remains to be done shows clearly in
the statistics—thirty-one men have been re-
leased (nine by Hanoi and twenty-two others
by the Viet Cong in South Vietnam):; 450
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are still in prison to our certain knowledge;
and 1,096 more still languish in the shadowy
land of “missing in action,” leaving behind
women who know not whether they are wives
or widows.

There is much talk of human rights among
those who protest the war. But there also
is a basic human right involved in the matter
of the war prisoners. Any prisoner, no matter
how helnous his crime—whether he is Im-
prisoned for criminal, civil, or political rea-
sons, or whether he is a legitimate prisoner
of war—deserves the basic human rights
guaranteed by domestic and international
law. In the case of a prisoner of war, his
family is entitled by the Geneva Convention
to know where he is held, and to communi-
cate with him.

The North Vietnamese say our men are
not prisoners of war but war criminals, and
hence not protected by the Geneva Conven-
tion. That is pure hogwash. The Geneva Con-
vention does not go into the matter of the
legitimacy or lllegitimacy of a war. If a man
is in the military service, is wearing his
country’s uniform, and is captured, he is a
prisoner of war and entitled to humane
treatment under the Convention, which
North Vietnam has signed.

Burely here is a cause in which all Ameri-
cans can come together. We can appreciate
the purity of motive with which more and
more Americans are opposing the war in
Southeast Asia. This is their right and their
pri/llege. But we can also hope that the pro-
testors, who say they are so concerned and
who say they care so much, will direct at
least a portion of that concern and that care
toward their own countrymen whose basic
human rights are being trodden upon by the
country whose flag flew last month on the
Ellipsze.

If it is all well and good, when one disagrees
with the President of the United States, to
march on Washington and “tell it to Nixon,”
is it not even more pertinent and even more
constructive to take up the cause of the
American war prisoners and “tell it to Ha-
noi”?—END

WE MUST NOT LOSE MOMENTUM IN
THE PUSH FOR RATIFICATION OF
THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, For
the past 3 years I have daily urged the
Senate to take action on the genocide
and other human rights conventions.
With respect to the Genocide Conven-
tion, there has now been widespread sup-
port for this position in this administra-
tion, in previous administrations, among
many of the most prominent members of
the bar, among the press, and among
many of my constituents.

In April 1970, 2 days of hearings were
completed by the Special Foreign Rela-
tions Subcommittee on the Genocide
Convention. As with the hearings held
in 1950, that the large body of testimony
was in favor of the convention attests to
the intense interest in the convention
and the widespread support of basic hu-
man rights. Indeed, such resistance as
there is to ratification of this conven-
tion seems to have abated in the 20 years
since the original 1950 hearings.

I genuinely believe that this lessening
of resistance can be attributed to the
broader and deeper understanding of the
provisions of the convention. It is most
helpful that the provisions of the con-
vention which seemed to raise so many
questions and doubts have now been de-
bated and explained by a great many
eminent members and scholars of the
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bar,-officials of the administration, and
representatives in the United Nations.

Now that the momentum has been
built up for the most pertinent step to-
ward ratification—moving from the sub-
committee to the committee to the loor—
it is necessary to assure that the mo-
mentum grows to a force and speed
which will bring the measure to the floor
for debate and a vote before the end of
this Congress. Adjournment is perhaps
only 3 months away. I urge my fellow
Senators not to let this unique opportu-
nity for ratification slip away, Let us
make the Genocide Convention one of
the shining achievements of the 91st
Congress.

INADEQUATE FUNDING FOR MEDI-
CAL CARE OF VIETNAM VETERANS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on
June 1, 1970, I submitted for reprinting
in the ConGrEsstONAL REcORrRD the testi-
mony of the Senator from California
(Mr. CransTon), before the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Independent Of-
fices, on the medical budget for the
Veterans’ Administration. The state-
ment starts on page 17700 of the Recorp
for that date.

Senator CransToN has also prepared
backup material, in the form of ap-
pendices to his formal statement, pre-
senting in detail his justifications for
seeking an additional $189,172,000.

I ask unanimous consent to have those
appendixes printed in the REecorbp.

There be.ng no objection, the appen-
dixes were ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as foliows:

ArPENDIX I

(Additional funds for and other amend-
ments to V.A. 1971 appropriation in H.R.
17548, independent offices appropriations
bill, 1970—recommended by Sensator AvLaN
CransTOoN, May 27, 1970.)

A, MEDICAL CARE ITEM

1. Funds for 5000 additional general medi-
cal care personnel to bring overall hospital
staff ratio up to 1.7:1 (administration added
funds for 3600 positions and House commit-
tee/Teague amendment added funds for 1000
more, equalling 4600; cumulative personnel
increases sought by VA in FY 68 (3389), FY
69 (3376) and FY T0 (3588) total 10,351 less
866 added in FY 70 yleld a deficlency of 9485;
leaving about 5000 more funded positions
needed at approximately $10,300 per posi-
tion)—$51,500,000,

2, Funds for salaries to double present
spinal cord injury staffing ratios by end of
FY '71 (see item A5.d. for training funding
for these new personnel) (present VA SCI
staffing level is 1.02:1 bed; whereas ratio) (ex-
cluding research and teaching personnel) at
Institute of Physical Medicine Rehabilitation
(NYU) is 2.17:1; total salary costs for present
SCI 1145 FTE positions is $11,271,000 for FY
"70; approximately one half of this—increased
to $12,000,000 to cover 6 percent pay ralse—
is needed for salaries to reach 2:1 ratio)—
£6,000,000.

3. Funds to eliminate equipment and
maintenance and repair backlogs ($49,000,000
backlog reported to House Veterans Affairs
Committee by Administrator of Veterans Af-
fairs on April 14; $5,000,000 added in FY 70
supplemental and assuming 12,000,000 in
850 million requested by President and
granted by House and $10 million In House
committee/Teague amendment were for this
purpose, there now is $27 million provided
for this purpose; this leaves $22 million
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needed. for equipment; . in addition, HVAC
questionnaire to Hospital Directors showed
in 1970 deferred maintenance and repair
needs totalling $24,600,000 which are as yet
unfunded)—846,600,000.

4. Funds for dental care to eliminate June
30, 1870, case backlog and meet revised FY
71 caseload projection based on recent FY
70 experience (end FY 1970 case backlog esti-
mated at 44,700 examinations and 8600 treat-
ments and for FY 1971 25,000 more examina-
tions and 20,000 more treatments than orig-
inally projected; each fee examination costs
$20.88 and each fee treatment costs $23243,
requiring $8,722,000, House Committeee/
Teague amendment restored €3 million for
this purpose, leaving $5,722,000 still need-
ed)—85,722,000.

5. Education and Training:

a. Physician's Assistants (210 students, 84
instructors, supplies, and non-recurring
costs) —&4,830,000.

b. Allied Health Training (1274 trainees,
189 instructors, supplies and other costs, In
over 20 specialties) —$9,823,000.

c. Pilot Program to Train Health Special-
ists in Intensive Care (60 trainees, 24 in-
structors, equipment, space renovation, mis-
cellaneous)—#1,000,000.

d. Training of Spinal Cord Injury Person-
nel to double ratio at SCI centers (1145
trainees, 200 instructors, space renovation,
supplies, miscellaneous)—§4,000,000.

Subtotal $19, 123, 000

6. Activation of 1000 additional nursing
care beds (through conversion of unused
present hospital beds; FY 'T1 includes in-
crease of such 1155 beds)—$5,915,000.

$134, 860, 000

B. MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH ITEM

1. Amend title to edd “and Development”
(Present level of $59,200,000—a 3 percent
increase over FY 1970—representing an ac-
tual cutback In research givem 10 percent
inflation costs in research; provides for no
new appreciable research projects—"devel-
opment” function is to translate research
results directly to improvement of patient
care).

2. Add 20% for development generally
(Radlolsotope; atomic medicine; pulmonary
function labs; electron mieroscopy; auto-
mated laboratory procedures, and 65 medical
and 6 paramedical additional patient care/
research and education traineeships now ap-
proved by unfunded ($2,266,706) )—12,000,-
000.

3. Fund demonstration project for region-
alization in Los Angeles, Southern Central
California, area (Small construction projects,
communications and travel to combine serv-
ices of 5 hospitals and one domiciliary fa-
cility)—#$1,000,000.

4, New project to research and develop
method of transferring total communiiy-
based mental health concept (including at-
titudinal therapy program) to VA general
and NP hospitals to lead to more individual-
ized, sympathetic and compassionate care
(VA NP Hospital, Tuscalocsa, Alabama)—
$500,000.

B. Health jacilities and services delivery
R&D (Strongly recommended by former
Ass't., Sec'y. for Health and Sclentific Afrs.—
presently Chancellor of San Francisco Medi-
cal Center—Dr. Philip Lee)—§3,500,000.

Total (Brings research budget to

$76,000,000 figure sought origi-
nally by DM&S within VA)__ $17, 000, 000

C. MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANE-
OUS OPERATING EXPENSE ITEM

1. Restore amount originally soughi by
DM&S and cut within VA (In order to carry
out other recommended expanded medical
programs)—=$2,487,000.

2. Fund twenty-seven more personnel po-
sitions (architect/engineers) to carry out 37
of the designs in D.I (at $20,000 per slot—
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only six additional designs can be made by
present stafl)—8540,000.
$3, 027, 000
D. CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITAL AND DOMICILIARY
FACILITIES ITEM

1. Expedite design for air-conditioning of
43 VA hospitals qualifying for aircondition-
ing bul unairconditioned and without de-
signs (Listed In Appendix II; at $140,000 per
design)—$6,020,000.

2. Modernization of Brentwood NP Hospi-
tal—=5,000,000.

3. Design plan jor replacement hospital at
Bronz, New York (8% of estimated cost)—
$4,000,000.

4. Design plan for replacement hospital at
Wadsworth, L.A. VA Center, California (8%
of estimated cost—84,000,000.

$19, 020,000

E. GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES ITEM

1, Add to implement new “Outreach Serv-
ices Program” of P.L. 91-219 (VA estimate in
comment on proposed bill was $25,078,252;
2 years allowed for implementation)—
$12,5639,000.

2. Add funds for 200 more DVB field staff
to process benejit applications (to eliminate
continual overtime costs which for FY 1970
are estimated to be—#$3,150,000; cost of 200
staff full-time is about 30 percent cheaper
than overtime cost for same services and
about three new positions per fleld office)—
$2,226,000.

3. Add funds for 75 more clerical personnel
to process dental care additional authoriza-
tions (see item A.4: $6,600 per position—av-
erage of 115 persons needed at buslest 50
stations)—8500,000.

$15,265,000
F. NEW EDUCATION AND TRAINING

1. Establish separate appropriation bill
item for education and training of health
personnel ($99,786,000 included in initial FY
"T1 budget for E&T plus $19,123,000 proposed
to be added in item A.1; total to be earmarked
is 118,909,000 including adequate funds for
instructors).

2. Decrease total medical care item accord-
ingly (by #866,447,000; less than total of
initial E&T earmarking to preserve medical
care staff who were devoting some time to
teaching).
Grand total $189,172,000
PrOPOSED INCREASES TO ELIMINATE EQUIPMENT

REPLACEMENT BACKLOG
(Item A.3, Appendix I)

The Veterans Administration’s approxi-
mately #49 million equipment replacement
backlog which will exist at the beginning of
FY 1971 includes equipment which, having
lived its usual life according to established
tables of amortization, will become eligible
for possible replacement during the FY 1971.

According to studies made in the past to
determine the distribution of the nearly
£400,000,000 investment in personal prop-
erty, approximately 469 of this backlog, or
$22 million, consists of therapeutic and diag-
nostic equipment, such as:

Million
Beds and other wards and clinical fur-
niture and equipment
X-ray equipment
Blood and body chemistry analyses

and other automated Ilaboratory

equipment
Equipment required in surgery
Dental diagnostic and treatment

equipment By g

Studies indicate that approximately 559%
of this backlog, or about $27 million, consists
of general hosplital equipment, some major
categorles of which are:

Furniture for patient day recreation &
walting rooms, solaria, visitor areas,
libraries, quarters & offices
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Million
Machinery & equipment—therapy,
laundry, cleaning, food conveyors,
frozen food cabinets, dishwashers,
4.6

Ovens, ranges, stoves, bake shop and
kitchen equipment
Office machines and equipment.
APPENDIX IT
ProrosEp PIiLor PROGRAM TO TRAIN HEALTH
SPECIALISTS IN INTENSIVE CARE

(Item A.5c, Appendix I)
Instructional staff:
5 Physiclans

Subtotal
Trainee stipends:
60 trainees..
Equipment
Space renovation
Miscellaneous (contractual serv-
1008, e ) - e s

406, 769
62, 000
86, 250

55, 000

PROPOSED PHYSICIAN'S ASSISTANT PROGRAM
EXPANSION
(Item A.5.a., Appendx I)

For an additional $4.8 million, 42 physi-
clan’s assistant programs can be effectively
mounted, as follows:

. Radlologist's assistant.

. Physiclan’'s assistant (general).___._
. Surgical assistant

. Orthopedic assistant

. Pathologist's assistant

. Urulngiat‘s assistant

The estimated costs would be:

5 students per program x 42=210
students at $6,000

2 instructors per program x 42—
84 instructors at $15,000=___.

Supplies: $1,000 per student x 210
students=

Non-recurring costs, equipment
and space $50,000 per program
X 43=_

1, 260, 000
210, 000

2, 100, 000

Program sites would be as follows:
APPENDIX Il
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1. Radiologist's assistant (4): San Fran-
clsco, California, Indianapolis, Indians, Wood,
Wisconsin, Louisville, Eentucky.

2, Physiclan’s ass’t (gen’l) (11): Durham,
North Carolina, Birmingham, Alabama, Dal-
las, Texas, Houston, Texas, Buffalo, New
York, Iowa City, Iowa, Nashville, Tennes-
see, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, Minneapolis,
Minnesota, San PFrancisco, California, Seat-
tle, Washington.

3. Burgical assistant (10): Birmingham,
Alabama, Durham, North Carolina, Rich=-
mond, Virginia, Denver, Colorado, Seattle,
Washington, Chicago West Side, Illinois,
Iowa City, Iowa, Houston, Texas, Miami,
Florida, Nashville, Tennessee,

4. Orthopedic assistant (5) : Seattle, Wash-
ington, San Franclseco, California, Iowa City,
Iowa, Birmingham, Alabama, Chicago Re-
search, Illinols.

5. Pathologist’s assistant (9): Durham,
North Carolina, Eansas City, Eansas, Cleve-
land, Ohio, West Haven, Connecticut, Madi-
son, Wisconsin, Birmingham, Alabama,
Houston, Texas, Chicago West Slde, Illinois,
Salt Lake Clty, Utah.

6. Urologist's assistant (3): Minneapolls,
Minnesota, Memphis, Tennessee, Undesig-
nated.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED TRAINING OF ALLIED HEALTH AND SPECIALIZED MEDICAL SERVICE PERSONNEL (ITEMS A5 AND E1 OF APP. 1)

Field

Additional tunds required for—

Trainees

Instructors

Number Cost

Number

Space
Cost  modification  Other costs

Atrahali B
Blind specialist_ . ... ...
Dental training.
Electroencephalograph technician..
Histopathology technology... .
Inhalation therapy

Medical technology

Nuclear medicine technology..
Nurse anesthetist. ... ___
Pharmacist’s assistant.
Pharmacy interns and
Psychology . .

Basic nurse.._.......
Registered nurse

Practical nurse.........

Nursing intern

Nursing resident. __ . oo
Biomedical instrumentation technician_
Certified laboratory assistant. ..
Audiologist and speech pathologist
Dietatic intern

Occupational therapy

Rehabilitation technolo,

$120, 000
60,
405, 000 1
54, 000
27000 . . s 5
66, 000
216, 000 2
37 o0 I
180, 000 1

282

e8pyugBE 82
§§§§§§§§§§3§§§§§

20
1

150
20
10
20
90
10
45
80
150
80
150
8
50
6
25
40
80
15
50
67

—
=4
ath

6
5

2

5
3

e
4

000 e e S

$75, 000 $18, 000

182, 000 $225,000 330,000
20, 000 10, 000

TET 000 I 10,000
266, 000

20008 =TT
44

._.
ol
=

PIK

£

| §28888888

2BueBEss

5,427,000

189

2,707, 000 392, 000 767,000 9,293,000

t Basic nursing students are not paid stipends.

Note: The nontrainee costs do not pertain only to the increased numbers of trainees. They
are applicable also to the increased need for instructors, and so forth, for trainees already in the

RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED ADDITION OF
“DEVELOPMENT" TO RESEARCH ITEM
(Item B.1 and 2, Appendix I)

Two closely related issues are important
to current efforts to improve the quality of
health services in this country. The first is
concerned with the timely translation of
facts of scientific discovery into terms which
can be effectively utilized by doctors in the
day-to-day practice of medicine, The second
is concerned with refining and coordinating
methods, instruments, drugs, physical plants
and human resources for the delivery of
health services.

Accomplishing these goals is, In part, an
educational function. In equal or larger
part, however, it 1s a developmental func-
tion which bridges the gap separating the
practitioner of medicine from the biomedical
researcher. This gap has long been recog-
nized by industries of every type. Hence, re-
search budgets, both public and private, are
almost invariably coupled with funds for de-
velopment. The well-established practice of

system in order to improve quality of training. The funds indicated above will be used in all States

VA hospitals in all States.

Research and Development (R&D) funding
provides a practical mechaniem for the con-
version of sclentific knowledge to medieal
utility. In the iIndustrial, physical, pharma-
ceutical, engineering and other sclences, de-
velopmental costs usually run at least 4 to
5 times the cost of basic research.

The fallure to provide developmental funds
in the health services industry has been &
serious deterrent to progress in medicine.
Many excellent examples can be drawn from
experiences within the medical programs of
the Veterans Administration.

Some years ago, VA research was Instru-
mental in the discovery of basic facts, meth-
ods and instruments for the use of radiolso-
topes in the diagnosis and treatment of hu-
man iliness. In succeeding years there was an
inordinate lag in the practical application of
these modalities. They were no longer toplcs
of research, but neither were they truly ready
to be put into the hands of practicing physi-
clans.

The discoveries of pulmonary physlology
have 'likewise necessitated the same pro-

other than Alaska and Hawaii, This is because there is training going on in all VA hospitals, and
the wide variety of indicated training makes it a certainty that some funds will be distributed to

longed transition. Basic facts from the re-
search laboratory were too long in arriving
at the bedside of patients with chronic dis-
eases of the lung.

Work which is not clearly research cannot
successfully compete for scarce dollars which
are limited to research objectives. Develop-
mental work, on the other hand, is highly
suspect when it appeals for funds clearly
intended for the immediate care of patients.

At a time when we urgently need to im-
prove health care delivery, the vital develop-
mental function is forced either to borrow
from research funds, beg from patient care
funds, or, as too often happens, remain un-
funded. In the first two instances, the devel-
opment work competes at a disadvantage
and even under the shadow of intellectual
dishonesty.

The recognition of development as an In-
tegral part of the VA research mission would
permit the agency more quickly to advance
such vital programs as computerization of
clinical laboratories, introduction of new
methods for behavior modification of psy-
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chiatric and senile patients, preparation of
instructional and evaluative methods for hos-
pital employees to assure the re-humaniza-
tion of health care, automation and improved
coordination of patient records, and produc-
tlon of model programs for health service
delivery in many categories.

ProPosSED HEALTH FACILITIES AND SERVICES

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

(Item B.5, Appendix I)

A new component in health care, called
Health Services Research and Development
has emerged with more than 300 staff people
devoted to health services research. The VA
has been in the vanguard of this new activity
leading to the identification of criteria by
which alternative courses of action may be
defined for the best delivery of health care.
The VA is in a unique position to undertake
further major research in this field.

An area of great potential for improving
patient care is research related to patlent
treatment. The use of the computer In phys-
iological monitoring in intensive care units
and the transmission, using telephone lines,
of ECG data to a central point for interpreta-
tion are two VA projects in this general area.
These projects represent only the barest

'I‘hougl? progress has been made in devel-
oping a patient treatment information sys-
tem, research s needed to investigate and
develop the automation of patient history
and physical examination procedures.

An important task would be the develop-
ment of one or more centers in which the
interests, competencies and resources for
good health services research are clustered.

The VA could play a major role in archi-
tectural design of hospitals and other facll-
itles for optimum delivery of health care. A
major emphasis of patient care research
should be placed on biomedical engineering
in the broadest sense to Include integration
of systems, structure, electronics, and com-
puter applications.

PrROPOSED INDEPENDENT APFROPRIATION FOR
EpUcATION & TRAINING

(Item F.1 and 2, Appendix I)

The table on pages 1-0 of the FY 1971
Congressional Submission may be used for
reference:

The appropriation for FY 1871 should be as
indicated.

The amounts, totalling $6,126,000 under the
heading “Medical Administration and Mis-
cellaneous Operating Expenses” should be
subtracted, without replacement, from the
appropriation of that title.

The £60,321,000 for trainee stipends should
be subtracted without replacement from
“Medical Care.”” All tralnees do not receive
stipends. In future years, consideration may
be directed to increasing the number of
stipended trainees as this may be demon-
strated as of value in increasing the total
number of trainees,

The $27,335,000 for Instructors should be
included, but should not be taken out of
“Medical Care.” This would permit recruit-
ment of instructors directly, and would per-
mit relmbursement to *“Medical Care” for
such educational services as are provided.

The items for administrative support and
other costs should be included in this appro-
priation and should not be taken out of
“Medical Care.”

UNAIRCONDITIONED VA HOSFITALS QUALIFYING

FOR AIRCONDITIONING AND FOR WHICH No

Desiey Funps AR REQUESTED 1IN FY 1971

(Item D.1, Appendix I)

Albuquergue, N.M,
Amarillo, Tex.
Aspinwall, Pa.

Bay Pines, Fla.
Bonham, Tex.
Brecksville, O,
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Castle Point, N.Y.
Chillicothe, O.
Coatesville, Pa.
Columbia, 8.C.
Dayton, O.
Newington, Conn.
N. Little Rock, Ark.
Perry Point, Md.
Poplar Bluff, Mo.
Downey, I1l.

E. Orange, N.J.
Fayetteville, Ark.
Fayetteville, N.C.
Fort Howard, Md.
Fort Lyon, Colo.
Fort Thomas, Ky.
Grand Island, Neb.
Grand Junction, Colo,
Gulfport, Miss.,
Huntington, W. Va.
Salem, Va.
Balisbury, N.C.

San Fernando, Cal.
Indianapolis, Ind. (CSR)
Kerrville, Tex.
Enoxville, Tenn.
Lebanon, Pa,
Lincoln, Neb.

Lyons, N.J.

Marion, Ind.
Martinsburg, W. Va.
Montrose, N.Y.
Mountain Home, Tenn,
Murfreesboro, Tenn.
Temple, Tex.
Tuscaloosa, Ala.
Wichita, Ean.

ArPENDIX ITT

ExceErPTS OF TESTIMONY FrOM VETERANS Ay-
FAIRS BSUBCOMMITTEE OVERSIGHT HEARINGS
(Nov. 21 To APr. 28)

Dr. Hugh Luckey, president of the New
York Hospital-Cornell Medical Center:

“Are we doing all we know how to do for
our veterans? The answer is definitely no.
Within the limitation of funds, personnel
and physleal resources, the Department of
Medicine and Surgery is dolng a fine job.
However, we would be decelving ourselves if
we dld not admit that we could do better.
. . . Do we have reason to be apprehensive
about the future of health care in the VA?
I would say the answer must be a resounding

yes.

“The VA is subject to the same pressures
as exist in other areas of our health care
system. Salaries of VA full-time professional
personnel are not competitive. . . . Many VA
facilities are becoming obsolete. Funds to
support research are so limited as to restrict
this important “attraction of high-quality
personnel. . . .”

Dr. Russel V. A. Lee, founder and con-
sultant, Palo Alto Medical Clinic, and clini-
cal professor of medicine emeritus, Stan-
ford University:

“The veterans hospitals have done a re-
markably good job in rehabilitation In many
of the hospitals. Some of them are really
outstanding, but they are not prepared,
without some extra help, for the new bur-
den they are going to have of getting these
people back to duty. That means not only
physical rehabilitation of the people to their
wounds, but vocational rehabilitation so
that they will be fitted for some sort of use-
ful life into the future.”

Dr. Thomas A. Gonda, professor of psychia-
try, assoclate dean, Stanford University Med-
ical School, and director of the Stanford
University Hospital:

“I won't belabor the point as far as quallty
is concerned. Insofar as quantity 1s' con-
cerned, I have seen a gradusl drift of per-
sonnel downward, and now we have an over-
all ratio of 1.2, or 1.25 personnel per patlent
in our Veterans' Administration hospital,
which is a full teaching hospital; and this
compares to a 3-to-1 staffing ratlo at the uni-
versity hospital.
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“I think the answer lles somewhere in be-
tween for the most optimal veteran's care.
Certainly hospitalized veterans deserve more.
than they are getting.

“[The X-ray facilities are] obsolete, in the
worst sense of the word. Broken down in a
very, very true sense. The equipment there
has to be constantly repaired . . . the hos-
pital itself has been trying to do something
about [it] for some time, and has run into
snags, fiscal snags.”

Dr. Norman Q. Brill, professor of psychia-
try, UCLA School of Medicine, consultant in
psychiatry to VA Hospital, Brentwood:

“Over the years, I have personally referred
many young psychiatrists to the Brentwood
Hospital when they have come here looking
for jobs, but in almost every instance, they
lost interest when told how many patients
they would have to treat and that this heavy
inpatient load precluded their having time
for research. There were many who, if in-
clined to take a job in the VA expressed a
preference for the Long Beach VA Hospital
or a county hospital where the doctor-pa-
tient ratio on the psychiatric service is closer
to 1 to 25.

“The acting hospital medical director is
occupying three positions because he can’t
take any of his very few doctors off thelr
present assignment to patient care to give
him some help; consequently, for almost 1
year, he has functioned as director, assistant
director, and chief of professional education
of the Brentwood VA Hospital.”

Dr. Philip R. A. May, professor of psychia-
try, UCLA School of Medicine, consultant in
psychiatry to VA Hospital, Brentwood:

“As Doctor Brill told you, 20 years ago,
Brentwood was the leading psychiatric cen-
ter in southern California and at this time,
the physical facllities are obsolete, the mo-
rale 1s low, treatment programs are handi-
capped by not being able to treat patients
in the way they ought to be able to, as I see
it. The overcrowding has been diminished
and used to be appalling. I would say now
it's only bad . . . to take two simple exam-
ples, that there are just not enough tollets,
not enough washbasins—the ones that they
have lack privacy—the showers: two people
take a shower at the same time in the same
shower stall. This is not the kind of thing
which I would expect in a modern psychiatric
facility.”

“, .. I think in terms of the physical fa-
cilities, that Brentwood—for which I speak
in particular—I think they are considerably
below the level that there is now at many
State hospitals. That at many State hospi-
tals, each patient has far more space than
they have in Brentwood Hospital at the pres-
ent tlme; they have research programs; in
terms of treatment, they have the ability and
the permission and the authorization to fol-
low patients out into the community and do
just the kind of care that I was describing to
you.”

Dr. Beverley Oliphant, intern, VA Hospital,
Washington, D.C., and Dr. Joseph Backer,
first-year resident in medicine, VA Hospital,
Washington, D.C.:

“Some of the medical students from the
three university hospitals who rotate through
the Veterans Administration hospital as part
of their tralning have described their rota-
tion as ‘one of the most frustrating experi-
ences during medical school,” due primarily
to ‘almost complete inadequacy of ancillary
personnel" and ‘grossly inadequate care which
1s the rule at this institution'.”

“T would say the care is poor, and the
patient, agaln, in certain aspects, has good
care, as far as the doctors who are present
to take care of the patients. But as far as
the ancillary personnel, the nursing and the
laboratory and X-ray, in all these respects,
I feel that the care is very much lacking.

“I am very sorry to sit here and say it,
but I find that much of the eagerness that
I had when I went to the VA last July as &
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fresh, young intern, recently graduated from
medical school, much of that compassion
now has just changed into an apathetic feel-
ing that really disgusts me.”

Dr. Stewart Wolf, regent professor of med-
icine at the University of Oklahoma School
of Medicine and head of neurosciences of
the Oklahoma Medical Research Foundation:

“I should llke to emphasize . . . the danger
of deterioration of what has been a vital
force in modern medicine in this counftry. ...
The current national priorities, as reflected
in the personnel ceiling policy and budget
cuts imposed on the VA threaten the gual-
ity of the veterans medical facilitles at a
time when they are about to be challenged
by a great wave of discharged and handl-
capped GI’'s who were drafted to fight-on the
battlefield without glory. ... "

“In the recent past the VA has been able
to attract the highest guality of professional
staff, Today, however, there is a concern
among potential recruits, in part because of
the financial strictures, in part due to the
vulnerability of the top administration to
the winds of political change, but mainly as
a consequence of a subtler problem, namely
the feeling that the halcyon days are
over. Thus, there is a real danger that the
administration and the Congress are about
to see veterans’ hospitals revert to the medi-
ocre status of the 20's and 30's, where tired
physicians and political job holders provided
the care for the defenders of our country.”

Dr. Louis Jolyon West, chairman of the
department of psychiatry and medical di-
rector, Neuropsychiatric Institute, Univer-
sity of California at Los Angeles:

“An unhappy example of this regrettable
situation can be seen at the Brentwood hos-
pital of the Los Angeles VA Center. Despite
the stafl’s best efforts, Brentwood simply has
lacked the resources to keep up with progress
being made in state and private hospitals
throughout California.

“The residency training program in psy-
chiatry at Brentwood was the leading pro-
gram in Southern California after the Second
World War. However, since the middle ‘50’s,
there has been a steady and progressive rel-
ative loss of ground. Typically, as the edu-
cational program declined, patient care fol-
lowed. Morale is low, training is stagnant,
treatment facilities and treatment programs
are lagging behind modern standards. In
many aspects they have fallen considerably
below the quality of state and county facil-
itles in California today.

“To be blunt, the Brentwood hospital pro-
gram in 1969 is operating at a level that is
mostly still at, or even below the level of
20-25 years ago. The rapid progress that has
been made in psychiatry is not reflected
there, and Vietnam veterans who are sent to
Brentwood do not receive first-class care.

“The physical plant and facilities have not
been properly improved. Air-conditioning,
standard in all modern hospitals in the area
has not been provided. While the previous
avercrowding has diminished, certain patient
areas are still too crowded, and sanitary facil-
ities are inadequate by current standards.
The furniture is mostly old and unattractive.
Treatment and testing facilities are inade-
quate. Staffing levels, especially for physi-
cians, are low. A number of positions lie va-
cant.

“_ ., But Brentwood is by no means the
worst in the system, and I have personally
visited veterans hospitals, especlally those
that are remote from the large population
centers . . . where I believe [there are] situa-
tions even worse than Brentwood.

“In the absence of the facilitles . . .. which
is hard work and takes very skiliful person-
nel, it is easy enough today for whatever stafl
exists to fall back upon chemicals, and with
chemicals we can make a person comfortable
and keep him quiet so he doesn’'t cause a
fuss and upset the routine of the hospital.
+» « [He would be] a man with an invisible
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barrier between him and the rest of the
world, a chemical cocoon.”

Dr. Philip Lee, chancellor of the Univer-
sity of California Medical Center in San
Francisco, and former Assistant Secretary for
Health and Scientific Affairs at HEW :

“, . . I believe the budget cuts and restric-
tions on personnel have seriously affected the
improvements in patient care that are needed
in the veterans' hospitals and clinies. I be-
lleve that a minimum of $100 million is
needed merely to convert the personnel def-
icit that has resulted from the ceilings im-
posed in the past several years.

“Second, funds are needed—about $100
million annually to build new hospitals and
modernize existing hospitals and clinics in
order that first-rate care can be provided.
. « - Third, funds are needed to construct
research and teaching space. . . . These are
urgent needs, They will improve patlent care
as no other investment by the VA can. . . .
Fifth, adequate funds need to be provided
the VA for a major program of health facili-
ties and health services research.

“Finally, Mr. Chairman, in answer to your
basic questions, ‘Are we doing all we can
about this problem? Are we doing all we
must?,’ the answer is an emphatic no. The
tragic fact is we are asking the veteran to
pay in his health for the anti-inflationary
policies that are followed by the administra-
tion. I think we are asking him to pay too
high a price.”

Dr. Baldwin G. Lamson, director, UCLA
Hospital and clinics:

“At UCLA we are currently operating under
some pressure as a result of a heavily worked
nursing staff, with ‘a nursing pattern estab-
lished at 5.5 hours per patient day. In con-
trast, at the Wadsworth Hospital on a gen-
eral orthopedic nursing unit, the staffing
pattern is currently at 2.7 hours per patient
day, and on a medical unit 2.8 hours per
patient day.

#The medical intensive care unit was built
over one year ago but has never been ac-
tivated for medical patients, The medical
nursing service, which does not have a gen-
eral purpose intensive care unit, is also un-
able to provide speclal duty nurses for crit-
ically 111 patients. These are often ‘specialed’
by relatively inexperienced nurses aides.
Nursing coverage on - the night shift com-
monly provides only one registered nurse for
sixty patients.

“At the present time it will take: $600,000
to replace obsolete equipment and procure
needed units to bring the Department of
Radlology up to acceptable modern standards
for patient care . . .. The X-ray therapy de-
partment is overloaded and must be ex-
panded, . . . Equipment should be purchased
to replace present 10-year-old obsolete ma-
chinery for the radiation therapy depart-
ment at Wadsworth Hospital to remain ac-
credited for the training of personnel which
are so urgently needed, and in order to give
the best service to veterans.

“The hospital 1s badly in need of a second
speclal procedures room to be used for car-
diac catheterization and angiographic studies,
because of the current walting list of ap-
proximately two months before these pro-
cedures can be performed.

“Shortages of personnel require, in order
that the critical functions of the hospital
may be staffed twenty-four hours a day, seven
days a week, that several categories of per-
sonnel agree to rotate work shifts and serve
periods of duty on the evening and night
shifts. . . . It is imperative that night, eve-
ning, and weekend shifts be staffed with
people whose clrcumstances make these par-
ticular shifts attractive to them. .. . In a
modern, attractive, well-maintained, equip-
ped and staffed facility, it is possible to ob-
tain voluntary personnel for the unpopular
shifts. In a borderline facility this becomes
impossible.”

Mr. Sam Bottone, project director, Cali-
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fornia Nurses Association, and Miss Dorothy
Fogarty, RN., Los Angeles VA Center:

“Nurses at Wadsworth have told me that
instead of being able to provide nursing care,
they often feel as if they are offering only
custodial care. The director of the VA Center,
Los Angeles, which includes Wadsworth has
described patient care at the Center as ‘sub-
minimal®and the staff morale as ‘atrocious’.
An important reason why the meorale is so
bad is because nurses feel that they fre-
quently leave work at the end of a tour
knowing that they were unable to provide
minimal care to their patients. :

“In the extended care unit of Wadsworth
the nursing hours per patient day is about
1.1 hours. The minimum criteria used by
the California State Department of Public
Health's Bureau of Licensing and Certifica-
tion is 2.5 hours. If this unit were not a
federal facility, it would not be licensed to
operate in California.”

Drs. J. Gary Davidson and Bernhard A.
Votteri, Wadsworth Hospital:

“The facilities can be summarily described
as filthy. Housekeeping deficiencies lead to
the accumulation of dirt including feces, bac-
terial counts rise, and a definite Infective
risk results. The facilities available for pre-
venting the spread of infection can best be
described as medieval. . . . Filthy conditions
such as exist at Wadsworth daily were never
seen when I was in Vietnam at the station
hospital Danang. . . . We must pause to con-
sider how this affects the patient, We have
had patients with fevers of 102° and up with
pain relieved only by injections, who have
literally dragged themselves home rather
than tolerate the above conditions, Patients
who are dying from malignancies already
have cause for depression without having
the crowded, filthy environment as a con-
stant depressing influence upon them."

Francis W. Stover, director of the national
legislative service of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars: ;

“Is the VA providing the quality of care
intended by the Congress and to which vet-
erans are entitled? The VFW regretfully an-
swers this question in the negative. . . .
Every indicator shows that the VA is not
getting the money, personnel;, equipment,
services, and all those other factors. which
add up to the finest quality medical care. In
the personnel area, the VFW has advocated
and strongly recommends that the costs of
medical care for veterans be considered as a
war cost. . . .

“More basic than this, however, is the need
for construction, renovation, and moderniza-
tion funds, Back in the 1950s President
Elsenhower inaugurated a 12-year 8000 mil-
lion program to renovate and modernize the
VA hospital system. President Kennedy re-
viewed the program and made it & 15-year
$1.3 billion program. It has been estimated
that at least $90 million a year is necessary
to keep this program going forward, as con-
templated. In recent years, however, the
budget for this category has been sharply
reduced. For the year 1970, after having
some of the money restored, the total is
about $55 million. Because this Is a discre-
tionary item, it has suffered the deepest
cuts in the VA budget.”

Peter L. Lassen, executive director of the
Paralyzed Veterans of America:

“We charge VA with letting down—or giv-
ing up—on those very serlously disabled who
need so much help in all phases of their
recovery and rehabilitation. Appearing be-
fore another committee earlier this year, Dr.
Engle, Chief Medical Director of.the VA,
admitted: “We acknowledge that we have
been remiss and have not done an optimum
job of preparing patients phychologically
and soclally for adjustment outside the hos-
pital, and in many instances we may have
fostered dependency by prolonged hospitali-
zation.'" :

E. H. Golembieski, director of the Ameri-
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can Legion's national rehabilitation commis-
slon:

“The American Legion is gravely con-
cerned over the effects of repeated reduc-
tions in budget requests for the Department
of Medicine and Surgery on its ability to
deliver first-class health services to eligible
veterans. . . . The Veterans Administration
is being forced to operate what was designed
to be a second-to-none medical care pro=
gram for the nation's sick and disabled vet-
erans with inadequate and arbitrary per-
sonnel limitations, . . « At a time when the
veteran population is rapidly expanding by
the separation of severely disabled veterans
of the Vietnam fighting and the continuing
routine release of large numbers of service-
men by the armed forces, the VA, hospital
system is being contracted by the denial of
funds necessary to provide for satisfactory
professional stafiing, operating expenses, the
modernization and construction of neces-
sary medical facllities, and utilization of
life-saving and life-prolonging facilities and
equipment.”

Raymond P. Neal, national commander,
Disabled American Veterans:

“In our own state of California, DAV re-
ports reveal there are new medical units,
equipment, beds and wards lying idle be-
cause of lack of funds for staffing . . . similar
situations exist in the VA hospitals at San
Francisco and Palo Alto. The additional pa-
tient load of Vietnam veterans is placing a
strain on current resources required for
treatment of other eligible veterans.

“The following is a cross-section of the
DAV National Service Officers’ reports: ‘VA
hospital, Nashville, Tenn.: An intensive care-
unit valued at $500,000 is completely idle.
A new cardiac_unit costing approximately
$200,000 is also idle for lack of funds.

“ *YA hospltal, Jackson, Miss.: Two inten-
slve care units now under construction are
urgently needed, but will remain idle unless
additional funds are provided for necessary
staffing.’ "

NATIONAL GUARD'S RECORD IN
CIVIL DISORDERS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in
recent weeks there has been a great deal
of loose talk about the role of the Na-
tional Guard. Some of it has been close
to slanderous, and much of it has been
disrespectful to the brave and loyal young
men of our country who give of their
time and service to enforce the public
safety.

I quote the statement of Maj. Gen.
James F. Cantwell, president of the Na-
tional Guard Association of the United
States:

From January 1, 1968 until May 1, 1870,
a period of more than two years culminating
just three days before the Eent State epi-
sode, National Guardsmen in every section
of the country were called on 191 occasions to
help civil authoritles restore or maintain
order during ecivil disturbances. Approxi-
mately 224,500 National Guardsmen were in-
volved in those unpleasant, frequently dan-
gerously operations. Yet no more than one
or two fatalities can be attributed to the
actions of National Guardsmen during that
entire period. The period included, incident~
ally, the massive, widespread riots of April,
1968,

This is a' good record, and I do not
think the Guard has to fear the results
of the current investigation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of General Cant-
well, as well as other statements which
give the Guard’s side of the story, be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY MAJ, GEN. JAMES F. CANTWELL,
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF
THE UNITED STATES, MAY 11, 1870

The tragic occurrence at Kent State Uni-
versity on May 4 set off an angry, unreasoned
reaction that was marked more by emotion
than by any sober, factual understanding of
what actually happened on that unfortunate
campus.

All of us—National Guardsmen more than
others—were saddened by the death of four
Kent State students in a clash with Guards-
men during the campus disorders. It was
indeed, as many Americans have character-
ized it, a tragedy.

No fair assessment of cause or blame can
be made, however, until investigators have
developed a full and factual account of what
actually transpired. Distorted, hysterical rec-
ollections of what took place, offered by dis~
traught eyewltnesses, cover only fragments
of the sequence of events leading up to the
deaths, and are no substitute for facts. Yet
1% 1s on the basis of such fragmentary, highly
colored information that terms like “trig-
ger-happy,” “poorly trained,” *“young and
immature,” and others equally damning have
been applied to Ohio troops and the entire
National Guard.

Such accusations cannot be justified by
the facts. From January 1, 1868 until May 1,
1970, a period of more than two years cul-
minating just three days before the Kent
State episode, National Guardsmen in every
section of the country were called on 191 oc-
casions to help civil authorities restore.or
maintain order during civil disturbances. Ap-
proximately 224,500 National Guardsmen
were Inyolved in those unpleasant, frequent-
ly dangerous operations; Yet no more than
one or two fatalities can be attributed to
the actions of National Guardsmen during
that entire period. The period included, in-
cidentally, the massive, widespread riots of
April, 1968.

This is an almost phenomenal record
considering the tense and explosive atmos-
phere that prevailed during most of those
191 ocecasions. It Is even more remarkable
when one is aware of the extreme physical
and verbal abuse and provocation to which
National Guardsmen were subjected in dis-
order after disorder. 3

It 15 & record of which even the best-
tralned police or professlonal troops could
boast with pride.

National Guardsmen recelve extensive
tralning in riot control operations, with con-
tinual, heavy emphasis on humane tech-
niques and restraint In use of force. They
have repeatedly demonstrated both their
competence and their humanity. No element
among law enforcement agencies has been
more insistent than the Guard In protect-
ing the right of all citizens to peaceful, or-
derly protest. Only the presence of Guards-
men, in fact, guaranteed that right on num=-
erous occasions.

NATIONAL GUARD IN CiviL DISTURBANCE OPER-
ATIONS, SEPTEMBER 1, 1967 To MaY 8, 1970
[Year and number of times called]

Number of Guards-
men involved
September 1 to December 31, 1967
(10)
1968 (101)

January -1 to May 8, 1970 (23)

Total (201)

* This figure represents the total number
of National Guardsmen called for support of
civil authorities during civil disturbances,

Remarks: Call-ups of Natlonal Guard for
civil disturbances during this period 1 Sep-
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tember 1967-8 May 1970 averaged more than
six call-ups per month.

STATISTICS ON NATIONAL GUARDSMEN

(Based on a l0-percent sample from three
States—Washington, Iowa, and Pennsyl-
vania)

Age: 64.9% over 22 years; T9% over 30
years; and 15.8% under 21 years.

Marital status: 519% Single; 499 Married;
28% Married, no children; and 21% Married
with children.

Education: 6.1% not high school gradu-
ates; 56.9% high school graduates; 36.9%
some college; 10.2% one year college; 15.5%
two to four years college, no degree; and
11.5% college graduates.

Physical profile: 99% no significant physi-
cal limitation,

OHI10: NATIONAL GUARD IN CIvIL DISTURBANCES
OPERATIONS

(During period September 1, 1967—
May 8, 1970)
[Year and number of times called]
Number of

Guardsmen involved
Sept. 1-Dec. 31, 1967(3)
Jan. 1-May 8, 1970(4)

Total (21)

*This figure represents the total number
of National Guardsmen called for support of
civil -atuhorities during ecivil disturbances.

STATEMENT OF CHIEF, NATIONAL GUARD Bu-
REAU AT SENATE ABMED SERVICES COMMIT-
TEE DURING STRENGTH AUTHORIZATION
HearINGs, Ma¥ 7, 1070
A day of disorder at Eent State University

on 2 May ended with the burning of an

ROTC Building. In the morning 150 students

became disorderly while protesting the Pres-

ident’s position on Cambodia. Fourteen stu-
dents were arrested and three policemen in-

Jured. During the day Weathermen told local

merchants if they didn’t put signs in their

windows protesting the President’s policy,
then stores would be firebombed that eve-
ning. Sale of gasoline in gallon containers was
reported in Kent. Telephone threats of vio-
lence were recelved by merchants and offi-

clals, Students vowed to' protest the 8:00

P.M. curfew imposed as a result of the morn-

ing violence. At 7:30 P.M., Co A, 145th In-

fantry and 107th CAV elements, both Ohio

Army National Guard, were ordered to the

campus from standby in their armories. At

9:15 P.M., 400-500 students caused riotous

conditions and hindered efforts of firemen

to fight the ROTC building fire and cut fire
hoses. Small bands of rioters in downtown

EKent caused light damage. Approximately

150 National Guardsmen were committed to

assist Eent Police downtown.

Early 3 May, small fires started on camipus
and numerous rock throwing incidents were
reported. An additional 140 Guardsmen were
on fixed post security at Eent City utility
plants, and on mobile patrols with city police.

That evening disorder agaln broke out
when approximately 1,600 students gathered
on the campus in violation of a ban by the
Governor against outdoor meetings. ‘The
crowd was dispersed by police and Guards-
men using tear gas after which they gath-
ered downtown and staged a sit-in. They were
were dispersed, moved back to campus and
order was restored.

On 4 May at noon, a major confrontation
occurred between Kent State University stu-
dents and law enforcement agencies, rein-
forced by 98 Ohio National Guardsmen, This
culminated in the death of four students
and wounding of 14 others.

“Why did they have llve ammunition?"
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Ohio Rules of Engagement are detalled in
Annex F (Pre-Employment Briefing) to their
OPLAN 2 (Aid to Civil Authorities). They
are carefully drawn. They begin and end
with the admonition to use only the mini-
mum force necessary and prescribe the use of
sequentially increasing forces. (I have the
document for your inspection).

Ohio elects to load and lock weapons be-
fore commitment. The Army unit, when de-
termined by the Officer in Charge, in accord-
ance with their rules of engagement, is au-
thorized the initial selection of the same
option of the round chambered and author-
izes use of deadly force in self defense to
avoid death or serious bodily harm, and au-
thorizes personnel to fire their weapons when
required to save their lives Including the
prevention of serious bodily harm.

Ohio responds to the question, when is a
round chambered, and when is a round fired,
as follows: “At riot scene and just before he
is committed to the street, individual
Guardsman will load and lock weapon upon
authorization of a responsible officer. Weap-
on is fired when authorized by a respon-
sible officer unless individual is fired upon
or when his life is otherwise endangered.”

As to "why did they fire?"” We must await
the results of the investigation by the De-
partment of Justice (FBI) which was re-
quested by the Governor and the Adjutant
General of Ohio, and the results of other
investigations including those of General
DelCorso by Inspector General and Judge
Advocate General personnel.

We can keep in mind that all persons on
the green, whether or not confronting the
police and Guardsmen, were law breakers in
violation of the Governor's (and the Uni-
versity's) ban, in violation of the Riot Act
and the lawful order to disperse and, for
some, in violation of the Ohio code In know-
ingly assaulting, striking or wounding a law
enforcement officer or member of the or-
ganized militia.

We can keep in mind:

The unconfirmed reports of four shots
fired by & person in the dissident group;

The unconfirmed report of a non-military
spent shell casing in the vicinity;

The report, unchallenged as far as I know,
“Eent City and campus police established
that a sniper was located on the roof of
Johnson Hall of Silver Oak Apartments and
was shooting at Guardsmen at the time of
the shooting incident;

That a Columbus Evening Dispatch story
dated 6 May 1970 contains a university re-
port that a student photographer was beaten
by demonstrators and waved a pistol in self
defense and relates that a special agent of
Portage County sald he saw a cameraman
firing his pilstol between the advancing
Guardsmen and the crowd of students;

And that this has been reported to the
FBI:

A witness observed the following from Os-
borne Dormitory. A girl dashed out, fired a
weapon at the Guard as they turned away.
They turned back and returned the fire.

Mr. Chalrman, may we also keep in mind
that all Ohio National Guardsmen have re-
celved the Army prescribed  training and
annual refresher training. They have re-
celved, during numerous calls to State ac-
tive duty, riot tralning far in excess of, and
perhaps equal again, to the Department of
Army requirement. Few troops have been
more involved in civil disturbance gperations
than Ohio. Company A, 145th Infantry—
with every man struck by rocks or bricks,
28 men treated locally and two men hos-
pitalized in this tragic incident—served in
six days of AKron disturbances in July 1968
in which they were exposed to sporadic ston-
ing, rock and bottle throwing, riotous crowds,
and firsbombing. In December 1969, this same
unit served two days In student disorders at
Akron University, and agaln in 1970 were
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called upon to assist the local authorities in
the restoration of law and order.

I expect the investigation being conducted
by the FBI and State authorities to make a
final determination in the events that hap-
pened at Eent.

THE NATIONAL GUARD IN CIvit DISORDERS

Periodically in recent times, the National
Guard has become the target of extensive ad-
verse comment and criticism, resulting from
its employment to halt civil disorders. Habit-
ually, the negative comment is focussed on
such terms as “poorly-trained” or “trigger-
happy,” and almost always are written or
uttered in the heated, highly-emotional af-
termath of a specific incident, before the ac-
tual facts surrounding that incident are
known. A factual examination of the Guard’s
performance, however, tells an entirely dif-
ferent story. It's a story of restraint in the
face of extreme provocation and abuse, and
of effective performance with minimum use
of deadly force.

Between January 1, 1968, and May 1, 1970,
Natlonal Guardsmen were called to duty on
191 occaslons to ald civil authorities in the
control of civil disorders. Those calls to duty
involved 224,500 Guardsmen. That period in-
cluded the massive riots of April, 1968, with
their accompaniment of rioting, looting and
burning. Yet the record shows that virtually
no fatalities were caused by the acts of Na-
tional Guardsmen during that entire period
of nearly two-and-one-half years! A hasty
review of records seems to show no more than
two deaths attributable to a Guardsman!

Following is a profile of what might be
termed the average Guardsman, drawn from
official records. As the Guard's actual record
of performance belies intemperately uttered
charges of trigger-happiness, so is the real-
life Guardsman conslderably different from
the individual plectured in some of the crit-
icism. The description provided below may
serve to put National Guardsmen into better
perspective.

PROFILE OF A GUARDSMAN

First and foremost, he is a responsible
member of his community, who took a dual
oath to defend the Constitution of the United
States and to defend his nation and his State.
He 1s sworn to obey the orders of the Presi-
dent of the United States and of the Gover-
nor of his State.

He joined the National Guard when he was
about 21 years old and currently is in the
22-25 age bracket (64 per cent of the Guard
fits into that category). He currently is about
23 years old, is healthy and physically fit.

Educationally, he has completed high
school (94 per cent of all Guardsmen have),
and very likely attended college for a year
or more (approximately 60 per cent have a
year or more of college), In fact, about 11
percent of all Guardsmen possess college
degrees, a recent survey revealed.

The chances are approximately 50-50 that
he is married, and he may be one of the
21 per cent who are fathers. The chances are
better than 80 per cent that his annual in-
come exceeds $5,000 and better than 50 per
cent that it exceeds 87,500. (Nearly one in
seven have Incomes exceeding $10,000 an-
nually).

He most likely iz employed in the man-
agerial, professional or technical flelds (about
one-half of all Guardsmen fit that descrip-
tion), although he may be one of the one=
in-five whose jobs involve physical labor of
some kind,

He received 5-6 months of active duty
training following enllstment, given by Ac-
tive. Army instructors at an Active Army
Training Center. Since returning to his
hometown unit for continued spare-time
training, he has received at least 16 hours
of training in civil disturbance operations
and riot control. He probably has received
more than that amount, particularly if his
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unit is in a State that has been subjected
to numerous disorders.

As a typleal Army Guardsman, the chances
are good that he himself has served in a civil
disturbance operations, particularly if his
unit is headquartered in or near a large ur-
ban center or trouble-prone campus. Many
Guardsmen have served repeatedly in disor-
der duties, such as those in Wisconsin, Ohio,
California and the District of Columbia. Thus,
the typical Guardsman is not an untrained,
inexperienced amateur in this field, nor are
his officers and non-commissioned officers.

The average National Guard officer, for ex-
ample, 1s 30 years old, married, father of
two, and with 13.4 years of civilian school=-
ing. He has been in the National Guard nine
years, has acquired a considerable range
of experience in military leadership, and
has received civil disturbance training spe-
clfically designed for leaders, as well as the
normal training given his unit,

SUMMARY

In summary, National Guardsmen are ma-
ture individuals who are old enough to have
developed an adult sense of duty and respon~-
sibility yet young enough to understand
and empathize with college students. In
most cases, they themselves are students
or have recently been students, and are aware
of today’s cross-currents of unrest and dis-
satlsfaction. Attitude surveys show that they
tend to reflect the same attitude, In the
same proportions, as other young men their
age, although their service in the Guard has
given them a deeper awareness of the full
responsibilities of citizenship In a free so-
clety. They privately will express pride in
their National Guard unit and understand-
ing of its important role, although a large
majority will not extend their service beyond
the initial six-year tour. They almost uni-
versally regard civil disturbance duty as un-
pleasant and regard the use of unnecessary
force against disorderly elements as repug-
nant. Analyses of attitudes show, however,
that they have a remarkable depth of un-
derstanding of their oath, their responsi-
bility and their role.

STATEMENT BY ADJUTANT GENERAL FRANE D,
PINCENEY

The tragic events at Eent State University
this week have disturbed many people . . .
myself included. I deeply regret that four
young students lost thelr lives, and that
others were serlously hurt. It Is a terrible
tragedy when lives are lost in a disturbance
of this sort. However, I am not here to
condemn or condone what happened at Eent
State . . . I don't have all the facts and
neither does anyone else at this stage.

Gentlemen, I am here because I am frankly
disturbed at the accusing finger of “gullt by
assoclation” that is being pointed at every
National Guardsman, and I am concerned
about the unreasoned, emotional wave of
anti-Guard sentiment this incident has
created. I ask only that you look at it in
perspective.

Looking at 1t In perspective, we can see
that in the last 24 months, approximately
200,000 Guardsmen have been called upon to
maintain the peace or restore order In Ameri-
can communities and on the nation’s cam-
puses . .. and this is perhaps the most dis-
tasteful and unpleasant duty that you can
assign to a Natlonal Guardsman.

Until this tragic incident at Eent, Ohlo,
there hasn't been a single incident to blot
the performance of these 200,000 men. They
have performed with great restraint and good
Judgment in the face of extreme provocatlion,
abuse . . . and sometimes injury. They have
been the targets of epithets, bricks, rocks,
boards, molotov cocktalls and bullets. . , .
Yet, significantly, for more than two years
not a single person has suffered serious harm
or death as a result of any action by Guards-
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men in scores of citles and towns around our
nation.

Look at the Guard’s performance in South
Carolina during this 24 month period: More
than 9,800 Guardsmen have been called
upon in two dozen or so incidents.

We have been called upon in Charleston—
to protect the right of peaceful assembly ...
not to destroy 1t;

We have been called upon in Columbia to
protect lives and property, not to restrict
freedom but to protect it;

We have been called upon in Denmark—
to protect educational rights . . . not to de-
stroy education;

We have been called upon in Mullins—to
protect lives . . . not to instill death or injury.

On all of these occasions, and others, we
have performed our duty without Injury or
serious incident.

We have gone out In search of lost chil-
dren, and we have abandoned our civillan
jobs to assist the beleaguered citizens in a
large area of our state in the wake of a dis-
astrous lce storm., This too, is the National
Guard.

Gentlemen, let me dispel any notlons of
the Guardsman as an untrained, unre-
strained and trigger happy dolt. He is highly
tralned—both in general military tralning
and in the tactics of crowd control. Our
ranks are liberally sprinkled with men who
have served this country in two . .. in some
cases three . . . wars. The Guardsman is a
member of the community he is called upon
to protect . . . Your community. He is your
neighbor, He may be a businessman, a
teacher, a salesman, a mechanic, a clerk, an
administrator . . . or a college student.

Your National Guardsmen are not anti-
civil rights . . . they are not anti-youth . . .
they are not anti-labor . .. they are not anti-
free speech . . . they aren't anti-anything
. » « They are a highly professional organiza-
tion of ordinary American citizens who de-
test violence as much as anyone. They be-
lieve in serving their country . .. but not at
the expense of you or anyone else. They do
not seek trouble, but neither do they shirk
theilr duty when trouble is fomented by
someone else.

And they don't deserve the kind of scorn
and abuse that some would so willingly heap
upon them.

HUD AND THE BROOKE
AMENDMENT

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, recently
the Housing Association of Delaware Val-
ley prepared a memorandum concerning
sections 212 and 213 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1969. These
sections represent a first step toward
eliminating intolerable conditions which
have been allowed to exist for far too
long in publie housing projects through-
out the country.

This memorandum accurately sets
forth the conditions in public housing,
the prospect for relief which was held out
by these sections and the subsequent in-
action on the part of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development which
has served to undermine their effective-
ness.

I anticipate that corrective actions will
be taken by the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee as it meets later this
year to consider new housing legislation.
In the meantime, for the edification of
the Senate and the public, I ask unani-
mous consent that the full text of the
memorandum be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mem-
orandum was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
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RacisM AND EXPLOITATION IN PUBLIC HOUSING:
HUD AND THE BROOKE AMENDMENT

The Housing Assoclation of Delaware Val-
ley belleves Americans at every income level
should have access to decent housing, at
reasonable cost, of & type and in a neigh-
borhood where they wish to live. Poor Ameri-
cans, especlally families with extremely little
or no income, do not have this access, and
there have never been programs designed to
provide it to them. -

There is one program, however, which does
offer decent housing at relatively low cost,
to familles whose incomes are below average
and yet above the Income floor. This is
public housing. The public housing program
provides enough subsidy to begin to serve
families in this low-income range. Only pub-
lic housing can provide existing or new units
at rents these families can afford. Only
through public housing can families in this
income group look forward to home owner=
ship.

Many complaints can—and have been—
justly made against public housing. It does
shut out the very poor—because they can-
not afford even the minimum public housing
rents. In most large cities, public housing
has created new and regimented ghettos,
monster projects for overcrowded families
in overcrowded surroundings. Operation of
public housing has been marked by paternal-
ism and bureaucratic interference in the
everyday lives of tenants.

Despite its many shortcomings, public
housing is, today, the only way in which
federal money may effectively be used to
provide homes for some families of low in-
come. For that reason, the Housing Associa-
tion of Delaware Valley, while seeking better
alternatives to public housing, will continue
to support meaningful changes within the
program, including ways to provide housing
assistance to families no matter how low
their incomes may be.

I. BACKGROUND TO REFORM

The public housing program was the prod-
uct of the New Deal. In the original legisla-
tion, the Housing Act of 1937, American
communities were authorized to establish
local housing authorities, and construct
housing units with federal subsidies. These
units (grouped into “projects’) were to be
of “low rent character.” Their purpose was
to provide shelter to American families in
the midst of the depression and to prime
the pump of the sagging construction in-
dustry. The program was administered by
the Public Housing Administration (since
1965, by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, or HUD).

The federal subsidies for this program were
to cover actual construction (through the
sale of local housing authority bonds) and
the capital costs on the structures for a
period of thirty (within a maximum deter-
mined as a proportion of the development
cost of the project) which would help the
local housing authorities “achieve and main-
tain the low rent character” of the proj-
ects.}

The instrument for the federal subsidies to
local housing authorities was (and remains)
the annual contributions contract. This con-
tract binds the local housing authority to
manage the federally-assisted project for the
sole purpose of low rent housing, unless the
government agrees to the use of the site for
other purposes. The local housing authority
is also required to set rents and occupancy
standards to meet certain conditions. In fill-
ing units, the local housing authority must
consider the financial solvency of the proj-
ect, since the federal subsidy does not pay
for operating and maintenance costs.

This historically has meant that local hous-
ing authorities were authorized by the annual

Footnotes at end of article.
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contributions contract to restrict occupancy
of the units to families who could afford to
pay at least a minimal rent. Families of
very low or no income were simply not
housed.

To summarize the first thirty years of pub-
lic housing: federal money subsidized units,
not families. Federal money pald for con-
struction and capital costs of building proj-
ects—but the cost of maintaining and oper-
ating the housing was borne solely by the
rent pald by tenants. People who could not
afford the minimum rents to keep local hous-
ing authorities solvent did not live in pub-
lic housing.

In the mid-1960s, public housing began to
run into sustained difficulties. While de-
pression families of the “submerged middle
class” 2 had been able to pay minimum rents
on the newly-built units (and pay higher
rents as their incomes rose), the post-World
War II years saw public housing acquire a
whole new clientele. As young veterans and
their families moved outside the cities,
armed with FHA mortgages the public hous-
ing they left behind was receiving more and
more chronically poor families, many from
the rural South, many black, a growing num-
ber on welfare assistance. Year after year,
the citles felt the wave of in-migration of
famlilles with no place to go, nowhere to live,
More and more, public housing became their
home.

In the late 1940s and throughout the 1950s,
local housing authorities built housing
projects to house thousands of these families.
Ten, fifteen, twenty stories and higher, these
projects rose menacingly from the predomi-
nantly low-rise residential black neighbor-
hoods in which they were placed. Horizontal
problems became vertical problems. Cost lim-
itations and Congressional scrutiny precluded
any kind of amenities in these buildings.
Elevators were often made to stop on every
other floor—to save money. Room sizes were
small. Community facilities, laundry rooms,
recreation space, were minimal, Many tenant
families had three or more children. The re-
sulting population densities would be un-
heard-of in private real estate, and were
certainly higher than what the tenants had
faced in their previous row-house or even
tenement neighborhoods.

At the center of all these pressures—lower
rental income, intense overcrowding, growing
maintenance costs, lack of adequate commu-
nity facilities—stood the public housing pro-
gram in 1960s. It faced an ever-growing crisis,

In the past five years, this crisis has come
to the fore. Two chains of events have
brought it there: (1) tenant protests and
(2) mounting criticism from within, by hous-
ing administrators and their spokesmen.

Tenant dissatisfaction with public housing
was illuminated by the urban rebellions of
1964-69. In city after city, public housing
projects—bleak, high-rise prisons, over-
crowded, rat-infested—emerged as focal
points of frustration and grievance. Central
Park Village in Tampa, Florida, and Rev.
Hayes Project in Newark, New Jersey, re=-
ceived great attention in the Report of the
National Commission on Civil Disorders, So
did public housing projects in Detroit, Eliza-
beth, Plainfield and Jersey City.?

Another kind of protest—rent strikes by
public  housing tenants—captured public
attention in 1969. By refusing to pay excessive
rents for indecent, unsafe and unsanitary
housing, public housing tenants dramatized
the fallure of the program to provide accept-
able homes at rents poor people could afford
to pay.

The classic rent strike in public housing
was In St. Louls, Missouri. In February 1969,
the St. Louls Housing Authority announced
& large rent increase, necessitated by an im-
pending financial deficit in its ment
operations. The increase would have raised
rents an average of 40%—many St. Louls
tenants were on fixed incomes, unable and
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unwilling to meet such a demand on their
scarce resources, Missouri has one of the low-
est welfare allowances in the countiry; the
increase would have forced welfare tenants
in St. Louls public housing to pay between
50% and 8909% of their total welfare grant
(which Includes allowances for food, cloth-
ing, shelter and incidentals), for rent.

St.'Louis public housing tenants, with the
Help of the National Tenant Organization,
went on strike for elght months. When the
strike was negotiated to a close in October,
they had won important concessions from
the Housing Authority and achleved reform
of public housing in St. Louis, including
tenant control of many program operations
angd representation on the Housing Authority
Board,

The Bt. Louis tenants demonstrated thelir
unwillingness to pay for the fallures of the
public housing program; and they defied the
HUD bureaucracy, which was pressuring St.
Louls and other local housing authorities to
offset deficits by raising rents.*

St. Louis was only the beginning. Public
housing administrators in Washington, D.C,,
and other cities Soon were confronted by
tenant organizations who demanded that
poor people no longer be penalized for the
failures of Congress and the bureaucracy.

Speaking on behalf of the National Tenant
Organlzation, Chairman Jesse Gray expressed
the mood of public housing tenants when he
told the Senate Subcommittee on Housing
and Urban Affairs:

There is a growing consensus among ten-
ant groups that the adequate housing of
low income families cannot be achieved
without government ald. . . . Until recently,
the public housing program was looked upon
as the best and only form of rellef,

But closer examination of our public hous-
ing program is bringing into serious ques-
tion the adequacy of that relief. It too often
duplicates the worst of the old . . . rather
than striking out in bold new directions . . .

The lack of adequate shelter for all Amer-
fcans in this land is a crisis of critical mag-
nitude. The tragic relationship between
landlord and tenant must be altered, be
that landlord a ruthless slumlord or an effi-
cient and impersonal government official.®

Meantime, criticism from within the pub-
lic housing establishment, always present,
began to swell in 1969. The Journal of Hous-
ing (piublication of the National Association
of Housing & Redevelopment Officials—
NAHRO) opened up with a stinging article
by the Chairman of the New York City
Housing Authority.® It pointed out the utter
impossibility of continuing public housing
under its 1937 subsidy formula of paying
capital costs only. It showed how tenants of
public housing in New York City were pay-
ing a greater portion of their income for rent
in 1967 than they had in 1952, It compared
the spiraling costs of operating units with
the almost stagnant incomes of very poor
tenants. It demonstrated that the Housing
Authority could only begin to break even by
instituting a rent increase of $10 per unit
per month—an increase that few of the
tenants could possibly afford. On the strength
of these facts, the article indicted public
housing for failure and called for a whole
new subsidy and a whole new direction.

NAHRO followed up with a campaign de-
signed to convince Congress that the old
public housing program was simply unwork-
able, In testimony before the Senate Sub-
committee on Housing and Urban Aflairs,
NAHRO Presldent Willlam L. Rafsky made
the following points:

RaFsxY. We belleve the formula in which
public housing was authorized in the Hous-
ing Act of 1937 cannot meet the needs of the
lowest income families . . .

QuesTION, On the subject of increased sub-
sidy to public housing authorities, what is

Footnotes at end of article.
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the answer to those who say the threatened
bankruptey of many public housing author-
ities is the result of poor and irresponsible
management? :
RAFSEY. We reject that concept in total
and feel that it is’ inaccurate in terms of

actual experience. I think the critics have-

tried to find a way to explain the failure of
low-rent public housing to meet a fiscal
crisis, without wanting to recognize that it
can only be solved by increased funds? . , .

NAHRO summarized its position in a state-
ment on the HUD budget for fiscal year 1970.
In support of new subsidies, NAHRO wrote:

The public housing program is at ‘a erucial
turning point in determining what it shall
be and whom it shall serve, If it is to con-
tinue to serve really low income families,
there must be a realistic recognition of the
inadequacy of the present formula of federal
financial assistance. Many large city housing
authorities will soon be priced out of the low
Income: market . . . A social crisis of major
proportions will develop if low-income ten-
ants in public housing are faced with the
alternative of paying an unreasonable pro-
portion of their income for rent—or return-
ing to the slums?®

This is the background of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1869. Pressure
from public housing tenants on the one
hand, and the housing establishment on the
other, combined to convince Congress that
fundamental changes, new directions, were
imperative if the public housing program
were to fulfill its purpose: decent, safe and
sanitary homes for low-income families, at
rents they could afford to pay.

II. THE BROOKE AMENDMENT: A NEW DIRECTION,
MEANINGFUL CHANGE

Sectlons 212 and 213 of the Housing &
Urban Development Act of 1969 mark a
watershed in federal housing legislation. De-
parting from precedent, they authorize ex-
tensive federal subsidies to public housing
programs for maintenance and operating
costs. For the first time, there are subsidles
allocated to tenants rather than structures,
Public housing tenants, for the first time,
are granted a ceiling on rents. The new law
also Initiates an emergency program of sub-
sidies to local housing authorities in the na-
tion's largest cities, enabling them to meet
deficits and provide adequate levels of man-
agement and maintenance services to tenants,

Known as the “Brooke Amendment” (Sen-
ator Edward Brooke of Massachusetts was the
major sponsor), these sections of the new
HUD law stipulate that

1. The rent of a public housing tenant
family may not exceed 25 percent of the
family's income.

2. HUD may pay local housing authorities,
under Section 10(b) of the original 1937 law,
extra annual contributions to “ensure the
low rent character” of the projects (as long
as the total annual subsidy does not exceed
the maximum under the legislative formula.)

3. Three entirely new subsidies are avail-
able for payment to local housing authorities
for these purposes:

a. to cover an existing deficit.

b. to provide better maintenance and man-
agement services.

c. to supply additional rental income in
cases where it costs more to operate the units
than can be collected from tenants, using
the 26% celling.

The Housing Act of 1837 had authorized
annual contributions both for debt service
and “to ensure to the low-rent character"
of public housing projects (see page 1). How-
ever, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development never took advantage of that
authorization, claiming that the law was in
need of “clarification.” Though many dis-
puted HUD's narrow interpretation of the
law,® Congress obliged by including In the
1969 Act speclfic authorization for maximum
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contributions, and thereby mooted HUD's
position,

The Brooke Amendment was designed to
offer short-term, emergency relief to both
local housing authorities and public hous-
ing tenants, If reasonable rents (25% of in-
come) fail to cover the costs of operating
public housing, local housing authorities can
now apply for subsidy to make up the dif-
ference. Effective March 24, 1970, the law re-
quires that no public housing tenant (ex-
cepting welfare reciplents—see below) can
be charged rent in excess of 25% of his in-
come. The law also states very clearly that
not all tenants are to pay 25%; it 1s the ceil-
ing, not the ground floor, on rents.

OI. THE HUD RESPONSE: RETRENCHMENT AND
REACTION

According to the new law, HUD was re-
quired to implement the provisions of the
Brooke Amendment—including a rent ceil-
ing and guidelines for disbursement of all
thesubsidies—by March 24, 1970.

On March 16, 1970, HUD published the
required guldelines in the form of a circular
(RHM 7465.1 and RHM 7475.1) .* Instead of
seizing the opportunity to refocus the public
housing program, the HUD guidelines are
designed to encourage rent increases, not
decreases, in public housing; to focus blame
for program fallure on tenants and “lax”
management; to place subjective conditions
on much-needed emergency subsidies; and,
in short, to obstruct implementation of the
Brooke Amendment as it was writen and in-
tended by Congress.

The proof of HUD's philosophy is abin-
dantly clear in the following review of the
March 16th guidelines:

HANDING OUT EMERGENCY SUBSIDIES: WITH
CONDITIONS AND QUALIFICATIONS

The law speaks of providing funds (a) to
cover deficits of local housing authorities
and (b) to enable the authorlties to main-
tain adequate maintenance and operating
services. HUD has made (b) the precondition
of (a). Subsidies for operations only are
completely ignored.

According to page 1 of the circular, the
only local housing authorities who may re-
celve-funds to meet deficits are those who
“have demonstrated that satisfactory stand-
ards of management and tenant responsi-
bility have been or will be achieved.” Pay-
ments of this subsidy are further contingent
on the “discretion” of the Secretary.

Are preconditions and “discretion” proper
Interpretations of Congressional intent?

Local housing authorities in 15 large cities
are now facing serious financial problems be-
cause operating costs, in line with the econ-
omy in general, have increased at a greater
rate than project income. Such localities
have been required to provide housing for a
progressively larger proportions of the very
poor, and the rents these families can afford
to pay cannot keep pace with spiraling oper-
ating costs. Subsidy payments . . . are need-
ed to bridge this gap.

So wrote the House Committee on Bank-
ing & Currency, explaining why the Brooke
Amendment was necessary.’® Emergency sub-
sidies to fend off financial collapse—this was
the purpose and express intent.

BLAMING THE TENANTS! THE EASY WAY OUT

Besides conditioning subsidy payment on
“satisfactory standards of management and
tenant responsibility,” the HUD eclrcular
takes time to place additional emphasis on
the latter point. It gquotes an excerpt fronx
the Congressional conference committee re-
port which calls for tenant responsibility in
public housing “including responsibility for
the protection and care of property.”

To blame the tenants for the failure of the

*Copy attached as Supplement to this
paper.
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public housing program is a notorious ploy.
But does it hold up to the facts? Is it realistic,
let alone fair, to expect public housing ten-
ants—who are already paying rent—to take
responsibility “for the protection and care of
property”? If they are going to pay rent,
that rent should be used for the protection
and care of property, and this is the job of
management.

As a matter of fact, many local housing
authorities, with HUD approval, use leases
which forbid tenants to make any repairs
on their units: to change locks, to install
home improvements, to change a broken
window pane, to contract for a home painting
Job.

It is simply absurd to make “tenant re-
sponsibility” a prerequisite for subsidy. It
is obvious that in preparing this circular,
HUD zerced in on one of the few Congres-
sional statements which puts the blame on
public housing tenants, rather than on the
fallures of the program itself. By giving this
phrase free publicity, HUD has encouraged
the perpetuation of prejudice against the
families who live in public housing.

RENT REDUCTIONS: REVERSING CONGRESSIONAL
INTENT

Will rents be reduced? Not if HUD can help
it. The Brooke Amendment explicitly states
that no public housing tenant is to pay more
than 256% of his income for rent, and further,
that it is not the intention of Congress that
all rents be fized at the 25% level. This caveat
is critical; most local housing authorities
presently use a rent-income ratio of less
than 26%. In HUD's Region II, for example,
which encompasses the mid-Atlantic states,
the average rent-income ratio is between
20% and 23%. No housing authority in Re-
gion IT uses a 25% rent schedule across the
board (though individual tenant families,
particularly those paying minimum rents,
may be charged that much or even more on
a case basis).

Does HUD accurately implement Congres-
slonal intent? While allowing that “it is not
necessary to raise all rents to 257% of Income”,
the HUD circular does suggest that local
housing authorities adopt a new definition of
income (by which rents are computed) :

“The definition of family income which is
described below, and which must be used to
determine eligibility for the subsidy . . . is
a slmple and easily administrable formula
which local housing authorities may wish to
consider adopting for purposes of admin-
istering their local program.” 12

What this “simple and easily administra-
ble” formula actually represents is a new and
very narrow definition which eliminates
many of the deductions HUD has previously
recommended, which have enabled public
housing tenants in many clties to increase
thelr economic earnings without being pen-
alized by constant rent increases. HUD’s new
definition of income provides only the barest
deductions and exemptions from gross fam-
ily income (i.e. the total income of all mem-
bers of a family) :

1. 10% of gross income.

2. $100 exemption for each minor and each
dependent adult.

3. Casual gifts, earnings of minors in
school full-time, amounts received for costs
of illness or medical care, inheritances, insur-
ance payments, scholarships, servicemen's
pay.

Such a definition does not allow deductions
for the earnings of secondary wage-earners
(for example, & wife who takes a part-time
job to supplement her hushand’s earnings);
eliminates deductions for amounts spent on
child day-care and job training, a clearly
regressive step; gives only token deductions
for minors and includes all income from non-
student minors, a clear reversal of past HUD
policy.1®

The result of this definition of income

Footnotes at end of article.
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will be to raise the apparent income of ten-
ant families and lead to increased rents. By
suggesting that local housing sauthorities
adopt this definition as their normal working
formula, HUD is deliberately sowing antag-
onisms between tenants and managements;
it is undermining progressive local housing
authorities whose current definition is more
liberal than the suggested one; and it is en-
couraging less enlightened local housing au-
thorities to continue in their old ways. Under
such a system, long-practiced by welfare
agencles, poor people are punished for their
attempts to raise their standard of living.
Income from extra jobs and hard work will be
swallowed up in increased rents. Is this what
Congress intended?

THE 25-PERCENT SUBSIDY: OPENING THE DOOR
TO HIGHER RENTS

As indicated in a previous section of this
paper, very few housing authorities have a
rent schedule of 25%. Since this particular
subsidy only applies to units where tenants
do pay 259%, the only way a local housing
authority could really cash in would be to
contradict Congress’ express intent and raise
all rents to 25%, HUD has practically made
this suggestion outright, in paragraph 4(ad)
of the circular. Who will stop the local hous-
ing authoritles from taking the hint?

REDUCING RENTS TO 25 PERCENT: A
BUREAUCRATIC ILLUSION

In those cases where some rents are cur-
rently above 25%, local housing authorities
are required to reduce rents to that level.
But, in performing this action, LHAs will be
using the HUD definition of income.* For in-
stance: Family X is currently paying rent
which according to the local housing author-
ity’s definition, amounts to 30% of their in-
come. Under HUD’s definition however, their
rent comes to only 24% of their income.
Family X will get no rent decrease. By
sleight of hand, HUD has lowered the num-
ber of tenants who appear to be paying more
than 25% of their income for rent. And, in
the process, HUD has lowered the number of
tenant familles who will enjoy the intended
benefit of the law: lower rents.

WELFARE TENANTS: NO HELP FOR THEM

The language of the Brooke Amendment
specifically authorizes HUD to withhold
“26%" subsidy payments from local housing
authorities in cases where a reduced rent
would not benefit the tenant, This refers to
the welfare rent system, by which welfare
tenants in public housing receive a shelter
allowance from their local public welfare
agency, contingent on the rent they are
charged. In most localities, the welfare ten-
ant's grant would be reduced if his rent
were reduced. The result:: HUD subsidy
would be substituting for money otherwise
provided to housing authorities by HEW/
state dollars, in the form of welfare shelter
grants.

To prevent this the Brooke Amendment
stipulated that rents for welfare tenants
should not be decreased unless local welfare
agencies agreed to maintain the shelter al-
lowance at its original level and permit the
extra money to remain with the tenant fam-
ily.® The law also directs the Secretaries of
HUD and HEW to perform a joint study of
the welfare rent system in order to provide
welfare tenants with the maximum benefits
of the law in and out of public housing.

The HUD circular of March 16, 1970, indi-
cates no HUD-HEW agreement on welfare
rents; it says that a second circular will be
published to deal with this problem. In the
meantime, welfare tenants in public housing
will derive no benefit from the 25% ceiling
imposed by the Brooke Amendment.
“EXISTING DEFICIT”: NARROW INTERPRETATION

REVERSES CONGRESSIONAL INTENT

According to HUD's interpretation of the
new law, “existing deficit” means an actual
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budget deficit which occurs during the fiscal
year in which the law was signed. HUD Gen-
eral Counsel Sherman Unger has ruled (over
objections from Congressional sponsors of
the bill) that no deficit subsidy will be dis-
bursed to any local housing authority, be-
yond the current fiscal year. For housing au-
thorities currently on the brink of bank-
ruptey, whose coming fiscal year will show an
operating deficit, HUD has closed the door
on financial assistance,.

For those housing authorities with current
deflcits, the prognosis is nearly as bleak.
HUD has only requested $6.5 million for de-
ficlt subsidy payments for Fiscal 1970, for the
whole country. Yet the Philadelphia Housing
Authority alone has a current deflcit of
nearly $56 million. The Housing Authority of
Newark, New Jersey, is completely bankrupt,
as is the National Capital Houslng Authority.
$6.5 million would, perhaps, give one of these
& decent financial status.

This kind of half-hearted subsidy will not
save one single local housing authority from
incipient bankruptey. Why didn't HUD re-
quest a full $756 million for this and the
other 1969 subsidies? Why didn't it formu-
late a full-scale emergency subsidy program,
with full monies, to fulfill the promise of the
Brooke Amendment?

CONCLUSIONS

One thing is clear. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development has sabo-
taged the intent of the Brooke Amendment
and done its best to ignore or render useless
the new subsidies contained in the HUD Act
of 1969. Worse, the HUD guidelines explicitly
blame public housing tenants and local
housing authorities for the troubles of the
program In express violation of the opinion
of Congress.

All this is no shoeck to long-term HUD-
watchers. Time after time, year after year, its
policy-makers have tried to shift attention
from the inadequacy of the program subsidy;
counseled housing officials to “solve” their
fiscal crisis by ralsing rents or admitting
“higher-income poor” to the projects; re-
sisted past pleas for the statuory maximum
contributions; evaded federal responsibility
for the legacy of past public housing policies,
including the high-rise horrors which were
built under government specifications in the
1950’s; and, In short, made steady efforts to
obstruct meaningful reform of the public
housing program, to block change and foster
retrenchment of racist and repressive anti-
tenant policies.

HUD is piling fallure upon failure, and the
victims of its campaign are the very people
public housing was intended to serve: low-
income American families, Familles who now
live in public housing, on limited incomes,
facing ever-increasing rents which never
seem to benefit them: familles who need
public housing, being told that HUD wants
a "mix” and so higher Income familles will
get a unit before them; families, in short,
whose need s greatest. These are the people
HUD is trying to drive—and keep out—of
public housing.

If HUD persists, and goes unchallenged,
then we can only echo NAHRO's prediction:
“A social crisis of major proportions” will
engulf public housing in very short order.
We are heading down a dangerous road
indeed.

FOOTNOTES

1 The United States Housing Act of 1937
stipulates that:

“The term ‘families of low income’ means
families (Including elderly and displaced
families) who are in the lowest income group
and who cannot afford to pay enough to
cause private enterprise in their locality or
metropolitan area to bulld an adequate sup-
ply of decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings
for their use.”” (Section 2(2) as amended in
the HUD Act of 1965.)

“The Authority (of HUD) may make an-
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nual contributions to public housing agencles
to assist in achleving and maintaining the
low-rent character of their housing proj-
ects . . ." (Section 10(a)).

“Annual contributions shall be strictly
limited to the amounts and periods necessary,
in the determination of the Authority (of
HUD), to assure the low-rent character of
the housing projects involved. Toward this
end the Authority (of HUD) may prescribe
regulations fixing the maximum contribu-
tions available under different circumstances,
giving consideration of cost, location, size,
rent-paying ability of prospective tenants, or
other factors bearing upon the amounts and
periods of assistance needed to achieve and
maintain low rentals. . . . Provided, that the
fixed contribution payable annually under
any contract shall in no case exceed & sum
equal to the annual yleld, at the applicable
going Federal rate plus 1 per centum, upon
the development or acquisition cost of the
low-rent housing or . .. project involved.”
(Section 10(b)).

2For a discussion of the evolution of public
housing and its clientele, see Government
and Slum Housing: A Century of Frustration,
by Lawrence M. Friedman, especially pages
118 through 146 (Chicago: Rand-McNally &
Co., 1968).

3 Report of the National Commission on
Civil Disorders (The Kerner Report), Bantam
Books, 1968.

¢In May 18968, the NAHRO Housing Divi-
slonal Committee was informed by HUD that
“a growing number of housing authorities are
headed toward bankruptcy in their opera-
tlons if present trends continue, because rev-
enue derived from rents is not keeping pace
with mounting administrative and mainte-
nance expenditures.” Signed by HUD Assist-
ant Secretary Lawrence M. Cox, the letter
continued,

“Therefore, local authorities must find
better ways to live within their means. . . .
There are two basic courses which need to be
considered on the income side. One is an
increase in rents. . . . The other is a tenant
selection policy which admits persons with
a range of incomes sufficlent to produce the
average rent necessary to balance expendi-
tures . ., .

“The legislation . . . does not require the
program to serve only the lowest of the low-
income familles. . . . Nevertheless, if a com-
munity chooses to house a larger percentage
of the lowest income levels than can be done
in a self-supporting manuner, . . . then it
must be prepared to assume financial re-
sponsibility for such a decision. . . .”

(Letters from Lawrence M. Cox, HUD As-
sistant Secretary for Housing & Renewal As-
sistance, to Ronald L. Brignac, NAHRO Hous-
ing Divisional Committee, May 26, 1969.)

®Testimony of Mr. Jesse Gray, National
Chairman, National Tenant Organization,
before the Senate Subcommittee on Housing
and Urban Affairs, July 18, 1960. (Hearings,
pages 233-4).

¢*“Is Public Housing Headed for a Fiscal
Crisis? by Albert A, Walsh, in Journal of
Housing, Volume 2, February, 1969.

7 Testimony of Willlam L. Rafsky, Presi-
dent, NAHRO, before the Subcommittee on
Housing and Urban Affairs of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, U.S. Senate,
July 18, 1960 (Hearings, page 198).

8 NAHRO statement on the Budget for
Fiscal 1970 of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, July 8, 1969.

*In its statement on HUD's Budget for
Fiscal 1970, NAHRO pointed out that, “local
housing authorities do not now receive even
the full subsidy authorized under the (1937)
statute, An adminisirative determination, in
effect since the beginning of the program,
has restricted the federal subsidy to debt
service requirements, (Emphasis in original,
reprinted in the record of the Senate Hear-
ings before the Committee on Appropria-
tions, page 876).
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10 Report of the House Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, September 30, 1969, page
14,

1 HUD circular, March 16, 1970, page 2.

13 HUD circular, page 3 (emphasis added).

3 In the HUD circular of March 22, 1968,
“Social Goals for Public Housing," local hous-
ing authorities were urged to “liberalize the
definition of income with respect of the in-
come of minors. (page 2)

1. This is a requirement of the HUD guide-
lines. See note 12, page B.

15 The welfare department of the District
of Columbia has instituted such a polley.
The National Capital Housing Authority will
therefore be applying the 256% limitation to
rents of welfare recipients in the District,
and the tenants will be receiving the extra
dollars as part of their regular grant. Such
an arrangement should be instituted in other
parts of the country. Whether it will be,
depends on HUD and HEW cooperation, to-
gether with the effect of local pressures
from welfare tenants and their representa-
tives.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTIONS 212 awnD 213 oF

THE HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACT

OF 1969

1. Purpose.—The Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1969 establishes important
new policy and authorizes additional finan-
cial assistance for dealing with housing au-
thority deficlts, levels of operating and main-
tenance services, and amount of income
which may be pald by tenants for rent. The
purpose of this Circular is to outline the
Department's policies and requirements with
respect to implementation of Sections 212
and 213 of that Act.

2. General:

a. The Act provides that the rent of a pub-
lic housing tenant may not exceed 25 per-
cent of the family’s income, as defined by
the Secretary. (Section 213(a)). This limita-
tion on rents becomes effective no later than
March 24, 1970. (Section 213(b)).

b. The Act also provides authority for HUD
to pay annual contributions in excess of
debt service requirements up to the statutory
annual maximum (Section 212(a)) and it
provides for that purpose an additional 875
million in contract authorization (Section
212(b)) which, in accordance with the Con-
ference Report on the Act, may be used to
make payments for the following purposes:

(1) To cover exlisting operating deficits of
public housing agencles and enable them to
maintain adequate operating and main-
tenance services and adequate reserve funds.

(2) To make up the amount by which the
proportionate share of operating and main-
tenance expenses attributable to a dwelling
unit exceeds 25 percent of the tenant's in-
come, provided the tenant is paylng 25 per-
cent of income for rent.

3. Meeting eristing operating deficits:

a. The Secretary may, in his discretion,
make payments to cover existing deficits of
Local Housing Authorities, taking into con-
sideration the adequacy of operating and
maintenance service and reserve funds, In
those cases where the LHA has demonstrated
that satisfactory standards of management
and tenant responsibility have been or will be
achieved.

b. An existing operating deficit means a
deficit including the deficiency in the normal
maximum reserve existing for the LHA's fiscal
year which includes December 24, 1969. Such
payments do not apply to future deficits
which may arise.

¢. As the Conference Report stated In part:

“The Committee s deeply concerned over
cases of lax management in many public
housing projects which have led to high oper-
ating costs, deterioration of property, and an
intolerable environment for the families who
live there. . . .

“The Conferees wish to make it clear that
the benefits of subsidized public housing, in-
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cluding those provided by this Section, can-
not be achieved without tenant responsibil-
ity, including responsibility for the protec-
tion and care of property.”

In seeking assistance under this provision
of the Act, LHA’s should be prepared to pro-
vide specific information on the positive ac-
tlons they have taken or propose to take in
cooperation with the tenants, to meet the
concerns of the Conference Committee as
stated above.

4. Payments over 25 percent of income:

a. The SBecretary is authorized to provide
payments to make up the amount by which
the proportionate share of operating and
maintenance expenses attributable to a
dwelling unit exceeds the contract rent de-
rived from a gross rent based on 25 percent
of the tenant’s income, as defined by the
Becretary.

b. The Conference Report states that these
payments may not be made with respect to
& dwelling unit unless the rent pald for the
unit is 25 percent of the tenant’s income.
The Report also states that the Conferees do
not intend that all tenants in public hous-
ing should pay 26 percent of income for rent.
In order for the LHA to obtain assistance on
behalf of those familles which are paying
more than 25 percent of income for rent, it
is not necessary, therefore, to increase all
rents to 25 percent of income and such action
is not anticipated.

c. In order to compute the amount of sub-
sldy to which an LHA is eligible, three defini-
tions are essential—a definition of the term
“operating costs,” the term ‘‘rent,” and the
term “family income."” These definitions are
set forth in paragraph 7 below. Although it is
recognized that many state laws and local
practices provide for differing interpretations
of “family income,” the Act provides for the
Secretary defining the term for purposes of
Section 213.

d. Except as the Act requires that no
tenant pay more than 25 percent of income
for rent, as defined by the Secretary, it does
not otherwise affect the authority contained
in Section 2(1) of the United States Housing
Act with respect to the establishment of.
rents and income definitions for eligibility
purposes by the LHA’s.

e. The definition of family income which
is described below, and which must be used
to determine eligibility for the subsidy pro-
vided by Sections 212 and 213, is a simple
and easily administrable formula which
LHA's may wish to consider adopting for
purposes of administering their local
programs.

5. Examination of incomes:

a. LHA’s should commence immediately
to examine incomes for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility for rent adjustments. Ad-
justments in rent should be based, to the
extent possible, on family income data ob-
tained in connection with regular or special
re-examinations now in process or recently
completed. In other instances, adjustments
should be based on the latest verification of
family income available to the LHA, and
affected tenants should be notified of the
basis for such adjustments.

b. If the required rent adjustments can-
not be made by March 24, 1970, they shall be
put Into effect at the earliest date possible,
retroactive to March 24, 1970.

6. Tenants receiving welfare assistance:

a. Section 213(b) of the Act states that the
limitation on rents at 25 percent of income
shall not apply in any case in which the
Secretary determines that limiting the rent
of any tenant or class of tenants will result
in a reduction in the amount of welfare
assistance which would otherwise be provided
to such tenant or class of tenants by a
public agency.

b. The Conference Report explained this
provision with the statement:

“The conferees are disturbed by the grow-
Ing practice of stretching an Inadequate
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welfare budget by placing in public housing
increasing numbers of families who cannot
pay even the operating costs of the unit
they occupy. The Conferees are hopeful that
within the context of the welfare program,
some means can be found to provide as
much support for a welfare family in public
housing as would be provided for that family
in private housing."

LHA's should, therefore, keep careful rec-
ords of the amount of welfare payments re-
celved by tenants whose rents are adjusted
under this Act, both before and after such
adjustment. A separate Circular will provide
instructions as to actions which should be
taken with respect to tenants receiving wel-
fare assistance.

7. Definitions:

a. Rent. “Rent’” shall mean Gross Rent as
defined herein.

b. Gross Rent. “Gross Rent"” means Con-
tract Rent plus the LHA's estimate of the
value or cost to the tenant for reasonable
amounts of utilities purchased by the ten-
ants and not included in the Contract Rent.

c. Contract Rent. “Contract Rent"” means
the rent charged a tenant for the use of the
dwelling accommodation, equipment, serv-
ices and utllitles supplied by the project.
Contract Rent does not include charges for
utilities which may be purchased by the
project and sold to the tenant as a trans-
action separate from the payment of such
rent, charges for excess utility consumptions,
or miscellaneous charges.

d. Utilities. Utllities means water, elec-
tricity, gas, other heating, refrigeration, and
cooking fuels, and other utilities. Other
utilities include, but are not necessarily
limited to, sewage and garbage or trash col-
lection for which a separate charge is made
the tenant by the LHA or others. Telephone
service and electricity for tenant-installed
air conditioners may not generally be in-
cluded as a utility.

e. Family Income. “"Family Income"” means
income ! from all sources of each member of
the family in the household, including
minors, enticipated to be received during
the twelve months following admission or
redetermination of family income (as the
case may be) less: (1) a deduction of 10
percent of family income; and (2) an exemp-
tion of $100 from family income for each
minor (other than the head or spouse) and

iIn the case of self-employed persons, in-
come means the net Income from the opera-
tion of the business or profession. Also, the
following are not considered as income by
HUD:

(1) Casual, sporadic and Irregular gifts,
earnings of minors attending school full time,
and amounts which are specifically received
for, or are a reimbursement of, the cost of
illness or medical care.

(2) Lump-sum additions to family assets,
such as inheritances, insurance payments,
including payments under health and ac-
cident insurance and workmen's eompensa-
tion, capital gains, and settlements for per-
sonal or property losses.

(3) Amounts of educational scholarships
pald directly to the student or to the educa-
tlonal institution and amounts pald by the
United States Government to a veteran for
use in meeting the cost of tulition, fees and
books, to the extent that such amounts are
80 used. (Any of such amounts not so used
and any amounts avallable for subsistence
are to be included in Family Income.)

(4) The special pay to a serviceman head
of a family away from home and exposed to
hostile fire (e.g., Viet Nam); relocation pay-
ments for moving expenses to families and
individuals displaced by urban renewal or
other governmental action; and, pursuant to
the Food Stamp Act of 1964, as amended, the
value of the coupon allotments for the pur-
chase of food in excess of the amount actual-
1y charged the eligible households.
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for each adult (other than head or spouse)
dependent upon family for support.

1. Operating Maintenance Costs. Operating
and maintenance costs attributable to a
dwelling unit for purposes of determining
the maximum subsidy payable under Section
213 means costs computed pursuant to the
following formula:

(1) Compute the sum of Total Operating
Expenditures and additions to Operating Re-
serve and divide by the number of rooms.
This gives the cost per room. (Rooms as used
herein means all rooms in all projects under
& single Annual Contributions Contract ex-
cept for leased housing which shall be sep-
arately calculated.)

(2) Multiply the cost per room by number
of rooms in the dwelling unit. (The number
of rooms for each size unit shall be computed
in accordance with Low-Rent Housing Pre-
construction Handbook, RHA 7410.1, Chapter
3, Section 1.) This gives the cost attributable
to each unit by size,

(3) For leased housing the cost attribu-
table to the dwelling is the sum of the rent
paid to the owner and LHA costs less the
fixed annual contribution payable per unit.

8. Legislative citations:

a. Section 212:

(1) Section 212(a) of the HUD Act of 1069
(PL 91-152) amends Section 10(b) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 to make
clear that HUD has authority to pay annual
contributions in excess of debt service re-
gquirements up to the statutory annual max-
imum,.

(2) Section 212(b) increases the amount
of annual contributions authorized under
Section 10(e) of the United States Housing
Act of 1837 by $75 million.

b. Section 213:

(1) Section 213(a) provides that the rent
of a public housing tenant may not exceed 25
percent of the family's income as defined by
the Secretary.

(2) Section 213(b) provides that the
above limitation on rents shall be effective
not later than 90 days following its enact-
ment. It also provides that the 25 percent
limitation shall not apply in any case in
which the Secretary determines that Hmiting
the rent of any tenant, or class of tenants,
will result in a reduction in the amount of
welfare assistance which would otherwise
be provided to such tenant, or such class of
tenants, by a public agency.

(3) Bection 213(c) amends Section 14 of
the United States Housing Act of 10837 to
make it clear thar the Secretary is authorized
to amend annual contributions contracts to
provide rates of contribution based on the
current going federal rate of interest.

OUR PLEDGE TO AMERICAN
PRISONERS

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, when an
American citizen joins the Armed Forces,
whether as an officer or an enlisted man,
whether as a volunteer or as a drafted
inductee, he takes an oath of loyalty
to the United States.

It is an impressive ceremony, this
oath-taking.

At the same time the rest of us in
America are, in effect, making to the
young man an equally solemn pledge. It
is a pledge by implication that while he
is serving America the rest of us will
do what we can to insure his safe re-
turn, We will supply him with the
needed training and equipment. We will
provide him with adequate leadership
and every possible protection.

This implied pledge by his fellow citi-
zens goes beyond this. As he takes his
oath we are saying to him, in return, that
if captured or harmed, we, his fellow
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Americans, will make all possible efforts
to restore him to health and to his family,

In other words, Mr. President, the
giving is not all on one side; it must be a
two-way street. We are asking the young
solider to offer his life and his abilities
for his country. In return we are promis-
ing to do all in our power fo minimize
that sacrifice and give it meaning.

In the simplest possible words that is
why we in the Senate are so deeply
concerned with the fate of some 1,500
of these young men who have been cap-
tured by the enemy and are presently
being held in North Vietnam.

These men took an oath to serve faith-
fully and well. They have discharged that
obligation. Some died in consequence of
that oath. Some were captured by the
enemy, Those who have been captured
are still in the process of keeping faith
with their fellow countrymen.

We can do no less than keep faith with
them and with their families.

Qur pledge to them may never have
been spoken in words and in a solemn
ceremony. Theirs was both. But our
country’s pledge to them is nonetheless
real and is no less solemn than theirs.
Indeed, by all criteria it must always be
considered even more s0. We will never—
we can never—break our faith with them.

As a nation we must work daily, hourly,
constantly to discharge this awesome re-
ponsibility to these men. We believe there
are some 1,500 of them held prisoner;
we do not know for sure because we have
never been informed by the enemy as
to how many men they hold.

But even if there were only two pris-
oners, or even only one, our responsi-
bility and our obligation would be as
great to those two, or that one.

Mr. President, I say to you and fo all
my colleagues in the Congress that we
must exert every conceivable power at
our command to return these men safely
home. Until that day comes when they
are brought back, we must do all we can
to make life for the men themselves more
bearable. And we must do what we can
to aid the families of these men, who
live now under a heavy cloud of anxiety
and concern.

The American Government and the
American people are equally involved in
this responsibility.

We owe it to the men and we owe it
to the women and children and parents
they left behind.

We cannot rest until we have com-
pletely fulfilled this responsibility.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is concluded.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (HR. 12619) to amend sec-
tion 11 of an act approved August 4,
1950 entitled “An Act relating to the
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policing of the buildings and grounds of
the Library of Congress.”

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The Brrn CrLErx. A bill (HR. 15628)
to amend the Foreign Military Sales
Act.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bill.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

The Senator from Oklahoma is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, in his
play, “King Henry VI,” William Shake-
speare has one of his characters use
these lines:

Not to be seen: my crown is called con-
tent. A crown it Is that seldom Kkings en-
Joy.

Certainly the decisions the chief ex-
ecutive of a nation must make regarding
the conduct of war and which involve
the ultimate power which a government
can vest in its leaders is a crown which
those leaders seldom enjoy. Clearly for
President Nixon, the decisions relating
to the Vietnam war have been the most
troublesome and difficult he has had to
make. And the most recent one, in-
volving the Cambodian sanctuaries, is
by far the most difficult of the lot.

President Nixon is certainly not in-
sensitive to the political orice he is pay-
ing for what he considers to be an hon-
orable course in Southeast Asia. He is
not so insensitive or so uninformed as
to fail to recognize that this has come
to be this Nation’s longest and most
unpopular war and that he could become
an international hero overnight if he
yvielded to the temptation simply to pull
out American troops and come home.

Clearly, this country and much of the
rest of the world is impatient for this
war to be brought to an end. No one
denies that there is much to be done here
at home, and certainly no one denies the
war is causing deep divisions among
our people and serious repercussions
throughout the economic system of this
country. Thereis now evidence that these
ill effects are being felt abroad.

Mr. President, I believe that President
Nixon is equally cognizant that our dis-
engagement is vitally important for the
future of a viable nation in South Viet-
nam. He knows the South Vietnamese
people and understands their need to
assume responsibility as rapidly as pos-
sible if that country is ever to assume
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mature status. I believe he has set such
a course for our countries and that the
actions of his administration demon-
strate his dedication to this course. Since
coming into office 16 months ago, he has
developed and followed a course of de-
Americanization and has set for himself
additional goals which will keep us on
this course for at least the next 12
months.

Until the Cambodian sanctuaries were
attacked there appeared to be general
agreement with President Nixon’s South-
east Asian policies. Certainly Mr. Nixon
had critics, some in this body, some on
the campuses, who felt he should be mov-
ing faster; but until Cambodia, even his
critics generally supported his Vietnami-
zation policy which had reduced Ameri-
can casualties and costs and increased
the South Vietnamese Government's role
in the defense of their nation.

The decision to enter Cambodia, even
along the very narrow and restricted
guidelines which President Nixon has
laid down, has clearly been one of the
most unsettling developments of this en-
tire war. I can certainly understand the
reasoning behind the Church-Cooper
amendment and generally support the
statement of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. CooreEr) who has explained to this
body that the intention is merely to make
certain that the President does not in-
advertently become deeply mired in
Cambodia as we have been since 1965 and
before in South Vietnam. I recognize
there are others who support this amend-
ment because they simply do not trust
President Nixon, and with these I totally
disagree. I feel the President has con-
ducted his office in a highly honorable
manner and that he has and will continue
to keep his word with the American
people.

I also feel he has displayed a high
quality of leadership in his decision to
go into Cambodia and I wish to com-
mend him for the leadership he has
shown.

Mr. President, there is another element
in this debate which seems worthy of ex-
ploration. The President's decision to go
into Cambodia has again raised the
question as to how this country became
so deeply involved in South Vietnam and
about the entire process of how we go
to war.

While I was not a member of this body
when the war in South Vietnam began,
I can readily understand the frustration
which has built up as the war has
dragged on and on, becoming more
deadly as time has passed. I can under-
stand that some of those who initially
supported President Johnson’s decision
to send increasing numbers of troops to
South Vietnam have decided that this is
a serious misadventure, because the scope
of the war has vastly exceeded their
earlier expectations. The whole process
has reminded me of one of Uncle Re-
mus's tales, the story of Brer Rabbit and
the Tar Baby.

Mr. President, this is a story which is
familiar to most of us but I would like to
read a part of it for the Recorp at this
time.

As the story goes, Brer Fox went to
work to catch Brer Rabbit:
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He got some tar and some turpentine and
fixed up a contraption that he called a Tar-
Baby. He took the Tar-Baby and put it by
the side of the big road. Then he went off
into the bushes to see what was going to
happen.

He didn't have to walt very long before
Brer Rabbit came prancing down the road—
hippity-clippity, clippity-hippity—as sassy as
a jaybird. Brer Fox just lay low. Brer Rab-
bit pranced along until he spied the Tar-
Baby, and then he sat back on his hind legs,
astonished. The Tar-Baby, just sat there,
and Brer Fox just lay low.

“Morning!” said Brer Rabbit. “Nice weather
this morning,"” he said.

The Tar-Baby didn’t say anything, and Brer
Fox lay low.

“How are you feeling today?" said Brer
Rabbit.

Brer Fox winked one eye slowly, and lay
low. And the Tar-Baby dldn't say anything.

“What's the matter with you? Are you
deaf?” said Brer Rabbit. “Because if you are,
I can holler louder,” he said.

The Tar-Baby didn't say a word, and Brer
Fox lay low.

“You're stuck up—that's what's wrong with
you,"” saild Brer Rabbit. “I'm going to cure you
of that, I am,” he sald.

Brer Fox chuckled when he heard that,
but the Tar-Baby didn't say a word.

“I'm going to teach you how to speak to
respectable folks,” said Brer Rabbit. “If you
don't take your hat off, and say howdy-do,
I'm going to bust you right in the nose,” he
sald.

The Tar-Baby didn't say anything, and
Brer Fox sort of chuckled quietly to himseif.

Brer Rabbit kept on talking to the Tar-
Baby, and the Tar-Baby never sald a word.
Finally Brer Rabbit drew back with his fist
and—blipl—he punched the Tar-Baby on the
side of his head. Right there's where he made
his mistake! His fist stuck and he couldn't
pull it loose. The tar held him fast. The Tar-
Baby still didn’t say anything, and Brer Fox
still lay low.

“If you don't let me loose, I'll knock you
again!” said Brer Rabbit. And with that, he
punched the Tar-Baby with his other fist!
And that stuck, too! The Tar-Baby didn't
say anything, and Brer Fox lay low.

“Turn me loose, or I'll kick the stuffing out
of you!” said Brer Rabbit. But the Tar-Baby
just held on. Then Brer Rabbit struck the
Tar-Baby with his feet—first one and then
the other—and they stuck fast to the Tar-
Baby, too! Brer Fox still lay low.

“If you don't turn me loose,” squalled Brer
Rabbit. “IT'll butt you with my head!" And
he butted the Tar-Baby, and then his head
got stuck.

Just then Brer Fox sauntered forth, looking
as innocent as a mockingbird.

Mr. President, our involvement in
Southeast Asia has in many ways re-
sembled Brer Rabbit’s encounter with
the tar baby.

Clearly, this is no way for a nation like
ours to become involved in war, the most
serious and dangerous endeavor man-
kind can possibly know. To send thous-
ands of men to their deaths and billions
of dollars up in flames almost by acci-
dent or inadvertence, is unthinkable in
these times. The whole process clearly
needs to be reexamined. The present pro-
cedures were evolved in less perilous and
less confusing times than those we now
face and a new look at the entire process
is long overdue.

Mr. President, I therefore agree with
those who have expressed a desire for
a thorough in-depth reexamination of
this country’s war-entering process. It is
my opinion that the collective judgment
of the Congress would, throughout time,
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prove to be more reliable and less danger-
ous for this Nation’s security than the
action of one man, except in those cases
when this Nation was under actual or
imminent attack of such a nature as to
jeopardize our survival.

This question clearly needs to be
settled before another Vietnam erupts or
creeps up on us as the action in South-
east Asia has done.

The present problem, however, is that
all these needs existed before President
Nixon announced his decision to enfer
Cambodia and before the first American
combat troops crossed the Cambodian
border. To enter upon a debate or to
undertake a change in the war-entering
processes at this time and without long
and careful preparation is to act hastily
and in a climate of high emotional feel-
ing in this country. Such an ill-timed de-
bate is therefore likely to produce the
same disastrous type of results as those
which followed the passage of the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution.

The questions as to how we became so
deeply involved in South Vietnam had
all been raised time and time again even
long before Richard Nixon became Presi-
dent and began the Vietnamization proc-
ess. The real issues in this debate, as I
understand them, are these:

First. Is the decision to destroy the
sanctuaries tactical, or is this in fact a
new and different war?

Second. Will this action reduce casu-
alties and hasten American disengage-
ment, or will it stretch out the war and
cause even greater numbers of young
Amerieans to be killed or wounded?

Third. Are we in fact disengaging in
Southeast Asia, or are we becoming more
and more mired down with the passage
of time?

Fourth. Are the South Vietnamaese
gaining in strength, stability, and unity,
so that they can provide their own de-
fense against the North and hopefully
survive as a viable nation as South Ko-
rea has been able to do?

Mr. President, in endeavoring to find
answers to these questions I believe it is
helpful to remember our mission in
South Vietnam. Our purpose there is
simple: To provide security for the people
of South Vietnam while they build their
economy, establish the vital social func-
tions needed by a viable nation, and to
develop a stable government able to pro-
vide reasonable internal and external de-
fense and earn the general support of the
people. While my personal knowledge of
South Vietnam is much more limited
than that of many of the Members of
this body, I am convinced that steady
and discernible progress toward this ob-
jective is being made.

Twice I have had the privilege of visit-
ing South Vietnam, first in November
of 1965 and again in July of 1969. In 1965,
I was a member of the group of 10 Gov-
ernors of American States who spent 4
days visiting the southern provinces of
South Vietnam. At that time there was
genuine concern that the Vietcong
would soon capture many of the provin-
cial eapitals and key defense installations
in South Vietnam, Saigon was under fre-

quent shelling. An attack on the Ameri-
can Embassy caused heavy loss of life
and property. Heavy attacks on such
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cities as Da Nang were frequent. Ameri-
can defenses were unable to prevent the
Vietcong from successfully attacking and
damaging air bases with a resultant
heavy loss of airmen and aircraft.

A total military government was in
power in South Vietnam, right down to
village and even hamlet level. Local gov-
ernment appeared to be inept and was
frequently corrupt. Much of the country-
side was held in a state of terror by the
Vietcong. In a provinecial capitol we
visited, it was necessary for a battalion of
troops to be stationed near the capitol in
order to prevent its being overrun by the
Vietcong and perhaps to provide security
so that the essential governmental proc-
esses could continue.

All across South Vietnam roads were
interdicted regularly by the Vietcong
who collected taxes, terrorized travelers
and inducted eligible but unwilling young
men into the Vietcong forces. Bridges
were frequently blown up; schools, hos-
pitals, and powerplants were regularly
destroyed; and the entire countryside
was in a state of siege and virtual col-
lapse, though there were some hopeful
signs.

Successful attacks by the Vietcong on
American and South Vietnamese military
installations were regular. Our forces
were unable to receive the logistical sup-
port they needed because of limited high-
way facilities and a totally inadequate
transportation system—at the time we
were there, 26 American ships were an-
chored in the Saigon harbor waiting long
periods to be unloaded because there was
very limited dock space and the process
frequently took weeks. Facilities for the
operation of our aircraft were limited
and seriously inadequate to the need.
Overall, the impression I received was
that of a country which was in danger
of being brought to its knees economi-
cally and which was in serious danger
of being knocked out of existence by
an aggressive, well-organized enemy that
was deeply entrenched throughout the
country.

Equally dangerous was the apparent
lack of national unity and self-confi-
dence. There were even serious questions
as to whether the South Vietnamese
forces possessed the potential to ever be-
come an effective military organization.
There was a tragic lack of trained and
educated citizenry from which to draw
the noncommissioned and company
officers upon which a successful military
operation of this kind largely depends.
There was a real question as to whether
or not the South Vietnamese could ever
master the operation of the sophisticated
military hardware which our Nation was
beginning to supply. Overall, the situa-
tion, while it did hold some hope, could
hardly be looked upon as ideal.

Mr. President, in 1965 there was valid
reasons to doubt that South Vietnam
could ever become a viable nation.

As most Senafors realized, South Viet-
nam had long been a colony of the Chi-
nese, the French, and the  Japanese.
Throughout these years the South Viet-
namese people had been given very little
opportunity to gain formal education, to
learn modern technology, to master the
skills of government, fo learn and apply
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modern agricultural methods, to develop
their abundant natural resources, to par-
ticipate in a meaningful way in com-
merce and industry, or even to develop
the self-confidence which free citizens
own as a birthright. Serious racial and
religious schisms existed throughout the
country, and there was no reliable com-
munication system.

The Government, such as it was, en-
joyed neither popular support, profi-
ciency, nor popularity. While there were
hopeful signs, and while the South Viet-
namese were fighting valiantly and sac-
rificing heavily in hamlets, villages, and
cities, it was obvious that the road ahead
was long and tortuous unless they were
heavily supported by men and materiel
from outside sources, or unless the
North Vietnamese could be discouraged
from their conquest.

Mr. President, in 1969, in the company
of the senior Senator from Alaska (Mr.
StevEns), I had the opportunity to re-
turn to South Vietnam for a slightly
more extended stay. On this trip, Senator
StevEns and I were privileged to visit
all four corps areas and made stops of
varying lengths in something like 40 dif-
ferent locations.

To summarize quickly, South Viet-
nam, in 1969, seemed like a different na-
tion than the country I had visited in
1965. On our last trip, it was obvious
that travel by highway throughout all
except the most remote areas was com-
mon practice in South Vietnam. Infer-
diction of roads by the Vietcong had al-
most ended. In fact, at the time we were
there, it appeared that most of the
enemy military activity in South Viet-
nam was being carried on by regular
North Vietnamese units, which had
moved into the country and taken over
from the weakened Vietcong. There was
considerable fighting still going on, but
the ever-present danger to provineial
capitals and even to most villages and
hamlets had apparently largely disap-
peared.

Throughout the country, we found
that farmers were back at work in their
fields. We visited a fishing village which
had been totally obliterated by the Viet-
cong and thereafter abandoned for a
period of 2 years. When we visited the
village, we found that homes had been
reconstructed by local effort and with
the use of a very limited amount of U.S.
AID funds. We found that the thrifty
fishermen had already produced and pre-
served food to last them for several
months. We found that theyv had re-
built their boats and nets and reestab-
lished their fishing industry, so that fam-
ily income had already reached a level
of about $200 per month. In so doing,
they had increased the supply of fish for
Da Nang to the point that the price of
fish in the markets of that city had
dropped about 30 percent.

In 1965, many seemed to feel that the
Vietcong were truly agrarian reformers
who enjoyed wide support among the
peasants who were either confused or
distrustful of the central government.
The Tet offensive, which had occurred
before our 1969 visit, seemed to have
totally destroyed this image—this mis-
conception—of the Vietcong and ap-
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peared to have the effect of drawing the
nation together for perhaps the first
time in its history. These attacks and
the acts of terror which the Vietcong
perpetrated appeared to have created an
awareness that this was truly an out-
side threat by a foreign country and
caused the South Vietnamese to rally to
the cause of their own defense in an ef-
fective and encouraging way.

Senator STevENs and I were taken by
Marine NCO's to a village where the pop-
ular forces had recently been equipped
with auomatic weapons and organized
into a military unit which appeared able
and willing to defend the village against
future Vietcong or North Vietnamese as-
saults, It is highly significant to me that
the Thieu government, which had been
in office for many months, was secure
enough in its position that it could issue
arms of this kind to the civilian popula-
tion at almost exactly the same time that
our own Government was passing laws to
make the ownership of far less deadly
weapons more difficult or even unlawful
in our own country.

Mr. President, one of the most impres-
sive men I met in South Vietham was
Lieutenant General Lam, who com-
manded the forces of I Corps, that sec-
tor which lies closest to North Vietnam
and which is, therefore, under the heavi-
est and most constant enemy pressure.
At the time we were there, President
Nixon had only recently announced and
begun the withdrawal of American forces
from South Vietnam, and we questioned
General Lam at some length about his
reactions to the President’s decision.

While that conversation took place
many months ago, his response is still
indelibly impressed upon my mind. Gen-
eral Lam told us that it made little
difference to him whether the Americans
stayed or remained, because the war
would go on regardless, and he felt se-
cure that his people would be able to de-
fend themselves ultimately. He feared a
heavy loss of life if the Americans were
withdrawn too hastily, but he assured
me that he and the Vietnamese people
generally knew that their lives were at
stake and that they were determined to
defend both their lives and their freedom
with every resource at their command.

Throughout the trip, we were continu-
ally impressed with the obvious military
competence which the South Vietnamese
had gained. We found South Vietnamese
manning our artillery pieces, using our
communications and transportation
equipment, flying heavily armed twin jet
T-38’s, and operating and maintaining
our American-built helicopters.

At the time we were there, the first
units of the “Riverine Forces” had been
turned over to the South Vietnamese
Navy, and Senator STevens and I spent
several hours inspecting this fleet and ob-
serving the way the South Vietnamese
crews handled both the operation and
the maintenance of these specialized
units which had been equipped to fight
the war for the waterways of the Delta
area,

Perhaps the most impressive experi-
ence of the entire trip was the unsched-
uled visit Senator STEvVEns and I made
to the outpost at Ben Het the morning
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after the battle there had ended. Un-
fortunately, the American press gave
little notice to this, the last major mili-
tary engagement of the Vietnam war to
date. The outpost of Ben Het lies only
about 9 miles from the Cambodian bor-
der. The significant point is that when
it became apparent that a regiment or
larger force of North Vietnamese troops
was moving against Ben Het, the Ameri-
can military commander in that district
began to make plans to move American
and South Vietnamese troops into posi-
tion to defend this outpost. It was at this
point that the local South Vietnamese
commander approached the Americans
to urge the South Vietnamese forces to
fight this battle alone and unaided by
American ground troops. The American
commander agreed.

As a result, South Vietnamese forces,
aided by American air and artillery sup-
port, occupied defensive positions, and
through a lengthy and bloody battle suc-
ceeded in inflicting heavy casualties
upon the North Vietnamese and finally
took the offensive, driving the enemy
back into their sanctuaries across the
Cambodian border.

The battle had ended only hours be-
fore Senator StevEns and I were lifted
by helicopter into the Ben Het outposts.
At the time we were there, several of
the artillery pieces were still knocked out
of commission; many trucks and weap-
ons carriers were in a state of total ruin;
every single pneumatic tire which I saw
had been punctured by shrapnel or small
arms fire; and the damage done to com-
munications and troop emplacements
had not been repaired.

Mr. President, in spite of the obvious
devastation which the outpost had suf-
fered, the spirit and attitude of the suc-
cessful defenders of Ben Het was highly
reminiscent of many scenes—which I re-
membered—from my service in World
War II. These men had met the very best
that the North Vietnamese and Viet-
cong could send against them; and on
their own, without the help of American
ground forces, other than a handful of
advisers, they had thrown back the
enemy and forced him to take cover in
the sanctuaries which were off limits to
the South Vietnamese troops. Certainly
these men felt sorrow at the loss of their
comrades, but there was no hiding the
pride they felt at their accomplishment
and the determination which had been
kindled in them to restore their devas-
tated outpost and build up their de-
fenses for any future assault.

Mr. President, the military proficiency
and individual self-confidence of the
South Vietnamese has continued to grow
and is again being demonstrated in the
actions in Cambodia. Two columns pub-
lished in the Washington Post on May 29
testify to this fact. I ask unanimous con-
sent that they be printed in the Recorp
at this point in my remarks.

The columns are entitled “Viet Troops’
Splendid Performance in Cambodia
Surprises U.S. Generals,” written by
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, and
“South Vietnamese Servicemen Have
Now Proved Their Mettle,” written by
Joseph Alsop.

There being no objection, the articles
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were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Vier Troors' SPLENDID PERFORMANCE IN
CAMBODIA SURPRISES U.S. GENERALS

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The splendid combat performance by
South Vietnamese troops in Cambodia not
only strengthens the Vietnamization pro-
gram but casts dark clouds over the U.S.
military advice going to President Nixon.

The way ARVN (Army of the Republic of
Vietnam) outfits have handled North Viet-
namese regulars in Cambodia’s Parrot's Beak
has evoked raves from the very U.S. generals
who insisted they could not do the job. Gen.
Crelghton Abrams, U.S. commander in Viet-
nam, has personally expressed his surprise to
the Pentagon. What's more, high officials
privately make this blunt admission: The
South Vietnamese could have performed the
Cambodian operation alone, without U.S.
troops.

The implications of this are staggering. It
means Mr. Nixon could have enjoyed the
military fruits of entering Cambodia without
the calamitous political and economic conse-
quences he now endures and without reac-
tivating the dormant peace movement. The
President could have avoided his present
crisis of confidence had he rejected the coun=-
sel of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and instead
heeded the advice of Secretary of Defense
Melvin R. Laird, who wanted an all-ARVN
operation in Cambodia.

This Cambodian dispute between Laird
and the Joint Chiefs is the culmination of
sharp backstage disagreement over Vietnami-
zation between civillan and military at all
levels which we observed during our recent
reporting trip to Vietnam. Even before Mr.
Nixon's April 20 announcement of another
150,000 U.S. troops to be withdrawn, the
military felt he was pulling out too rapidly.

Adding respectability to this view was Gen.
Abrams himself, No Colonel Blimp, Abrams
is the most sophisticated American coms=
mander during 16 years im Vietnam. More-
over, Abrams knows all about the training of
ARVN, having been originally assigned to
Vietnam as Gen. Willlam Westmoreland’s
deputy for that purpose.

Yet one high-ranking civillan official told
us in Vietnam: “Abe just doesn't understand
Vietnamization.” He and other civilians feel
Abrams and the uniformed military are
missing an essential point of Vietnamiza-
tion—that South Vietnamese troops must
take over from the Americans not when they
are ready, but ready or not. Otherwise, the
Bouth Vietnamese never will be ready.

This is best illustrated in the strategle
Mekong River delta. The mighty U.S. 9th
Division, only American ground troops in the
delta, pulled out last August amid nervous
prostration by the U.S. high command, The
generals feared the Tth ARVN Division
simply could not handle the job in trouble-
some EKlenhoa and Dinhtuong provinces,

Superficially, their fears have been realized.
Communist military activity in those two
provinces has increased, and nobody claims
the Tth ARVN performs nearly as well as the
Americans. Nevertheless, since the Americans
left, pacification—the Salgon government’s
control of the countryside—has moved stead-
ily forward. In sum, the Vietcong are losing
the delta guerrilla war.

It can even be argued that the heavy-
handed U.S. 9th In the delta actually re-
tarded pacification. Certainly, had Washing-
ton granted Gen. Westmoreland's 1966 re-
quest to send three U.S. divisions into the
delta, the damage wrought by American
tfroops—as we pointed out at the time—
would have played into Vietcong hands.

That indicates the U.S. military still has
not fully grasped the political complexities
of guerrilla warfare, Beyond this, U.S. gen-
erals, noting that ARVN units are led by
Vietnamese officers made cautious by 20 years
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of constant warfare, express preference for

U.S. units led by venturesome young officers

tc)m: to make a record In six months of com-
at.

Save for the fateful exception of Cam-
bodia, however, Laird has prevalled with the
President agalnst this military resistance.
For instance, this summer’s offensive against
North Vietnamese encampments in Vietnam's
bloody Ashau Valley near the Demilitarized
Zone will be borne for the first time by South
Vietnamese troops. Indeed, South Vietnamese
are doing most of the fighting in Cambodia.

Contrary to the uninformed contention by
U.S. doves that it has failed, Vietnamization
is a success from a strictly military stand-
point. Its basic problem is economie, the re-
duced flow of dollars into the country threat-
ening runaway inflation by increasing Sal-
gon's war costs.

With these economic problems still un-
solved, Lalrd is pushng ahead for even faster
Vietnamization—his hand strengthened by
Cambodian events, Having proved them-
selves in the Parrot's Beak, the ARVN troops
are at a peak of battlefield morale. And mili-
tary doubts about their worth will carry
considerably less welght in the White House
henceforth.

SouTH VIETNAMESE SERVICEMEN HavE Now
ProvED THEIR METTLE
(By Joseph Alsop)

In common fairness, something more needs
to be sald about the performance of the
South Vietnamese units in Cambodia. It is a
crucial measurement of the practicality of
the President’s Vietnamization program; and
above all, it gives the lie to a good many
biased people who have made a lot of noise
in this country.

From their first day across the border, the
ARVN units' performance has continuously
moved Gen. Creighton W. Abrams to the
highest flights of praise. He 15 a man sparing
of praise in normal circumstances; but he
has used every adjective in the military book,
from “outstanding” upwards, to characterize
the dash and efficiency the South Vietnamese
have shown.

More importantly perhaps, he is known to
have described the success of the South
Vietnamese in Cambodia as a “stunning psy-
chological victory,” in and of itself. This is
because it has infused a quite new spirit of
confidence and pride in all the South Viet-
namese under arms. Until Cambodia, they
had never been fully tested. Now they have
been tested, and they have passed the test
exceptionally well.

“Every Asian wants to be with the win-
ner,” Gen. Abrams is sald to have con-
cluded. “And now we are the winners.”

The facts of the Cambodian campaign am-
ply substantiate Gen. Abrams’ assessment.
Five ARVN divisions, the 9th, 21st, 22d, 23d
and 25th, have been engaged, along with
ARVN rangers, Marine s and paratroopers
from the reserve. Every one of these divi-
sions has been portrayed, at various times,
as a mere horde of cowardly scoundrels com~
manded by corrupt incompetents.

The corrupt incompetents have now proved
to be first-rate leaders in the field, and the
cowardly scoundrels have fought with re-
lentless aggressiveness. And it must be re-
membered that they have been fighting the
most famous North Vietnamese units as-
signed to duty in South Vietnam.

For example, the ARVN 25th division has
successively taken on, and briskly decimated,
the 88th, 271st and 272d regiments. That
means that this South Vietnamese division,
customarily labeled “the worst,” has by now
defeated all the main components of the
enemy’s 9th division, formerly labeled “the
best.”

The secret of this seeming-magical reversal
of roles comes In two separate parts. “The
best,” obvlously, was not nearly so good as
everyone had come to believe, in the long
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period when the enemy’s 8th division had no
real mission beyond occasional hit-and-run
attacks.

“The worst,” equally obviously, has been
radically altered by being given an offensive
role, at long last. ARVN, one must remember,
was a defeated army at the time of the U.S.
intervention on the ground; and since that
time ARVN has been an army mainly com-
mitted to a purely defensive role. Taking the
offensive, and with great success, has natu-
rally made a lot of difference.

You can see the difference in the Pentagon
arguments about the U.S. advisers with ARVN
in Cambodia. At first, it was argued that the
U.8. advisers really had to go along, to “pro-
vide stiffening.” But now, somewhat iron-
ically, the same peuple are Just as passionately
arguing that the U.S. advisers are still needed,
to insure reasonable prudence.

Another remarkable fact, closely linked to
the foregoing, also deserves attention—
which it has not been getting. After all, two
South « Vietnamese divisions, plus other
troops, have plunged out of IV Corps; one
South Vietnamese division and one American
division have moved out of III Corps; and
at different times, two South Vietnamese
divisions have marched Into Cambodia from
IT Corps.

For the Vietcong and North Vietnamese
units inside South Vietnam, these departures
of thelir strongest opponents should have
offered a golden opportunity. With the cats
away, the mice ought to have played—and
played a pretty murderous game, at that.
But instead, the level of enemy effort in III
Corps and IV Corps has dropped by more
than a half since the Cambodian venture
began.

Since the beginning of the Cambodian ven-
ture, in fact, the one fairly conspicious enemy
effort has been a probe by elements of the 2d
North Vietnamese division, up in I Corps.
The 2d ARVN division, defending the little
district town that was under attack, has
thus far just about abolished one of the regi-
ments making the probe. Meanwhile the peo-
ple of Hiepbuec, the 1solated mountain town
that was in danger, are still tilling their fields
as before.

Altogether, the Cambodian venture has
given President Nixon’s Vietnamization pro-
gram a new look. For the South Vietnamese
have now proven their mettle, while the
enemy has suffered what should prove a crip-
pling setback.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, along
with the observations of the improve-
ment in South Vietnam’s military
and economic conditions, perhaps one of
the most significant improvements which
took place hetween 1965 and 1969 was in
the South Vietnamese Government.
Shortly before the American governors
had arrived in South Vietnam in 1965,
a long series of South Vietnamese gov-
ernments had come into office, lasted
only briefly, and then fallen before the
military aggression from the North and
the internal dissension at home. At the
time we were in South Vietnam, Presi-
dent Ky was heading a military regime
and preparations were being made for
the writing of a South Vietnamese con-
stitution and for the conduct of a na-
tionwide election to install the first pop-
ularly chosen government in South Viet-
namese history.

Mr. President, the fact that elections
in South Vietnam were held, the fact
that participation in these elections in
spite of concerted Vietcong interference
was heavy, and the outcome of the elec-
tions is well known and I do not propose
to belabor these points at this time.

There are many critics of the Thieu
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government and I would be the last to
say that it is without blemish. Also, I
would be the last to say that our own
Government or the government of any
other nation is perfect. The critics of the
Thieu-Ky government should recognize
the almost impossibly difficult conditions
under which it came to power and the
stupendous task it faced in building a
country at the same time it undertook
to educate and train a total populace
while providing security from an aggres-
sive outside attacker. The survival of the
Thieu-Ky government is a shock to its
critics, and the degree of its success is
a surprise even to its friends.

In spite of its obvious shortcomings, I
honestly feel that the Thieu government
deserves vast credit from governmental
leaders throughout the world, and I be-
lieve that it will serve as an inspiration
to other nations which are undergoing
the throes of developing self-governing
processes of their own. I wonder how
many Members of this august body could
have done as well if they could have
exchanged places with President Thieu
and Vice President Ky at the time they
took over.

In the heated debate concerning the
present status of Vietnam, and efforts
toward Vietnamization, much rhetoric
has been directed toward what has not
been done and what will not be done.
Too often the prevailing attitude is one
of no achievement and no prospect of
achievement. In order fo set the record
in better perspective, it is worthwhile to
look at some of the progress that has
been achieved on a comparative basis. To
that purpose, I present the following
facts and evaluation of many aspects of
progress in Vietnam.

First, in terms of population security,
there is marked improvement. On March
31 of 1967, 63.2 percent of the popula-
tion could be classified as relatively
secure. Eighteen percent were in con-
tested status, whereas 18.8 percent were
under the control of the Vietcong. Three
years later, on March 31, 1970, 89.7 per-
cent of the population had the benefit
of relative security, whereas only 7.4 per-
cent were contested and only 2 percent
were under the control of the Vietcong.
Population control tells only a part of
the story.

However, for with improved security,
other benefits also have accrued. Under
the open arms amnesty program, mem-
bers of the Vietcong and the North Viet-
namese Army have increasingly declared
their loyalty to the Government of South
Vietnam. During the entire calendar year
of 1965, a total of some 11,124 enemy
soldiers rallied to the Government of
South Vietnam. During the first 4
months and 9 days of calendar year 1970,
some 11,458 enemy soldiers rallied to
that Government, a rate which, if con-
tinued, will be three times the rate of
the 1965 level. From the beginning of the
open arms amnesty program in February
of 1963, to May 9, 1970, a total of 151,861
enemy soldiers have rallied to the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam.

In the development of any nation, the
education of the people is of prime im-
portance. At the time of initial inde-
pendence of Vietnam, in 1954, some

400,000 children were enrolled in ele-
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mentary school. Eleven years later, in
1965, the figure had inereased to 1,651,000
children. The 1970 figures indicate that
2,300,000, or 82 percent of all the school-
age children in Vietnam, are currently
attending elementary schools.

Although the number of children in
secondary schools is not as great, the
trends show a remarkable growth in
high school enrollment. At the time of
independence in 1954, some 53,000 chil-
dren were enrolled in secondary schools.
By 1965, this figure had increased to
371,000, Current 1970 figures indicate
that there are now 623,000 children, or
24 percent of all high school age youths
in Vietnam, attending secondary schools.

A similar growth rate is reflected in
higher education enrollment, in which
a 1965 level of 26,000 students has in-
creased to a current level of 42,000. Edu-
cational efforts are important in that
they reflect the preparation of the peo-
ple for the development of their nation
and the governing of themselves.

During the trip I mentioned earlier,
which Senator StEvens and I took to
Vietnam in 1969, we visited the commu-
nity of Cheo Reo, which is made up
largely of Montagnard people. We were
amazed to find the progress they had
made in building their hospital and in-
stalling a community water system, but
particularly in building a very large and
attractive school. The school had facil-
ities to accommodate approximately 700
students, When one realizes that these
students were coming from the Montag-
nard Tribe, a people who generally do
not settle in one place but who are no-
madic in their living patterns, it is easy
to understand the tremendous impor-
tance that even the Montagnard of
South Vietnam are beginning to place on
education.

By the end of 1970, under the limited
land reform programs which were effec-
tive prior to enactment this year of Pres-
ident Thieu's total land to the tiller pro-
gram, land tenancy will have been re-
duced from 77 percent of the country's
farm land in 1954 to 58 percent. The land
to the tiller program is expected to vir-
tually abolish tenancy within 5 years,
affecting 600,000 tenant families. This
program will turn over more than half
of the country’s rice fields to familles,
comprising about 25 percent of the fotal
population. The 1964-65 crop was the
last big year for crop production in Viet-
nam until this year. The intervening
years show sharp drops in rice produc-
tion as the war has made rice farming
hazardous in many areas. As rice farmers
turn to more remunerative occupations
in the cities, and other crops such as
vegetables became more profitable, offi-
cial estimates for the 1969-70 harvest is
5,115,000 metric tons of paddy rice. This
compares with the previous year’s figure
of 4,366,000 metric tons, and is the larg-
est crop since the 1964-65 figure of
5,185,000 metric tons. Although the crop
year officially extends to May 31, the
bulk of the rice is harvested in Decem-
ber, January, and February. What is
remarkable is that the restoration of rice
production ‘and the delta surplus to the
level of the early 1960's has come about
through increased productivity, not
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through restoration of the crop area.
During the years of declining rice pro-
duction, rice yields per hectare remained
mostly constant, but a noticeable in-
crease has occurred in the last few years
as farmers have inereased their use of
fertilizer, pesticides, and water pumps
for irrigation and have increasingly
adopted improved seeds. These yield in-
creases are expected to continue, and
Vietnam will probably produce enough
rice to meet its domestic needs by 1971
in spite of the war, the reduction in the
area seeded, and the small numbers of
rice farmers.

In another area of food production,
fisheries output has risen steadily from
375,000 metric tons in 1965 to 463,844
metric tons in 1969. This is an increase
of over one-fourth. Production of poultry
had dropped from 22,200,000 birds in
1965 to 19,700,000 birds in 1967, and again
rose to 23,000,000 birds by the end of
1969. Swine output dropped from 3.5
million head in 1965 to 3.2 million in
1967 and rose to 3.9 million head by the
end of 1969.

Population security also is reflected
in the level of refugee population, which
reached its peak of 1,400,000 people at
the end of March 1969. By January of
1970, some 488,000 head returned to
their home villages and 586,000 more had
been otherwise resettled, The displaced
population in January of 1970 existed
at approximately the 270,000 level.

One of the most noticeable advances
of recent years has been the growth of re-
sponsible elected local self-government.
In 1965, there was no elected village
or hamlet administration. Officials were
appointed by the central government,
and their actual authority and respon-
sibilities were quite limited.

In 1967, the Vietnamese Government
began to hold elections for such officials
in the more secure areas. As those areas
expanded, so did the number of local
administrations. By the end of 1969,
some 90 percent of all the hamlets and
villages in South Vietnam had such ad-
ministrations., This spring, nearly half
of those had been subject to reelection,
having served out their full 3-year term.
From all indications, these second-round
elections are also being conducted suc-
cessfully and with increasing interest
and enthusiasm on the part of the vil-
lagers.

One of the reasons for this increased
interest is the Vietnamese Government's
program of granting these local admin-
istrations greater power and greater re-
sources for self-government. Their au-
thority and responsibilities in the fields
of local security, taxation, and financial
and other activities have been signifi-
cantly expanded since 1965. These pro-
grams of restoring to the villages their
traditional large degree of village auton-
omy have apparently been very popu-
lar and effective so far in rural South
Vietnam, It is helping greatly to enlist
local energies and talents in the overall
effort against Communist aggression.

In 1965, South Vietnam had no con-
stitutional government. It was governed
essentially by the country’s military
leadership ruled by decree. In Septem-
ber 1966, the South Vietnamese held elec-
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tions for the Constitutional Assembly
which drafted the present Constitution,
promulgated April 1, 1967. In September
and October of 1967, elections were held
for President and Vice President and the
national assembly. Some 60 percent of
the entire adult population voted in those
elections.

By 1970, all the new Government in-
stitutions called for by the Constitution
were in place and functioning. The As-
sembly has already proven to be an in-
dependent and constructive force, not
only in passing significant legislation
such as land reform, but also in provid-
ing a forum for the expression of a wide
variety of political views including the
views of those opposed to the Govern-
ment. The supreme court has also es-
tablished itself as an independent force
for protection of legal rights, It recently
ruled against the Government in a num-
ber of specific cases where the latter’s
action was held to be unconstitutional.

In 1965, the national political scene in
South Vietnam was a deeply disturbed
and unstable one. In 1970, we find con=-
tinued lively politics, a fundamental sta-
bility underlaid by the constitutional
system, and growing participation in re-
sponsible political activity by all the ma-
jor non-Communist groups.

In summarizing the political scene in
South Vietnam, we see that at the be-
ginning of 1965, Vietnam had appointed
officials down to the hamlet level. In
May of 1965, provineial and municipal
councils were elected in some 44 prov-
inces and six cities. Elections for villages
and hamlets were initiated in 1967. As of
December 31, 1969, some 2,048 out of
2,151 villages has elected governments.
This represents 95.2 percent of all vil-
lages. At the same time, 9,849 out of 10,-
522 hamlets had elected governments,
This represents 93.8 percent of all ham-
lets. On September 3 of 1967, the Presi-
dent, Vice President and upper house
were elected to office. In October of 1967,
the lower house was elected. In 1970,
reelections are anticipated for provineial
and municipal couneils, and for half of
the upper house. In projecting to 1971,
province chiefs and mayors are due to be
elected, and new presidential elections
and lower house elections will be held.

In the environment of security and
political system development, certain
areas of progress have been expanded in
Vietnam. The joint venture of the U.S.
Army and the Vietnamese forces has ini-
tiated a nationwide process of road
rebuilding, of national and interprovin-
cial highways which has been underway
since 1968. The goal of this effort is to
produce 2,500 miles of surfaced highway,
of which 1,000 miles had been completed
by the end of 1969.

Since 1965, medical dispensaries have
been constructed at 50 district towns, 300
villages, and 1,000 hamlets. Civilian hos-
pital beds have increased from 15,000 to
18,000, Five U.S. Public Health teams in
1965 have been increased to 43 by 1970.
Vietnamese production of prosthetic de-
vices has increased from 50 a month to
over 700 a month. From an annual gradu-
ation of 158 physicians in 1965, the coun-
try now graduates 191. The number of
trained nurses graduated has risen from
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an annual 273 to an annual total now of
583.

In the area of military development,
the level of South Vietnamese armed
forces at the end of 1965 was 565,000,
with somewhat less than 300,000 in re-
gional and popular forces. In April of
1970, the national forces amounted to
990,000 troops, of which 530,000 were of
the regional and popular forces. Pro-
jections for the end of 1970 establish
troop levels to be at the 1,100,000 level.
Since January 1 of 1968, regular forces
have increased by some 90,000 in num-
ber, while the regional and popular forces
have increased by 180,000. By contrast,
we see the different pattern in the num-
ber of U.S. forces in Vietnam. At the end
of 1965, the troop level was 185,000. By
the end of 1966, the troop level had
reached 385,000, an increase of more
than 200,000 in a given year. By the end
of 19617, troop levels had reached 486,000,
another 100,000 increase. By April 30 of
1969, we had reached a peak involvement
of 543,400 troops. Slightly more than a
year following that date, May 14, 1970,
the level had dropped to the current 429,-
950, a reduction of more than 113,000.

(At this point Mr. Byrp of Virginia
took the chair.)

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I was
pleased last night by President Nixon’s
statement that the level of troop with-
drawal which he announced can cer-
tainly be kept, and that another 50,000
men will be brought out very shortly.

The South Vietnamese General Mobi-
lization Act of 1968 extended military
service obligations to most males be-
tween ages 16 and 50, and will be in effect
for the duration of the war. Men be-
tween the ages of 18 and 38 are liable for
regular service. Those in the 16-t0-17 and
the 39-to-50 bracket are for popular self-
defense forces. In the program of popu-
lar self-defense forces, there are cur-
rently 1,087,791 trained combat person-
nel available. An additional 1,014,194 are
organized to provide support. The popu-
lar self-defense forces currently have
400,000 arms available for their use.

Mr. President, it is obvious from this
information that real and lasting prog-
ress on many fronts is being made in
South Vietnam. It is not too much to
hope that a vital nation is being born
in this land which has been either a
colony or an occupied area for hundreds
of years. It is reasonable to expect that
the seeds of freedom are being sown in
South Vietnam and that they will ulti-
mately spread to adjacent lands.

Mr. President, the foregoing discus-
slon summarizes the problem and the
progress in South Vietnam. It is impor-
tant in understanding the situation that
President Nixon faced when he came into
office, his actions since, and his decision
to move against the Cambodian sanc-
tuaries. It is important at this point to
review the actions of the Nixon adminis-
tration since it came into office.

Pirst, let me ask: What has President
Nixon done?

I answer by saying that he has expli-
citly renounced an imposed military
solution. He has proposed free elections
under international supervision. He has
offered to withdraw all non-Vietnamese
forces over a 12-month period. He has de-
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clared that we would retain no military
bases after our withdrawal. He has of-
fered to negotiate supervised cease-fires.
He has indicated that we will settle for
the de facto removal of North Viet-
namese forces. He has announced our
willingness to abide by any result of free
elections. He has said that we will readily
discuss the 10-point program which the
other side has presented. Above all, he
has, on two occasions, announced Ameri-
can troop withdrawals.

Sometimes I think the world can be
divided into two groups—the men of
propaganda and promises on the one
hand, and the men of action on the
other. Clearly President Nixon is in the
latter category.

Men can argue about many things in
this troubled season, but there is one
thing no one can deny. After many years
in which the American presence in Viet-
nam has been steadily growing, the
Nixon administration has at last brought
a turning of the tide. Men can argue all
they want about many decisions, but no
one can deny that our men are coming
home again and at a rapid rate.

The trauma of the Vietnam war has
not ended—but it is approaching an end.
Because the President is acting, rather
than just talking, because he is acting
at a pace which is neither too slow nor
too fast—we can at last be confident that
the war in Vietnam will be ended with-
out surrender.

THE SITUATION AS OF JANUARY 20, 1969

MILITARY CONDITIONS

Mr. President, I shall give some sta-
tistics as to what is being done on the
military and other fronts in South Viet-
nam,

As to the situation as of January 20,
1969, when President Nixon became
Commander in Chief, the number of
U.S. troops to Vietnam was still increas-
ing. When the men on their way there
on January 20 finally arrived, the num-
ber reached an all-time high in Febru-
ary. We appeared still to be seeking a
military solution.

Military operations were characterized
by maximum military pressure on the
enemy, through emphasis on offensive
operations.

Progress in strengthening the South
Vietnamese Army was slow; resources
being devoted to this effort did not re-
ceive high priority.

POLITICAL CONDITIONS

On the political front we found only a
general and vague set of proposals for
political settlement of the war. While
they called for “self-determination,”
they provided no specific program for
achieving it.

Mutual withdrawal of forces was pro-
vided for under the Manila declaration,
which envisioned that the allied with-
drawal would be completed within 6
months of the withrawal of North Viet-
namese forces and the subsiding of the
level of violence.

THE SITUATION TODAY
MILITARY CONDITIONS

Let us compare this condition with
the situation today. On the military
front, we have instituted a Vietnamiza-
tion program which envisages South
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Vietnamese responsibility for all aspects
of the war—coping with both Vietcong
insurgency and regular North Vietnamese
forces—even if we cannot make progress
in the political negotiations.

We have offered the withdrawal of U.S.
and allied forces over a 12-month period,
if North Vietnamese forces also with-
draw.

We have declared that we will main-
tain no military bases. We have begun to
reduce our presence in South Vietnam by
sefting in motion the replacement of
over 265,500 U.S. troops. This is a mean-
ingful act of deescalation.

We have emphasized to our military
commanders the requirement that losses
be held to an absolute minimum, con-
sistent with their mission to protect al-
lied forces and the civilian population.

POLITICAL CONDITIONS

On the political front, for the first
time, concrete and comprehensive politi-
cal proposals for settlement of the war
have been made:

We have proposed free elections or-
ganized by joint commissions under in-
ternational supervision.

We and the Government of South Viet-
nam have announced that we are pre-
pared to accept any political outcome
which is arrived at through free elections.

We have offered to negotiate super-
vised cease-fires under international su-
pervision to facilitate the process of
withdrawal.

We have expressed willingness to dis-
cuss the 10-point program of the other
side, together with plans put forward
by the other parties.

In short, the only item which has not
been declared negotiable is the right of
the people of South Vietnam to deter-
mine their future, free of outside inter-
ference.

Where does the Nixon administration
really stand regarding peace in South
Vietnam? Is the President reasonable or
unreasonable, flexible or inflexible?

The following should make clear the
President’s intentions and his position,
since the words are his:

We have ruled out attempting to impose
& purely military solution on the battle-
fleld.

We have also ruled out either a one-sided
withdrawal from Vietnam, or the acceptance
in Paris of terms that would amount to a
disguised American defeat.

When we assumed the burden of help-
ing defend South Vietnam, millions of
South Vietnamese men, women, and chil-
dren placed their trust in us. To abandon
them now would risk a massacre that would
shock and dismay everyone in the world
who values human life.

Abandoning the South Vietnamese peo-
ple, however, would jeopardize more than
lives in South Vietnam. It would threaten
our long-term hopes for peace in the world.
A great nation cannot renege on its pledges.
A great nation must be worthy of trust,

When it comes to maintaining peace,
“prestige” is not an empty word. I am
not speaking of false pride or bravado—they
should have no place in our policies. I speak
rather of the respect that one nation has
for another's integrity in defending its prin-
ciples and meeting its obligations.

If we simply abandoned our effort in Viet-
nam, the cause of peace might not survive
the damage that would be done to other na-
tions’ confidence in our reliability.
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If Hanol were to succeed In taking over
South Vietnam by force—even after the
power of the United States had been en-
gaged—it would greatly strengthen those
leaders who scorn negotiation, who advocate
aggression, who minimize the risks of con-
frontation with the United States. It would
bring peace now but 1t would enormously
increase the danger of a bigger war later.

If we are to move successfully from an
era of confrontation to an era of negotia-
tion, then we have to demonstrate—at the
point at which confrontation is being test-
ed—that confrontation with the TUnited
States is costly and unrewarding.

Almost without exception, the leaders of
non-Communist Asia have told me that they
would consider a one-sided American with-
drawal from Vietnam to be a threat to the
security of thelr own nations.

In determining what choices would be ac-
ceptable, we have to understand our essential
objective in Vietnam: What we want is very
little, but very fundamental. We seek the
opportunity for the South Vietnamese people
to determine their own political future with-
out outside interference.

‘We seek no bases in Vietnam.

‘We seek no military ties.

We are willing to agree to neutrality for
South Vietnam if that is what the South
Vietnamese people freely choose.

We believe there should be an opportunity
for full particiption In the political life of
South Vietnam by all political elements that
are prepared to do so without the use of
force or intimidation.

We are prepared to accept any government
in South Vietnam that results from the free
cholce of the South Vietnamese people them-
selves.

We have no intention of imposing any form
of government upon the people of South
Vietnam, nor will be a party to such coerclon.

We have no objection to reunification, if
that turns out to be what the people of
North Vietnam and the people of South Viet-
nam want; we ask only that the decision re-
flect the free choice of the people concerned.

In pursuing our limited objective, we insist
on no rigid diplomatic formula. Peace could
be achleved by a formal negotiated settle-
ment. Peace could be achieved by an in-
formal understanding, provided that the un-
derstanding 1s clear, and that there were
adequate assurances that it would be ob-
served. Peace on paper 18 not as important as

in fact.

This, then, is the outline of the settlement
that we seek to negotiate in Paris, Its basic
terms are very simple: mutual withdrawal
of non-South Vietnamese forces from South
Vietnam and free choice for the people of
South Vietnam. I believe that the long-term
interests of peace require that we insist on
no less, and that the realities of the situa-
tion require that we seek no more.

I propose the following specific measures
which seem to me consistent with the prin-
ciples of all ‘parties. These proposals are
made on the basis of full consultation with
President Thieu.

As soon as agreement can be reached, all
non-South Vietnamese forces would begin
withdrawals from South Vietnam.

Over a period of 12 months, by agreed-
upon stages, the major portions of all US,,
allied and other non-South Vietnamese
forces would be withdrawn. At the end of
this 12-month period, the remaining US,
allled and other mnon-South Vietnamese
forces would move into designated base areas
and would not engage in combat operations.

The remaining U.S. and allied forces would
complete their withdrawals as the remalning
North Vietnamese forces were withdrawn and
returned to North Vietnam.

An internsational supervisory body, accept-
able to both sides, would be carried for the
purpese of verifying withdrawals, and for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

any other purposes agreed upon between the
two sides.

This international body would begin oper-
ating in accordance with an agreed timetable
and would participate in arranging super-
vised cease-fires in Vietnam.

As soon as possible after the International
body was functioning, elections would be
held under agreed procedures and under the
supervision of the international body.

Arrangements would be made for the re-
lease of prisoners of war on both sides at the
earliest possible time.

All parties would agree to observe the Ge-
neva Accords of 1954 regarding South Viet-
nam and Cambodia, and the Laos Accords of
1963.

Let me be quite blunt. Our fighting men
are not going to be worn down; our media-
tors are not going to be talked down; and
our allles are not going to be let down.

Tonight, all I ask is that you consider these
facts, and, whatever our differences, that you
support & program which can lead to a peace
we can live with and a peace we can be proud
of. Nothing could have a greater effect In
convincing the enemy that he should ne-
gotlate in good faith than to see the Ameri-
can people united behind a generous and rea-
sonable peace offer.

The above was excerpted from the
President’s speech of May 14, 1969.

Mr. President, no rational person ac-
cuses this Nation of territorial or other
aspirations in South Vietnam. This Na-
tion has a long and noble history of as-
sisting the spread of freedom. Many times
the wealth of our land and the lives of our
young men have been sacrificed to help
weak and endangered nations through
periods of crises. Frequently, this Nation
has returned occupied territories to its
citizenry. Many times have the people
of this Nation held out a helping hand
to our defeated enemies to assist them
in rebuilding their countries and in re-
joining the community of nations.

After World War II, this Nation broke
up the greatest armed force, the most
effective army, the most powerful air
force, the greatest navy, the greatest
amphibious force that the world had
ever known. In addition, at that time,
the United States alone possessed oper-
ational atomic weapons that gave it a
military dominance that the world had
never before seen and perhaps will never
see again, However, in spite of the obvi-
ous advantage this Nation had and the
unquestionable ability we possessed at
that time to impose our will upon any
country of the world, we systematically
went about the job of reducing our de-
fense forces to the point that by 1950 we
were virtually disarmed. At the same
time, we shared our atomic secrets with
other nations so that within a maitter of
a few years we no longer possessed a
monopoly on atomic or nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, following World War I
the United States literally beat its swords

into plowshares and in doing so should;

have established to the total satisfaction
of any objective observer that this Na-
tion’s intentions are peaceful and that
we are neither imperialistic nor ambi-
tious to impose our will upon other na-
tions of the world. Therefore, charges
that this Nation plans to remain for ex-
tended periods as a military force in
either South Vietnam or Cambodia cer-
tainly ecannot be substantiated either by
the record of the past, by the acts of the

June 4, 1970

present administration, or by pronounce-
ments of any administration leader or
by any actions of this Government, Those
who look upon our involvement in South
Vietnam as anything but an effort to help
another country help itself are clearly
not willing to face or accept the facts.

The truth is that every act taken by
the Nixon administration is aimed at dis-
engagement in South Vietnam at the
earliest possible time that the South
Vietnamese Government can be reason-
ably expected to endure, and in a manner
that will deter and not encourage this
country’s future entrapments in other
Vietnams. The action we have taken in
Cambodia is clearly intended to hasten
the date of our disengagement and noth-
ing else.

Mr. President, this country’s actions
against the Cambodian sanctuaries are
only and totally a tactical maneuver and
aimed at hastening the securing of our
objective. The buildup of Vietcong and
North Vietnamese forces there came to
be recognized as a military threat which
President Nixon felt could no longer be
ignored. His determination to aceceler-
ate the withdrawal of American troops,
and the changed condition in Cambodia
dictated a move which from the tactical
military standpoint had long been indi-
cated.

Mr. President, the success of our Cam-
bodian action is now well established.
The President in his talk last night said
that this action has been the most suc-
cessful of the South Vietnamese war.
There is no reason to recount here the
military equipment and the supplies
which have been destroyed, or to esti-
mate the total damage done to the
forces of North Vietnam or the Viet-
cong. The rea] question which the U.S.
Senate should concern itself with is sim-
ply this: What action can we take now
to further improve the possibility of
peace in South Vietnam? What can we
as Senators do to hasten our disengage-
ment from this long and costly war?
What can Congress do to make our po-
tential enemies realize that this Nation
has both the will and ability to finish
the job that its leaders feel needs to be
done?

Mr. President, in my opinion, the
Church-Cooper amendment, though
well-intended, falls short of the mark.

The amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) clearly im-
proves the Church-Cooper amendment,
and I intend to support it, However, even
with this improvement I am not certain
at this point that the Church-Cooper
amendment accomplishes any worth-
while purpose. Regardless of what its
sponsors intend and regardless of what
its supporters may claim, the Church-
Cooper amendment is likely to be looked
upon, both at home and abroad, as a
serious censure of our Chief Executive
and an expression of no confidence in
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces. To adopt the Church-Cooper,
amendment would, in my opinion, jeop-
ardize the lives of our servicemen who
have been sent to South Vietnam by
action of this body and supported there
with funds appropriated by the Congress.

Mr. President, I am in accord with the
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expressed desires of the authors of the
proposed legislation, but I am totally
opposed to the vehicle they have chosen
to accomplish their end. I feel rather
that the Senate would serve the cause
of peace far better to express confidence
in President Nixon and in this way to
unify the country behind our fighting
forces and show to our enemies that this
Nation is not divided but rather that we
are determined to finish the job we have
begun. The offering of the Church-
Cooper amendment has added to the con-
fusion and divislveﬁess ht‘a;;e at home._ I_ts
adoption could well crea a new Crisis,
bot.II; here and on the battlefield. I will
not be a party to such a dangerous and
damaging action.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I am
proud to yield to the Senator from
Kansas,

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, although I
have not been present in the Chamber
to hear the entire speech made by the
Senator from Oklahoma, I have had
an opportunity to read it quickly.

I would point out, as the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma has just stated,
that if there was any doubt in the minds
of the American people, they should have
found reassurance in the remarks of
President Nixon last evening.

I detected in the statement by Pres-
ident Nixon perhaps an effort by the
President to extend at least the tip of
the olive branch to Congress. It was a
very conciliatory message. The Presi-
dent made clear that after July 1 we
would carry on very limited operations
in Cambodia, not with ground troops, but
only through air interdiction to protect
American forces.

I share the view of the Senator from
Oklahoma; the amendment of the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) is
an improvement. If the Byrd amendment
could be agreed to, while the President
might not endorse the Cooper-Church
amendment, he might not oppose it.
The Byrd amendment makes it very
clear that the President would have the
right—as he should have, and as he does
have under the Constitution—to protect
American forces.

I would reiterate, as the Senator from
Oklahoma has pointed out, it is difficult
to understand how we can question the
credibility or the actions of President
Nixon, when he is the first President to
deescalate the war in Southeast Asia. He
announced again last night that an-
other 50,000 troops would be withdrawsn
by October 15 of this year, which in-
dicates to me, as it does to the Senator
from Oklahoma that President Nixon
is on a path for peace, that he has a
plan for peace, and that it is working
notwithstanding enemy efforts fo dis-
rupt those plans.

I share the views of the Senator from
Oklahoma that what we need now is,
unity in America. What we need now is
probakly unity in this body. I do not be-
lieve che timing of the so-called Church-
Cooper amendment is particularly appro-
priate, again because President Nixon
has kept his faith with the American
people, again because President Nixon is
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de-escalating the conflict in Southeast
Asia, and again because he is Comman-
der in Chief and has the inherent right
under the Constitution to protect Ameri-
can forces. To me, that is the crux of
the entire debate today, and has been
for the past couple of weeks, and may be
for some time in the future. Does the
President, as Commander in Chief, have
the right to protect American forces?
Does the President, as Commander in
Chief and Chief Executive Officer, have
the right to make peace? Or should those
functions be left to Congress—the Sen-
ate and the House? I do not believe they
can be or should be.

Congress has the power to declare war.
‘We have the power, under the Constitu-
tlon, fo appropriate money. We recog-~
nize that, in addition to that power, the
President has corresponding responsi-
bilities and power.

Based on the two personal visits the
Senator from Oklahoma made to that
area, one in 1965 and one in 1969, he
clearly indicated the progress that has
been made in South Vietnam. Day after
day on the Senate floor, and day after
day across the country, we are told about
the corrupt Government, in South Viet-
nam—many times by those who have
never visited South Vietnam and have
had no contact with the Government.

So I commend the Senator from Okla-
homa for setting the record straight and
for giving his own personal observations,
based not on hearsay, but as personal
contact and personal visits.

I firmly believe we have reached a new
plateau in this country, I firmly believe
that President Nixon says about disen-
gaging in Southeast Asia. I firmly be-
lleve that the great majority of the
American people support this effort. T
commend the Senator from Oklahoma
for his remarks today,

Mr. BELLMON, I thank the Senator
from Kansas. I certainly agree that the
Senate has a responsibility to make a de-
cision as fo whether or not we shall get
into a war; but after we get into a war,
it seems to me the greatest service we
can render is to help to get us out of it.
I think we do that best by giving an ap-
pearance and a reality of unity and let-
ting the enemy know we are backing our
Presldent and will support the President.

As to whether or not the Senate should
get itself into making tactical decisions—
it has been said that a camel is a horse
designed by a committee—I cannot
imagine anything more dangerous than
having a committee of 100, or 135, mak-
ing day-to-day tactical decisions, in the
glare of publicity that exists, and should
exist, here, and letting our enemy know
in advance what we are planning to do.

I believe the Cambodian decision was
right, and I believe the President had
the right to protect our forces. I regret
that we are giving our enemy and other
countries the appearance of disunity,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator further yield? There is a feeling on
the part of some that one who supports
the President wants to continue the war
in Southeast Asia and that he is opposed
to peace. Presumably, on the part of
some, one is not for peace unless he op-
poses the President: He 1s for war, and
not for peace.
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The Senator from Oklahoma, and
other Senators, want peace in Southeast
Asla. We want peace in the Mideast.
Some of us have confidence in President
Nixon. We know he wants peace. We are
coming nearer and nearer each day to
conclusion of the war in Southeast Asia,
whether through Vietnamization, or, we
hope, through negotiations. It is frus-
trating, when to support a President, the
first President to make steps toward
peace in Southeast Asia, and be accused
of extending or widening the war., That
is the last thing the Senator from Kan-
sas wants. That is the last thing the
Senator from Oklahoma wants, or the
Senator from Arizona, or the Senator
from Wyoming, or any other Senator,

We have every right to support our
President. If President Nixon had esca-
lated the war, if President Nixon had
invaded another couniry to make war
against that country, whatever the coun-
try, then we could question his credibil-
ity, we could question his powers; but it
is clear that he has charted a course for
pbeace, as are those who support him.

Mr. BELLMON. I certainly agree with
the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Presldent, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr. BELLMON. I yleld to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. First, I congratu-
late the Senator on his speech and the
remarks he made in his speech. I think
he said things that need repeating in the
Senate day after day.

I was very much interested in the dis-
cussion relative to the powers of Con-
gress so far as the making of tactical de-
cisions is concerned. I agree with the
Senator that I can think of nothing more
dangerous than 100 persons, who find
one-third of their membership up for re-
electio_n eévery 2 years, taking on the task
of telling the Commander in Chief how
to use his forces,

I think the Senator might agree that
in the present situation we could draw
& parallel with World War II. Suppose
this same amendment had been offered
during World War II, say when we at-
tacked the enemy in Italy instead of con-
fining our attacks to Africa. We would, in
effect, have been telling Presjdent Roose-
velt that, in the opinion of the then 96
Senators, we should not attack the Ger-
mans In Italy, nor later in France,
probably.

In Indochina—and this has become
the popular term for the place—we are
attacking the same enemy in Cambodia
t.hs:,it t'vlir]e have been attacking in Vietnam,
an € same enemy that has been at-
tacking us, To take

part of the same
general area of the world.” = -

I made a speech in the Senate the
other day—and I believe in this very
sincerely—that if it is the feeling of this
body, and if it is the feeling of the Amer-
ican people, that Congress does not have
enough power in the running of the war,
or if the President has too much power
under the Constitution, then let us cor-
rect the condition by a constitutionsl
amendment, let Congress vote on it, anc
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let the people of the United States vote
on it. If there is sufficient backing for
an amendment to delineate more clearly
the powers of Congress in war or more
clearly confine the powers of the Presi-
dent in war, then we will be approaching
the problem in the proper way.

I think it is entirely wrong for us to be
engaged on the floor of the Senate in tell-
ing the enemy every day what we are
going to do, what we intend to do, and
telling the Commander in Chief what he
must do. I think it is a disservice to our
country.

Again, I congratulate the Senator for
having taken the position he has. He has
been in that part of the world. I wish
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee would visit Southeast Asia
sometime to find out what it is like. I
think it would be of great educational
benefit to him and might possibly change
his views somewhat. I know that other
members of the committee have been
there, but I think it would be much more
effective for the chairman to be better
acquainted with what is going on than
the way it stands today.

I thank the Senator again for the
courageous stand he has taken.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Senator
from Arizona. The question he raised, as
to whether the President as Commander
in Chief has too much or too little power
in the conduct of war, is certainly valid;
but to me, to try to settle the question
while we are actually engaged in combat
is little short of ridiculous.

I know the Senator from Arizona has
a distinguished military career. I know I
was in combat in World War II. I know
how we would have felt if Congress had
been passing judgment on whether we
should be there while we were there.
These men risk their lives daily, almost
every hour, and it is a matter of reality.
It is not theoretical for them. So while
we are still in combat, to debate the
question of whether we should be there
or whether the President has a right to
make a decision is certainly untimely, to
say the least. I think there are more crit-
ical terms that could be applied.

I really feel that the action of Con-
gress in going into these matters, after
we have once become involved, has been
terribly demoralizing to our own troops
and helpful to our enemy. I certainly
do not feel that this is the time to go
into them.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, if I were in com-
mand of the enemy troops, I cannot
think of anything I would appreciate
more than what is going on in the U.S.
Senate right now. I could make my plans
down to the last minute and the last
second, and down to the last round of
ammunition needed, if I knew exactly
what my enemy was going to do.

I think we have provided too much
information already for Hanoi, and I
would hope we could bring this discus-
sion to a conclusion in the near future
with the tabling or removal of the
Cooper-Church amendment.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. BELLMON. I am glad to yield to
my friend the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma for the contribution he has
made toward a better understanding of
what is involved as we consider the ram-
ifications of the application of the
Cooper-Church amendment.

I had the privilege of being in South-
east Asia, specifically in Vietnam, with
the distinguished Senator, who at that
time was Governor of the great State
of Oklahoma. We spent several days in
Vietnam, and I think that because of
that experience and because of his earlier
experience in that part of the world
when, as a marine, he served our country
in the days of World War II, he certainly
is well qualified to speak knowledgeably
and objectively on the state of conditions
as they are found in that part of the
world today. With that sort of back-
ground, I think his words today are par-
ticularly important as he draws the com-
parisons he has drawn between Southeast
Asia—particularly Vietnam—in 1965 and
now, as he found things just last year.

Mr. President, with a great many other
Americans, I had the privilege last night
of hearing the President make a progress
report on the situation in Southeast Asia.
I noted that President Nixon reaffirmed
that the timetable to withdraw 150,000
additional American troops from Viet-
nam will go according to schedule, as will
the plan to withdraw all American troops
from Cambodia by June 30. The Presi-
dent advised that already 17,000 of the
31,000 Americans who entered Cambodia
to seize the arms, ammunition, food, and
the munitions and to clean out the enemy
sanctuaries, have returned to Vietnam.
The President further advised that the
military objectives of the Cambodian ac-
tion have been achieved.

Mr. President, this is further evidence
of President Nixon's ability to establish
attainable goals, to report to the Nation
what the goals are, and to see that those
goals are accomplished within the period
of time promised.

Because the President does keep his
word, there is no credibility gap in the
Nixon administration. The President has
the confidence of a majority of the
American people. This is evidenced in
the nationwide polls which indicate
strong approval of the wisdom in the
President’s decisions.

1 recently spent several days in my State
of Wyoming. I found that the state-
wide support for President Nixon and for
the Cambodian decisions is quite strong.
It is my belief that this basic support
for his action is reflected nationwide.

The President has the confidence of the
majority of the American people, and he
has their support. In my opinion, it will
be most appropriate for Congress like-
wise to express its confidence in the
President—the confidence of the people’s
elected representatives.

For Congress to do otherwise is to give
the world a misleading picture of the
courage, the patriotism, and the forti-
tude of the great majority of the Ameri-
can people. In my view, the passage by
either the House or the Senate of any
legislative proposal designed to discredit,
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in an unusual manner, the foreign policy
decisions of our President, decisions that
have proved successful, will confuse for-
eign nations.

Such an act would at best astound our
allies, and we know from experience that
any such move will be twisted by the
enemy to feed their propaganda mill and
encourage the will of their people to pro-
long the war, in the hope that the spirit
of America will be not long in breaking.
This is part of the thrust of the Senator
from Oklahoma’s message and has been
underscored in colloquies with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas and the
distinguished Senator from Arizona.

Mr. President, as of 8 a.m. eastern
daylight saving time today, the Saigon
command reported the capture of 11,214,-
722 rounds of small arms ammunition in
Cambodia, plus substantial amounts of
weaponry, heavier ammunition and sup-
plies. These are military supplies that
will not be used against American
troops, against the troops of our allies,
or against civilians in Indochina.

I ask unanimous consent that the list
of captured supplies be printed in the
RECORD.

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

24-hour

Total operations change

Individual weapons

Crew-served weapons__._.....

Bunkers/structures destroyed .
Machinegun rounds........
Rifle rounds.

Total small arms
ammunition (ma-
chinegun and rifle
rounds)....-.._._..

i e Lo T U IR A

Miscellaneous explosives
(ﬁounds} (includes satchel
charges

Antiaircraft rounds. ...........

Mortar rounds.........

Large rocket rounds__..

Smaller rocket rounds...

1 Field adjustment, 8 a.m., June 4, 1970,
3 Unchanged.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, when the
President observed last night that he
had heard from an American citizen who
had lost his son in the Southeastern
Asian theater of war, and he stated that
had these supplies which now have been
captured and are firmly in American
control been seized earlier, as many of
us would agree would have been a far
wiser course of action than that which
we pursued, his son—that son who was
struck down by an enemy bullet—might
have been alive today.

Despite the efforts of some to contend
that the seizure of these vast stores of
supplies and munitions really misses the
point, that it is beside the point in that
it does not address itself to the situation
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in this country. I remind all who sub-
scribe to that view that I find little
validity in the conclusions they have
reached.

These rounds of ammunition, these
guns, these mortars—everything that has
been captured—were designed and would
have been used for one purpose only—
that is, to destroy the enemies of the
Vietcong and the North Vietnamese.
That is why the Senator from Oklahoma
is so very right when he says that this
decision was a wise one. It will hasten the
end of the war, as the President has as-
sured all of us he intends to do. It will
make withdrawal more orderly and will
hasten the day when we can withdraw a
very substantial number of our men
from Southeast Asia. It will give the
South Vietnamese a far better oppor-
tunity than they otherwise would have
had, by giving them the leadtime neces-
sary to do two jobs: First, to perfect their
own government, so as to better serve
their country and their people; and sec-
ond, to train and equip their own army,
and be prepared, as we withdraw, to as-
sume responsibility for the defense of
that part of the world.

The Senator from Oklahoma has
made a very important contribution to
the debate. I feel confident that all of us
will be better informed and understand
the situation better than we otherwise
would have if those of us who were not
able to hear him speak today take oec-
casion to read his speech in the REcoORD.
I commend him for his diligence, for his
interest in this problem, for his overrid-
ing concern for what is best for America,
and for his dedication to the purposes
that underscore the commitment that
our country has made.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming, and I appreciate his con-
tribution. I was particularly impressed by
his report that he has recently returned
from a visit of several days in the State
of Wyoming, where he found that sup-
port for the President is strong and is
apparently growing.

I recently spent several days in my
State of Oklahoma, and I believe the
same situation exists there. From what
I can find out, it seems that support of
the President is strong and growing na-
tionwide. We see this from the polls as
well as from expressions by many im-
portant groups. But it occurs to me that
we sometimes forget that this is a very
complex war, It has a military side, cer-
tainly, and there is no question that we
are winning that side. It has a political
side, and there is no doubt that the
South Vietnamese, through the estab-
lishment of a stable government, are
winning the political battle. But the bat-
tle we seem to be having trouble with is
the psychological one,

The reason we are having trouble here
is that many of our enemies seem to feel
that there is much more division in the
country and much more division in this
body than actually exists. I think that
if the leaders of North Vietnam could
visit Wyoming and find out the unity and
support there is for our involvement in
South Vietnam, they would quickly rec-~
ognize that they are in a hopeless situa-
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tion and would allow peace to reign in
that country, as we all desire.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I have
received a great deal of mail on this issue
in the past several weeks, as I know each
of us has, and I must say that much of
the mail we have received has this sort
of statement: “Support the peace
amendment” or “ Support the end of the
war amendment.” I think that this sort of
communication underscores the fact that
most people who write that sort of mes-
sage really do not know specifically the
question that is now before the Senate.

The thoughtful letters I have received
are those that have been written out, to
say, “I want you to support the end of
the war amendment” or ‘“the peace
amendment,” and then gone on to speak
at some limited length on this issue. The
mail of this type that I have received in
my office is stronger in support of the
President than those that merely take a
position without expressing some under-
standing of the Southeast Asia situation.

I am convinced, based upon my visit in
Wyoming and what I have learned from
the mail I have received, that a majority
of the people of the country recognize the
wisdom and the courage that were dem-
onstrated by the President in going into
Cambodia.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Senator. I
also believe that the people of the country
appreciate and admire the leadership
President Nixon has shown in making
this decision, a decision which many con-
sider to be somewhat of a political risk
to himself.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. ALI,OTT. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma for his courage in presenting
his views here today in such a forthright
manner. His thoughts have been dis-
cussed on the floor of the Senate in many
different ways, by Senators having dif-
ferent views. But when they come from a
former Governor of a great State and a
very able and competent Senator, they
carry a special weight with all of us. I
compliment him on his very clear pres-
entation.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, over the
years, the Senate has been the scene of
many momentous debates concerning
basic issues of American Government.
Today the Senate is engaged in another
such debate.

This time the subject is one aspect
of a perennial problem—the relationship
between the executive and legislative
branches of the Government. Specifi-
cally, we are examining, with proper
thoroughness, the question of the Presi-
dent’s duties and powers in the role of
Commander in Chief. The crucial ques-
tion concerns the amount of independ-
ence necessary for him to perform that
difficult role safely and skillfully.

Obviously, this debate grows out of
the long experience of the war in Viet-
nam. It is interesting to notice that many
of the issues—and many of the argu-
ments—recall the debate over the
Bricker amendment. This debate con-
sumed much energy and passion in the

18337

early 1950’s and reflected two powerful
currents of American feeling.

On the one hand, there was the feel-
ing of weariness stemming from the pro-
longed sacrifices of world war fought on
two fronts, a world war which, like the
First World War, had not resulted in
lasting international harmony.

On the other hand, the debate over the
Bricker amendment reflected America’s
frustration over a new kind of war—the
so-called limited war. This sort of war is
exasperating and makes demands that
are especially hard for the American
character to support. A limited war de-
mands patience and self-restraint. It
demands taking the long view, and ac-
cepting the unspectacular promise of fu-
ture rewards as a substitute for spectac-
ular instant glories.

The debate over the Bricker amend-
ment demonstrated that the disagree-
able facts about international conflict
in the cold war may generate pressures
and frustrations that seek release in ill-
advised attacks on the most visible and
exposed symbol of America's interna-
tional responsibilities—the Presidency.

Today we are engaged in another de-
bate—the outcome of which will shape
the office of the President for many years.
We are standing at a crucial pass in
American history. Therefore it is incum-
bent upon all of us to seek the counsel
of specialists. These specialists include
men in academic life, men who have de-
voted their lives to studying the relevant
questions of constitutional law and his-
tory, and the current dilemmas of inter-
national affairs.

I have solicited the informed judg-
ments of respected scholars. I have re-
ceived a very gratifying response. To-
day, and in the coming days, I shall be
sharing this response with my fellow
Senators.

Today I want to call attention to a
wise and closely reasoned letter I have
received from three distinguished pro-
fessors of law from Yale University.
They are Profs. Eugene V. Rostow, Ralph
K. Winter, Jr., and Robert H. Bork.

These men bring to the consideration
of current problems experience that de-
rives from high scholarship and dis-
tinguished public service.

Professor Rostow is at present dean of
Yale University Law School. He has been
a lecturer at numerous universities in-
cluding the University of Chicago, Cam-
bridge University, the University of
Michigan, the University of Colorado,
Brandeis University, and Northwestern
University. Professor Rostow was a
member of the Advisory Council of the
Peace Corps and consultant to the Un-
der Secretary of State and is a member
of the American Law Institute. He has
published numerous books and articles.

Professor Winter is a senior fellow of
the Brookings Institution, as well as a
special consultant to the Subcommittee
on the Separation of Powers, U.S. Senate
Committee on the Judiciary. He has pub-
lished numerous articles in scholarly
journals.

Professor Bork, who has a special in-
terest in constitutional law, has pub-
lished works dealing with public policy
and legal scholarship.
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Mr. President, I wish to comment
briefly on this letter, which is rather
lengthy. It is a detailed analysis of the
situation. But I think I should invite at-
tention first to the three main things
they think are absolutely clear:

1. The President's actions in Vietnam and
Cambodia have in no way usurped the con-
stitutional powers of Congress.

2. The constitutional valldity of congres-
sional action limiting the President’s discre-
tion with respect to the attack upon the
Cambodian sanctuaries seems highly dublous.
Given the use of Cambodia as a sanctuary
from which military operations against Unit-
ed States forces have been and are under-
taken and the attitude of the present Cam-
bodian government, the President’s order to
clean out the bases there was a tactical de-
cision and, therefore, within his exclusive
powers as Commander-in-Chief.

3. Congressional action ordering a with-
drawal of all American troops from Indo-
china by a specified date is a decision of
major policy and does not, therefore, nec-
essarily intrude upon the President’s exclu-
sive power as Commander-in-Chief. It does,
however, limit his power in the field of for-
eign affairs, a subject for which he is im-
portantly, though not exclusively, responsi-
ble. Quite apart from the wisdom of legisla-
tion such as that under consideration, sensi-
tivity to a proper allocation of constitutional
responsibilities suggests that Congress should
be cautlous about imposing precise restraints
on, in contrast to giving general guldance to,
the conduct of foreign affairs. This does not
seem t0 us a proper occasion for the proposed
intervention.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this important letter printed
in the Recorp, and I commend its analy-
sis to the reading of all Senators.

There being no objection, the letter

was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

May 26, 1970.
Hon. GorpoN ALLOTT,
U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR ALLOTT: The proposals now
before Congress to limit the President's dis-
cretion in using American troops against the
Cambodian sanctuaries and to force the
withdrawal of American troops from Viet-
nam by a specified date raise constitutional
issues of the first order. At stake is the con-
stitutional allocation of powers between the
executive and legislative branches, an issue
of such dimensions as to justify discussion
independent of the debate over the wisdom
of our Vietnam policy. ;

Our conclusion, in brief, is that congres-

slonal action of this kind would weaken the

President and the presidency as the volce of
the nation in international politics, reduce
the credibility of our diplomacy, and there-
fore increase the risk of future confiict.

We have been treated in recent weeks to
rhetoric in support of these proposals before
Congress ranging from assertions that the
President has “usurped” Congress’'s consti-
tutional prerogatives to milder and more ob-
scure clalms that It Is time for Congress to
reassert its power although no assertion is
made that the Presldent has acted uncon-
stitutionally. These are matters worth re-
sponding to, for it is important that political
or prudential judgments about our Vietnam
policies should not warp constitutional prin-
ciples and set precedents bearing the seeds
of internal confliet for the future.

We think the following constitutional
propositions are clear:

1. The President’s actions in Vietnam and
Cambodia have in no way usurped the con-
stitutional powers of Congress.
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2. The constitutional validity of congres-
sional action limiting the President's dis-
cretion with respect to the attack upon the
Cambodian sanctuaries seems highly dubi-
ous. Given the use of Cambodia as a sanec-
tuary from which military operations against
United States forces have been and are un-
dertaken and the attitude of the present
Cambodian government, the President’s order
to clean out the bases there was a tactical
decision and, therefore, within his exclusive
powers as Commander-in-Chief.

3. Congressional action ordering a with-
drawal of all American troops from Indo-
china by a specified date is a decision of
major policy and does not, therefore, nec-
essarily intrude upon the President's exclu-
silve power as Commander-in-Chief, It does,
however, 1imit his power in the field of for-
eign affairs, a subject for which he is Im-
portantly, though not exclusively, responsi-
ble. Quite apart from the wisdom of legisla-
tion such as that under consideration, sen-
sitivity to a proper allocation of constitu-
tional responsibilities suggests that Congress
should be cautious about imposing precise
restraints on, in contrast to giving general
guidance to, the conduct of foreign affairs.
This does not seem to us a proper occasion
for the proposed intervention.

We will state briefly our reasons for these
conclusions:

1. The President has acted within his con-
stitutional powers both in Vieitnam and in
Cambodia.

There are no judicial declsions settling the
points to be discussed, nor, in the light of
the magnitude and seriousness of the in-
terests involved, is it likely that any judicial
decislon can ever “settle” them. A wuseful
frame for analysis, however, is provided by
Justice Robert H. Jackson's concurring opin-
ion in the Steel Selzure Case, Youngstown
Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 343 U.8S, 579.
1952, Justice Jackson said, “Presidential pow-
ers are not fixed but fluctuate, depending
upon their disjunction or conjunction with
those of Congress.” (Id. at 635.) And he dis-
cerned three groupings or levels of power.

“1l. When the President acts pursuant to
an express or implied authorization of Con-
gress, his authority is at its maximum, for
it includes all that he possesses in his own
right plus all that Congress can delegate.”

“2. When the President acts In absence of
either a congressional grant or denial of au-
thority, he can only rely upon his own in-
dependent powers, but there is a zone of
twillight in which he and Congress may have
concurrent authority, or in which its distri-
bution is uncertain, Therefore, congressional
inertia, indifference or quiescence may some-
times, at least as a practical matter, enable,
if not invite, measures on independent presi-
dential responsibility.” . . . “In this area,
any actual test of power is likely to depend
on the imperatives of events and contem-
porary imponderables rather than abstract
theorles of law.”

“3. When the President takes measures in-
compatible with the expressed or implied
will of Congress, his power 18 at its lowest
ebb, for then he can rely only upon his own
constitutional powers minus any constitu-
tional powers of Congress over the matter.”

Justice Jackson concluded that President
Truman'’s seizure of the steel industry fell
within the third category, where presidential
power is at its minimum, because Congress
had not left the seizure of private property
an open subject but had covered it by three
statutory policies that were inconsistent with
the President's actlon.

President Nixon's actlons in Vietnam and
in Cambodia clearly fall within the first of
Justice Jackson's three categories. Presiden-
tial power arises both from his Inherent
power to lead in the conduct of foreign af-
fairs, which includes his power to protect
American security interests abroad, and from
his power as Commander-in-Chief. These
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two powers coalesce here, for the President
finds himself with American troops whose
safety must be protected and also with Amer-
ican interests in world affairs that require,
when attacked, the exertion of defensive
force.

Historle practice coupled with the Con-
stitution's text makes clear that the Presi-
dent’s role as Chief Executive includes pri-
mary responsibility for the conduct of for-
elgn affairs. In this area his powers greatly
exceed his powers in domestic aflairs. The
reasons are obvious. First, presidential re-
sponsibility arises from the need for secrecy
and his superior access to Information.
Second, there is the matter of institutional
structure: the executive branch is structured
to make managerial decisions on a continu-
ing basis while a deliberative briach is not.
The pressing question, repeated for official
purposes an infinite number of times a year,
“What 1s American policy with regard to...?"
cannot await in each case a legislative an-
swer. At least, it cannot in a government
that hopes to endure. Quite aside from the
constitutional allocation to the President of
primacy in the conduct of foreign affairs,
then, the differing natures of the branches
of government make such primacy inevitable.
Nor is there any doubt that the President's
power over foreign policy includes the power
to conduct armed conflicts abroad, even when
Congress has not declared war, Congresslonal
power “to declare war,” contained in Article
I, Section 8 of the Constitution, does not,
even semantically, exclude armed hostilities
without such a formal declaration. Histori-
cally, of course, the matter is absolutely
clear,

It is sald that American Presidents have
exercised that power at least 130 times in our
past, ranging from the earliest days of the
Republic to more recent uses of armed force
in Eorea and the Dominican Republic. This
is not to mention the use of armed forces
in ways which might have, but fortunately
did not, lead to actual hostilities. President
Eennedy's military reaction to the Berlin
crisis and the Cuban missile crisis surely
would not have become unconstitutional if
hostlle action had occurred,

This historical usage cannot be said to be
contrary to the intent of the Constitutional
Convention, The framers clearly understood
that the President could commit American
troops to battle without a declaration of
war, The primary occasion they envisaged
was sudden attack, but there is no indication
that the framers intended to freeze their
principle to that single example. The prac-
tice of the Republic from its earliest days
demonstrates that this was not the sole
example. In the world of the 20th century,
particularly the world as it has evolved since
World War II, the reasons for the presi-
dential power to conduct armed hostilities
without formal declaration of war apply to
many situations other than direct invasion
of American soll. Indeed, the classic case in
modern times in which a declaration of war
is not only unnecessary but might be highlv
imprudent is in the support of a friendly
government against a foreign-supported
guerrilla movement. A declaration of war in
such & case would likely escalate a limited
war and complicate, if not terminate, our
relations with states friendly to the guerrillas.
Similarly, it was certainly wise of Congress
to conduct the Eorean war without formally
declaring war against North Korea or China.
Congress may, as it has since President John
Adam's time, authorize hostilities under
legal circumstances that do not amount to a
declaration of war in the full sense of inter-
national law,

There is no need to labor the point. It is
clear from the fair implications of the text
of the Constitution, from long-settled his-
torical practice, and from the necessities of
the case, that the President has the con-
stitutional power and right to commit Ameri-
can troops to armed conflict in defense of
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the United States' interests abroad without a
formal declaration of war by Congress.

The President's conduct of the hostilities
in Vietnam and in the Cambodian border
sanctuaries, however, does not res® unrn
his inherent powers alone. His action falls
within Justice Jackson's first category, where
presidential power is at its greatest, because
he has acted pursuant to both an’ express
and an implied authorization of Congress.
Certainly Congress' continued appropriations
for the conflict in Vietnam constitute au-
thorizations, and beyond this is the authori-
zation provided by both the SEATO Treaty
and the Gulf of Tonkin resclution.

It is difficult to see what more express
approval and authorization of the President’s
actions Congress could give, short of a formal
declaration of war, than the SEATO Treaty
and the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. The
authors of the brief entitled “Indochina: The
Constitutional Crises,” (hereinafter *“Indo-
china Brief”), submitted by a group of
lawyers and law professors, have attempted
to dispose of these documents by arguments
that do not persuade. Of the SEATO Treaty,
for instance, they state that “it is at least
questionable whether the United States was
obligated by the terms of the treaty to come
to the ald of South Vietnam." Without
entering into a debate whether the United
States was “obligated,” it seems clear, at
a minimum, that the President was “au-
thorized"” to do so. The authors go on to
argue that “the SEATO Agreement cannot
help answer the constitutional questions,
because it specifically states that action by
a4 signatory in response to an attack on
another signatory or a ‘protocol country' is
to be made only after a decision made ac-
cording to the ‘constitutional processes’ of
the signatory.” That is a very curious argu-
ment. Presumably the authors do not mean
that the only “constitutional process’ is a
formal declaration of war since their own
brief concedes that the President may con-
stitutionally engage in hostilities without
such declaration. The SEATO Treaty does,
therefore, help answer the constitutional
question, because it is, at the very least,
an authorization for the President, who has
the power to conduct hostilities, to make the
decision whether to respond to aggression
against a “protocol country.”

The authors of the brief do not deny that
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution ‘“gave the
President broad discretion to respond to ‘ag-
gression’ In Southeast Asia.” They merely
claim that it 1s not a valid basis for continued
Congressional approval because it was passed
with great speed and in the heat of emotion
and because there were then few American
troops in Vietnam and no separate American
ground combat forces. In & word, the Tonkin
Gulf Resolution does not bind Congress for-
ever but it does authorize President Nixon's
actions. One cannot disagree with that.

It is absolutely clear, therefore, that the
actions of President Nixon have been well
within his constitutional authority. We think
this conclusion would hold even without
express congressional authorization because
of the President’s great and essential powers
as the executive primarily responsible for
the conduct of foreign affairs and as Com-
mander-in-Chief. The various manifestations
of congressional approval and authorization
put the matter beyond doubt,

Even the Indochina Brief urging congres-
slonal limitation of President Nixon's powers,
admits, “It cannot be said that the recent
actions by the executive in Cambodia or the
earlier actions in both Vietnam and Laos
are clearly conirary to the Constitution.”
(Emphasis in the original.) However, that
brief then goes on to assert that the accu-
mulation of acts, taken together, has nearly
stripped Congress of its war power, There is
a logical hiatus In that reasoning. The Presi-
dent has acted constitutionally, the argu-
ment goes, but he has acted constitutionally
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50 many times that Congress has nearly lost
its war power. The force of that reasoning is
not at once apparent. The authors of the In-
dochina Brief seem to assert that Congress
can “save” its war power only by declaring
war or curtalling the President’s options. But
what of cases in which Congress has no desire
to do either? The truth, of course, iIs that
Congress in no way forfelts its war power by
supporting presidential actions without
declaring war.

2. A congressional limitation of the Presi-
dent’s power to order attacks upon the
enemy’s Cambodian sanctuaries seems of
very dubious constitutional validity because
it invades his exclusive powers as Com-
mander-in-Chief.

There can be no doubt that Congress has
the ultimate authority to order an end to
armed conflict involving the use of American
troops. But there can equally be no doubt
that when armed conflict is under way the
President and not the Congress has exclusive
constitutional authority to make strategic
and tactical decisions, That is inherent in
his role as “Commander-in-Chief of the
Army and Navy of the United States.”

Whether or not a particular action is to be
classified as tactical must necessarily remain
& matter of degree. A decision to launch an
attack upon a mafor hostile power that
meant the beginning of total war could by
no stretch of the imagination be called tac-
tical and hence completely within the
President's power as Commander-in-Chief,
But that is not even remotely the situation
with respect to the attack upon the Cam-
bodian sanctuaries. The President did not
launch such an attack when Cambodia was
under the control of a government that co-
operated with the North Vietnamese and
the Vietcong and that would have resented
and resisted an American drive against the
sanctuaries, The government of Cambodia
does not now resent or resist the American
attempt to clean out these enemy bases.

On the contrary, that government wel-
comes this action. There are not, therefore,
the political implications that would have
attended such operations earlier. The Cam-
bodian sanctuaries were already part of the
war zone, and the attack upon them has in
no important sense “enlarged the war.” Un-
der these circumstances, the decision to at-
tack these enemy bases for military action
within South Vietnam is closely analogous
to decisions about which enemy strongpoints
within South Vietnam are to be attacked
and which bypassed. Particularized congres-
slonal directives to the President in such
mafters seems, therefore, to be an Inter-
ference with the Commander-in-Chief’s pre-
rogatives.

3. A congressional order that all American
troops be removed from Southeast Asia by
a specified date requires a careful balancing
of presidential and congressional powers.
The circumstances that would justify such
an order do not appear to exist.

Congress's war power certainly gives it the
authority to end armed conflicts of which
it disapproves. We are not faced here, how-
ever, with a situation in which the President
wishes to pursue a war indefinitely and
Congress wishes to terminate it. We are faced
rather with a situation in which the Presi-
dent, through his speech of November 3,
1969, and otherwise, has stated his deter-
mination to end American involvement in
a conflict as rapidly as competing consid-
erations, which he belleves important to
American interests, permit. The proposal be-
fore Congress, therefore, is not one of revers-
ing presidential policy but one of drastically
limiting the President’'s discretion and flexi-
bility in carrying out that policy. It raises,
therefore, serious problems of the adjust-
ment of concurrent presidentia] and con-
gressional powers under the Constitution.

First, the President finds himeelf with
American troops engaged in active combat
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in South Vietnam. The safety of those troops
is a matter at the core of his power as Com=-
mander-in-Chief. It is essential that any
congressional directive to break off hostilities
not interfere in any way with the President’s
ability to safeguard American armed forces.
Congress obviously intends no such interfer-
ence but the setting of a firm date for with-
drawal raises at least the possibility of such
a conflict.

More important, the decislon to order by
legislation a withdrawal from Southeast Asia
by a specified date does bring into conflict
Congress’s power over war and the Presi-
dent's primary responsibility for the conduct
of foreign affairs. The criteria by which that
conflict should be adjusted in particular
cases are constitutional criteria, What do
those criteria suggest about the proper ad-
Jjustment of roles here?

‘We have rehearsed some of the reasons for
the President’s primacy in forelgn affairs.
Added to factors such as the President's su-
perior access to information, the need for
secrecy, the need for quick, firm decisions
and responses, there is the necessity that the
President’'s commitments be credible both
to allies and to potential opponents, A Presi-
dent undercut by Congress in Southeast
Asia is unlikely to be able to maintain a
forceful or credible policy in the Middle
East or anywhere else. We have seen in the
Cuban missile crisis the dangers to world
peace when a President's determination and
power to respond are underestimated by
other nations.

The threat to the President’'s vital foreign
policy role would be small or non-existent
were Congress to express its desire, by reso-
lution or otherwise, that the Vietnam con-
flict be ended and that American troops be
withdrawn as rapidly as competing consld-
erations permit. Such a declaration would be
in line with the President's announced policy
and would focus political responsibility for
carrying it out even more clearly upon the
President. The situation might also be dif-
ferent if Congress were prepared to say that
there are no American interests at stake in
Southeast Asla, But the danger to the Presi-
dent’s constitutional role is clear if Congress
admits the situation requires a balancing of
considerations and nevertheless gives the
President a specific date by which he must,
regardless, remove all troops from Vietnam.
Such an order must inevitably weaken his
position in foreign affairs severely. A proper
respect for constitutional roles and respon-
sibilities would seem to dictate that such an
extraordinary directive be issued by Congress
only when it has strong reason to doubt the
good faith of a President in carrying out his
announced policy or when it has strong rea-
son to doubt the President's judgment and
determination. In such exceptional cases the
cost of damaging the President's constitu-
tional role may seem the lesser evil. There
seems to us, however, no basis for any such
judgment by Congress, and we conclude that
legislation ordering the President to withdraw
troops by a specified date would unjustifiably
undermine his constitutional authority, as
well as that of future presidents.

Very truly yours,
EucenNE V. RosTOow,
Sterling Professor of Law, Yale Uni-
versity.
Rarre E, WINTER, Jr.,
Professor of Law, Yale University.
RoseErT H. BORK,
Professor of Law, Yale University.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President (Mr.
HARTEKE), I rise to join in the discussion
of the pending amendment to the For-
eign Military Sales Act of 1970. I think
we all agree that this is an extremely im-
portant subject for the Congress and the
Nation as a whole. Thus, most careful
deliberation of the amendment itself and
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amendments to the amendment are
clearly in order.

Current interest in this amendment, of
course, was generated by the operations
in Cambodia as announced by President
Nixon in a speech to the Nation on
April 30. The President made clear at
that time that the allied operation, which
has been carried out by a greater number
of South Vietnamese troops than Ameri-
can troops, was an operation strictly lim-
ited both in scope and objective. The
President was emphatic on April 30 in his
statement that the Cambodian operation
was not in response to a request for mas-
sive military aid from the new govern-
ment in Phnompenh but had the en-
tirely limited objective of disrupting a
series of sanctuaries which had been used
with impunity by the Vietcong and regu-
lar troops of the North Vietnamese army
for over 5 years.

A few days later, the President volun-
tarily established geographical and tem-
poral limitations on U.S. participation in
the Cambodian undertaking. American
troops were to proceed into Cambodian
territory no further than 35 kilometers
and they were all to be out by July 1 of
this year.

The President went on to indicate, in
his press conference of May 8, that all
American air and logistical support
would come out of Cambodia at the same
time, no later than June 30.

One of the most extraordinary things
about the national reaction to the Presi-
dent’s speech on April 30, and to his
press conference on May 8, was the emo-
tional criticism of his stated intentions.
Many people, especially in the academic
community, in the national news media,
and in the Congress, apparently, simply
refused to believe what the President
had said.

Time and time again I have asked stu-
dents and faculty members who came to
my office to discuss these issues and these
developments, whether they believed that
American troops would be withdrawn
from Cambodia by July 1.

To my astonishment, almost invari-
ably, they replied that they did not.
Almost invariably, they replied that they
did not believe the representations made
by the President of the United States.

On some occasions, I have asked on
what basis they asserted this disbelief
that the previous representations which
had been made by the President of the
United States had not been kept, or kept
only partially, which gave them enough
of an intellectual basis for thinking that
this representation was untrue or would
not be kept.

I asked why they did not believe the
explicit statements of fact or intention
that were made by the President of the
United States.

I found, on almost all occasions, that
their skepticism about the accuracy of
the representations of the President was
far more emotional than it was rational,

They answered that the Government
has been less than candid in the past,
and, more often than not, they referred
to the past as extending beyond Janu-
ary 1, 1969.

Therefore, it follows necessarily that
the new President taking office at that
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time and the administration over which
he presided cannot be believed, either.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
this situation which I found, not once,
but on a number of occasions, and with
different groups who visited my office
expressing concern over the American
involvement in Southeast Asia, and Cam-
bodia in particular, is strictly illogical.

While I do not question the depth of
feeling that the critics of the President
exhibit about him personally, and about
his policies in Indochina, I do question
the objectivity and the fairmess with
which they approach these complex and
difficult public issues.

Mr. President, I have, on occasion, put
this question to more than one group:

Assume for the moment that July 1,
1970, has come and gone and that
American involvement in Cambodia has
ended; assume, for the moment, that in
the fall of 1970, further, that additional
troop withdrawals from Southeast Asia
are accomplished, and that by the spring
of 1971 an additional 150,000 have been
withdrawn from Southeast Asia, as the
President has promised to do; assume,
for the moment, that, as time goes by,
say in the fall of 1971, substantially
greater numbers of troops are withdrawn
from Southeast Asia to the point that
there are virtually no American com-
bat troops remaining in Southeast Asia,
and that there is only a residual core of
support troops; and assume, further,
that the President has indicated pre-
viously, as long ago as 1970, that he in-
tended regularly and methodically fto
reduce those numbers; but assume most
of all that, during his campaign in 1968,
the President of the United States as-
sured and then reiterated that he in-
tended to end the war in Southeast Asia,
and that he is going to do so—as you as-
sume all those things, for the sake of
argument, and assuming them to be
true, would you still protest this action,
and would you feel the disenchantment
that you apparently do with the judg-
ment and the policies of the President
and his administration?

Mr. President, many of my colleagues
in this body are lawyers, They recognize
that this question which I put has more
than rhetorical but rather a valid and
historical basis for placing a hypotheti-
cal proposition.

Assuming certain hypothesis as being
true, then what would your answer be?

I think that most Senators would
recognize the form of the question I have
just outlined as being a valid basis for
judging an ultimate conclusion that is
based on an intellectual as distinguished
from an emotional basis as one examines
a given issue.

It is interesting to me, then, that most
of the groups to whom I put this hypo-
thetical question refused to answer.

Sometimes, on occasion, some of them
would answer that, of course, if that were
the case, they would not be exercised
about the situation and that, of course,
not only would they not question the
validity of the judgment made by the
President and his administration, but
they would commend him for having
done what should have been done
a long time ago; namely, to disen-
gage American combat troops from war
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in Indochina, but that, after all, was
more often than not the case. “We do
not believe that” or, “We refuse to assume
that” or, “We think it is extremely un-
likely that it would occur,” they reply
to these assumptions that I have asked
them to make.

To those who listened to the assump-
tion I have just outlined, it will be recog-
nized that many of them have not only
transpired but have been fulfilled.

They will also recognize, I believe, that
none has been transgressed, that none of
the hypotheses I asked them to accept
in this situation, in this hypothetical
question, has been unfulfilled.

We recognize further that some of
them are yet to be fulfilled. And it is the
purest speculation on my part, but of the
specific recommendations of the Presi-
dent, the most general and the broadest
and meaningful one was, “I shall end the
war,” a representation and a commit-
ment made by the President during his
campaign for the Presidency in 1968 and
reiterated as late as last night in his very
splendid, frank, and candid address to
the Nation by the President of the United
States.

The point of the matter is that I am
stunned that people will not accept these
hypotheses, at least to the extent that
they have already been fulfilled. And I
am shocked that they will not believe
the representations made by the Presi-
dent as to his future intentions and
commitments.

I think the President of the United
States has, the majority of the time, a
track record for candor and honesty in
his representations with respect to
Southeast Asia that is so good that he
richly undeserves to be disbelieved in
these representations.

I believe then that there is ample and
abundant reason to think that the shrill
criticisms of the President’s policy in
Southeast Asia and his determination to
deprive, not Cambodians, but North Viet-
namese invaders, of their privileged
sanctuary in Cambodia and of their right
to strike with impunity the American
forces, I believe that the criticism of
these policies would be less shrill if it
were not for some other factors that
the critics have not yet examined.

I wonder, then, in the interest of pure,
sweet reason and impartial judgment if
it must not be concluded that many stu-
dents, academicians, and others whose
motives I do not doubt, have succumbed
to the unscholarly and unintellectual de-
vices of basing their response and eval-
uation on the basis of prejudice and
emotion outside of the range of the facts
and circumstances supplied by the hy-
potheses themselves.

If that is the case, then the reaction
to Cambodia by so many, especially in
the academic community, is a remark-
able situation, indeed, because not only
must the academic community be free of
turmoil in terms of partisan conflict, if
it is to act in the university tradition,
but it must also be the bastion of intel-
ligence and civilization that requires peo-
ple to move for the good of the country,
and not to react—as one person sug-
gested that many do—to the President
as if he were running against Helen
Gahagan Douglas for the U.S. Senate.
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Some have said, and I am not sure
that it is wrong, that there is a core or
group of people in the United States that
simply do not like the President and
have not since he defeated Helen Gaha-
gan Douglas. And nothing will change
their minds.

That may be true. If it is, it is unfor-
tunate. But it is understandable.

His decisions have to do entirely with
deciding the best course for the United
States in terms of terminating hostilities
in Southeast Asia and providing for the
common defense of the United States.
That is the universal belief of most Con-
gressmen and of most people in the
United States.

I would like to ask that we take a look
at the speech the President delivered to
the Nation last night. I have already
said, and I reiterate, that I thought it
was an excellent speech. It was direct.
It was factual and temperate. It was firm
and fair.

I was particularly impressed with the
honesty and candor exhibited by the
President during the course of his speech.
He addressed himself squarely to all of
the issues that have been bothering his
critics. And if his critics choose not to
believe him, that is their responsibility.

The President made an interim report
to the Nation, not coming before us with
a great spectacular pronouncement, but
rather with another one in a long list
of representations to the public, pledges
of good faith, pledges of action to be
taken to disengage us from our course
of action in Southeast Asia, specifiic
action at a specific time. There were two
in number that were especially impres-
sive.

The first was to make good on the first
installment of the commitment to re-
move an additional 150,000 American
troops from Cambodia in October 1970,
which I am certain—as I believe virtually
everyone in this Chamber is certain—he
will perform and make good on.

The second and the broadest one was
a reiteration before the Nation, before
the people of this country, of the promise
and the commitment or covenant he un-
dertook during his campaign in 1968—
“I will end the war.”

I believe, Mr. President, that the ac-
tivities. of this Nation in Southeast Asia
and our operations against the North
Vietnamese and Vietcong sanctuaries in
Cambodia must be judged on the basis
of the track record that the President
has already earned and on the basis of
the recent representations he has made
of his intentions to continue on that
course,

Once again nothing—I say again, ab-
solutely nothing—in the representations
of the President in this respect has
earned him the disbelief of certain peo-
ple in this country with respect to those
representations.

Mr. President, this President of the
United States, I believe, is the only Pres-
ident of the four who have been involved
in this durable conflict in Southeast Asia
that has been so direct and honest with
the American people about the policy it-
self in terms of an open Presidency, in

terms of the participation of the public
in the decisionmaking process of the
U.8. Government. There is no doubt that
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there has been more candor, there has
been more discussion, more public re-
porting to the Nation by the President
himself, and more information dissemi-
nated to the press in this Nation than by
any other President in any other con-
flict in the history of the United States.

Everything he has said about the situ-
ation in Indochina has proven to be ac-
curate. Every promise he has made to
the American people has been kept. Every
goal has been met.

Each of his announced troop with-
drawals has been accomplished on sched-
ule or ahead of schedule.

Each of the President’s objectives has
been achieved with the exception of the
greatest goal of all, which is a just and
lasting peace, a goal which he vigorously
reaffirmed last night by saying that
“peace is the goal that this Government
will pursue until the day we reach it.”

This President has been direct and
honest with the people of the United
States under tremendous pressure from
& vocal minority of the United States
and from most of the national news
media who challenge the policies that
he has found to be in the interest of all
the people.

He has steadfastly resisted such pres-
sure and continued to persevere in the
path he has mapped out toward a peace
that will reassure our other treaty part-
ners that there will be no need for any
later U.S. involvement in Asia or South-
east Asia.

If the President had failed to pursue
the policies he believed in, if he had
given in to the persistent and articulate
pressures of his many critics, he would
have violated his personal integrity and
taken a course that he believed was not
the correct course in the interest of all
of the people taken together.

This was indeed an extraordinarily
courageous move for the President to
take.

After reviewing all of the military and
diplomatic information available to him
with his highest and best informed mili-
tary and civilian advisers, the President
determined that the combined allied op-
eration in the Communist sanctuaries
would be a decisive move that would af-
firm the ability of the United States to
take effective action, even in the face of
serious opposition from certain segments
of the American public and Members of
the American Congress. This capacity
of the Government has been demonstrat-
ed, with great effect. The President also
concluded that the move into Cambodia
would deny the enemy forces the effec-
tive use of these sanctuaries for a mini-
mum of 6 months and perhaps as long as
a year. This would greatly inhibit the
ability of the enemy to strike at Ameri-
can and ARVN forces during the with-
drawal phases of the Vietnamization
process. As the President reported to
the Nation last night, the move into
Cambodia has been “the most successful
operation of this long and difficult war.”
The statistics clearly reveal that the
enemy has been denied nearly 10,000
personnel and very significant amounts
of war materiel. The rice, ammunition,

weapons, and other supplies captured
will unquestionably reduce the capacity
of the enemy to harass the Vietnamiza-
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tion effort and to kill and wound Ameri-
can boys in South Vietnam. Further-
more, the monsoon rains, the denial of
the Port of Sihanoukville to the enemy,
and the aerial bombing of supply routes
in Laos and Cambodia envisaged by the
President in his speech last night will
greatly hamper, if not render impossible,
the ability of the North Vietnamese to
replace the vast amounts of war supplies
and materiel captured and destroyed by
the allied forces during the operation in
the Cambodian sanctuaries.

Many of the young people and their
supporters who criticize the President,
personally and as a national leader,
speak admiringly of politicians who ex-
hibit courage, men who become profiles
in courage. Normally this means a politi-
cian who ignores the wishes of his con-
stituency to do something that, which,
contrary to the wishes of his constitu-
ency, is clearly right, with a capital R.
At the same time these inexperienced
young idealists criticize President Nixon
and Members of the Congress for not
doing what they want done. Many of the
young people say that the Government is
not “listening” to them. What they really
mean is that the Government is not “do-
ing” what they want it to do. There is a
very great difference in these two things.
I believe that the President has acted
with extraordinary personal and political
courage in the face of almost unimagin-
able criticism, pressure, and abuse. Just
as he has resisted the scornful condem-
nation of would-be economic experts who
forecast another 1929 stock market crash
and who call for Government controls
on prices and wages, the President has
refused the counsel of those who urge
immediate U.S. withdrawal from all of
Southeast Asia. Just as he has steadfastly
maintained his economic course, he has
courageously maintained his policy in
Vietnam, not because he thinks it is
popular, not because it will win him
votes, but because he thinks it is right.
Those, like former Secretary of Defense
Clark Clifford, who advised Lyndon John-
son through the war years with such
questionable success, and former Gov.
Averell Harriman, who had his chance in
Paris with equally little success, now feel
free to make public condemnations of this
President’s policy, the only President in
the history of this tragic conflict who has
reversed the bankrupt policy of escala-
tion followed by each of his predecessors,
the only President who has kept every
promise he has made to the American
people in connection with this tragic war
that he did not make but inherited, the
only President who has set out a doctrine
for Asia that calls on Asians to provide
for their own defense and not to lean on
the power and generosity of the Ameri-
can people, the only President in the his-
tory of this conflict to come up with a
policy that has a reasonable and rea-
soned chance for success.

Mr. President, in thinking of these
times, the difficulties attendant to them,
and the complexity of the judgments
which must be and are made by coura-
geous Presidents from time to time, it
comes to my mind that there must be
and, indeed, I am sure there is, some-
thing about the nature of the Presidency
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which brings out strength in the men
who occupy that office. I am convinced
that that strength served in good stead
previous Presidents who were faced with
conflict in the Middle East, as President
Eisenhower was, who were faced with the
first known nuclear threat to the main-
land of the United States from Cuba, as
President Kennedy was, and who are
faced now with judgment on how to de-
escalate and end such a durable conflict
that the people of this Nation, who are
sovereign, have demanded that policies
change.

I think it is probably a God-given
grace that the requirements of this office,
the Presidency, do create and do
strengthen reservoirs of determination
and temperance that are necessary if
this country is to be governed and follow
a course of intelligent foreign policy cal-
culated to end this conflict and to pro-
vide for the ultimate defense of the
United States.

I think, on occasion, as I hear these
criticisms and view these courageous acts
by this President, and recall the meas-
ures and actions taken by other Presi-
dents in the history of this country, that
the shrill outery of many who charge
that the President is escalating the war
and widening the war must surely refer
to some other time. It cannot be this
President they are speaking of.

Could it be that they have in mind
the Presidency of Dwight David Eisen-
hower, or John Fitzgerald Kennedy, or
Lyndon B. Johnson, when America first
became involved to any extent in this
area and escalated to over 500,000 troops
steadily and inexorably, calling on the
strength and psychological reserves of
this country where we have unprece-
dented domestic turmoil ?

Could it be it is this administration
that committed increasing numbers of
troops to Vietnam that justifies these
cries of outrage against this President,
his administration, and his policies?

Or could it be that some overlook the
fact that there was a steady and inex-
orable, and in some cases massive con-
flict in Southeast Asia until this Pres-
idency and this administration began?

Is it this administration they speak
of with such caustic anger as they charge
a widening of the war, when generally
they must know that this is the first of
four Presidents that has had to face this
conflict in Southeast Asia, and that in-
stead of increasing the number of Amer-
‘can troops in Southeast Asia he has
‘educed them?

Has the fact that this President re-
duced the troops in Southeast Asia richly
earned him the reward of being charged
with widening the war? I think on occa-
sion surely it must be some other state
of affairs and circumstances that the
critics of the President and the adminis-
tration are observing when they say that
the efforts of this President to deprive,
not Cambodians but North Vietnamese
of their privileged sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia, is a widening of the war.

I find the terms “widening the war”
and “escalation of the conflict” common
to virtually every conversation I have
had with student groups and others who
have come to my office by the hun-
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dreds—indeed, I believe by the thou-
sands—in the last 5 weeks; but I have
not found a single one who honestly
claims that he has information that in-
dicates that one additional American
soldier has been sent to Southeast Asia,
or who will say in good grace or with
any claim of verification that one single
person has been added to the troop con-
centrations of American forces in
Southeast Asia—not one,

But I find it extremely difficult to
have the same critics admit that
Richard M. Nixon, the President of the
United States, is the only President in
the history of this Republic who has de-
escalated and reduced the level of the
conflict rather than increased and
broadened it. Surely there must be an-
other set of facts and circumstances that
these critics are examining.

Does the President earn the criticism,
the anger, the wrath, in some cases the
hatred of people in this Nation, for hav-
ing reduced trcop concentrations in the
nation of Southeast Asia? Is this not
what the country demanded? Have the
President and the junior Senator from
Tennessee somehow misunderstood the
mandate of the people, that they will be
satisfied only if we increase troop con-
centrations there instead of reduce
them? Does anyone challenge that they
have been reduced, and reduced only by
this administration, under this Presi-
dent? Then why the expression “widen-
ing the war?”

And it is said on occasion that Amer-
ican troops have violated the territorial
integrity of a neighboring country, Cam-
bodia, and that this is widening the war.
My colleagues, I do not recall any single
news dispatch or any piece of informa~
tion that would indicate to me that
U.S. troops in Southeast Asia are
fighting Cambodians on Cambodian
soil. Rather, I find it extraordinary that
most of the critics of this administra-
tion and its policy totally overlooked,
and in some cases refuse to believe, ap-
parently, that it is North Vietnamese
that we are engaged in conflict with,
that it is not the Cambodians whose
treasure we are capturing, whose rock-
ets, mortars, and missiles we are taking,
to prevent them from destroying Ameri-
cans; that it was the North Vietnamese
who 5 years ago invaded Cambodia; and
that it is the Vietcong who, together
with their North Vietnamese compaftri-
ots, under a single command, have
waged war from these privileged sanctu-
aries in Cambodia, against the South
Vietnamese and against American serv-
ice personnel.

Are we to assume that the United
States is supposed to stand back and let
the North Vietnamese invade Cambodia
and provide a sanctuary in which they
may concentrate their rockets, missiles,
ammunition, and food, and deprive us of
the ability to get out of Southeast Asia
and Vietnamize that war? Are we to as-
sume that the mandate of the people of
the United States was to stay in South-
east Asia with 550,000 American troops
ad infinitum and forever? That seems
to be the rationale and the exclamation
and the hue and the outery of some peo-
ple in this country against the adminis-
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tration and the President who has re-
duced our troop concentration there.

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

Mr, BAKER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, because of
a personal tragedy in my family, I was
not able to be here on the last vote. How-
ever, it did offer the Senator from Lou-
isiana an opportunity to talk to many
people in Louisiana and also in Colorado.
The impression I gained in this impor-
tant part of the country that I had the
opportunity to visit in the last week or
s0 was that the overwhelming majority
of American citizens do not at all ap-
prove of any course that would mean a
withdrawal with anything less than
honor from the field of battle, and that
the overwhelming majority of Americans
feel the President did the right thing in
going into Cambodia.

It is somewhat interesting to observe
that our “hippy” friends who are seek-
ing to influence elections are now get-
ting their hair cut and shaving their
faces, which is at least one mark for good.
These people realize that if they are go-
ing to have any influence they had bet-
ter be something else than what they are
and have been. I submit that that is a
kind of indication that they realize that
they are not going to be very effective if
they seek to make their case directly on
the issues that are involved.

My guess is that the overwhelming
majority of the people having heard the
President of the United States in his
presentation last night, would tend to
agree that is the better course to follow.
‘While some people may have had sup-
port for their programs and appeals to
the public, in my part of the country
they did not make it there. About the
only people I can find who agree with
them are those who perhaps have sons
who are about to be drafted immediately
or some persons who may fear that they
may be taken immediately; but my im-
pression is, at least from the people of the
great State which I have the honor to
represent, that the overwhelming ma-
jority feel that if this Nation is going
to lose a war, we still want to play the
part of honor.

I have no doubt of that, based on what
I have been able to see in the State leg-
islature and what I have heard from the
large number of people that I have had
occasion to discuss this question with in
Louisiana and elsewhere. The great ma-
jority simply feel that the President did
the right thing in sending the troops and
that he intends to withdraw in an or-
derly fashion and that he is keeping his
word. What more people could expect is
hard for me to understand.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.
I must say his observations of the sen-
timent of the people of his State
are in accord with what I find in
mine.

I have said on occasion—and I do not
think it is an inappropriate cliche; I
think it is appropriate—that one of the
important symbolisms ef our system of
government is that the people of the
United States are sovereign, and that you
may doubt the judement of the sov-
ereign, but you may never doubt their
authority.
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When the people of the United States
have said that the policy of the United
States ought to be to disengage from
Southeast Asia in an orderly way, and a
program to accomplish that was formu-
lated by this administration and termed
Vietnamization or de-Americanization
of the conflict in Southeast Asia, I have
got to confess on occasion, when I hear
criticism of some of the administration
policies in Southeast Asia, that I have
the lingering fear that their concern is
that the war really will be de-American-
ized and Vietnamized.

There is not the slightest doubt in my
judgment, and I do not believe in many
minds, that the maintenance of troops
and supplies in privileged sanctuary in
Cambodia would have made it extreme-
ly difficult, if not impossible, to Viet-
namize the war by letting the enemy re-
main in a sanctuary 21 miles across the
Cambodian border and shoot rockets at
us. It would have at least retarded our
Vietnamization process. I certainly do not
want it retarded and I do not believe it
will be. It is curious, but by the same
token I have heard some say, “Going
into Cambodia will widen the war.” As
I tried to say imperfectly a moment ago,
Cambodia was gone into by the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong, to build
and supply these sanctuaries to kill
Americans from, and to make it im-
possible for us to disengage, to tie us
down in Southeast Asia so we could not
get out except by absolute, total, uni-
lateral surrender and withdrawal. And
I have never heard one speaker on the
floor of the Senate—never one—who has
ever denied the fact that even if we
were to unilaterally withdraw from
Southeast Asia, that to do so, and to
protect our boys while we were doing
it, would require a continuing conflict
to protect ourselves while we were get-
ting out and turning the whole thing
over to the North Vietnamese, the Chi-
nese, or whoever happened to come in to
fill the vacuum.

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

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. LONG. Is it not true that the
program of helping to build up officer
personnel for the South Vietnamese
army and elected officials of the South
Vietnamese Government who might and,
let us say for the sake of argument, could
successfully defend their country against
an invasion from North Vietnam, mak-
ing it possible for us to withdraw with-
out having the Communists take over
that whole part of the world, might at
this stage prove embarrassing for some
Americans, and particularly some Mem-
bers of Congress, who through the years
have said that our friends the anti-Com-
munists were corrupt and unworthy of
support, who hold them out as those who
would abandon their native land? Does
not the Senator think it might actually
prove embarrassing to some of them to
see that the established South Vietnam-
ese elected government and officer per-
sonnel, the anti-Communists, can suec-
cessfully fight against the Communists
and defend their country?

That sort of thing was established in
Korea. We were told that the Korean
Government was corrupt, that it could
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not be relied upon; but with the support
of American troops and American per-
sonnel, a fighting force was trained and
is today capable of defending that land.

I would ask the Senator, does it not
seem logical that if we would give the
same kind of cooperation and help to
the South Vietnamese, and not pull out
on them prematurely in a way that
causes them to doubt that they can count
upon the support of the United States to
provide them with the equipment and
with the air support and the naval sup-
port that this Nation could continue to
provide them, those people might very
well prove they can defend their coun-
try successfully and, if that is the case,
should we abandon them without giving
them that chance?

Mr. BAKER, No, Mr. President, we
should not. I thank my colleague for
these observations.

It seems to me that those who have
advocated immediate, instant withdrawal
from South Vietnam, without some effort
to provide that the South Vietnamese
may have an opportunity to control their
own destiny, whether successfully or un-
successfully, are in effect expressing a
strange sort of ingratitude and uncer-
tainty of moral purpose. Because whether
we were right or wrong in going into
Vietnam is not in debate at this point.
Whether we were right or wrong is really
an academic conjecture that some day
we will more fully explore—I have an
idea for many years to come. But the fact
is that we went there, we totally domi-
nated South Vietnam, we in effect took
over the conduct of the war with Amer-
ican personnel, we completely supplied
it, and we ran the country—we still are,
though we are trying to get out.

Now, do we not morally owe some sort
of debt to the people whose country we
took over, to say, “We are going to go
home, but we are going to Vietnamize the
conflict, we are going to do it on a time
schedule, it is going to be a fairly short
time frame, but we are going to do it in
the reasonably near future, and we are
going to try to train you up, to see what
happens, to see if you can take care of
yourselves”?

Mr. President, I have been rather
startled after hearing observations ex-
pressed by certain of our colleagues—
none of whom are now present—that the
Government of South Vietnam is a paper
tiger, that it cannot fight, it will not
fight, and is not capable of defending it-
self, then, just a few days ago, to hear
some of the same people say that the
Government of South Vietnam is ruth-
less, militaristic, dictatorial, and not to
be trusted, Mr. President, one of those
tigers is going to have to retire. I am not
sure which one.

Right or wrong, the United States in-
truded itself so massively into South
Vietnam that we would never overcome
the hostility of the rest of the world if
we did not withdraw in such a way as to
give those people a chance to determine
their own destiny. I do not know what
will happen. It may be that a month, a
day, or a millennium after the United
States leaves South Vietnam, as it surely
will, North Vietnam will take over, or
China will, or someone else. I do not
know. The Senator from Tennessee will
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have to reserve the right to decide what
we ought to do then. But the important
things now are two-fold, in my humble
judgment: First, to disengage, and sec-
ond, to do it in such a way as to pay our
debt to the people whose country we
took over.

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

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. LONG. My favorite uncle used to
tell me, “Even if you are not running
anything but a peanut stand, somebody
is going to have to take charge and run
it; otherwise, you are going to go broke.”

I have never been anything more than
a lieutenant in the Navy, but I would be
the first to recognize that if you are going
to conduct a military operation, you
ought to have some command, some cen-
tral command, hopefully some one man
who can make the decisions; because if
you have as many as two, and they can-
not agree, you still might be having con-
flicts as to what you are trying to achieve.

We used to have some names for these
joint Army-Navy operations back in
World War II. Perhaps the Senator can
recall some of those ludicrous names that
were used to refer to a situation where
you had one Army commander and one
Navy commander, and half the time one
did not know what the other was trying to
do.

I should think if a congressional com-
mittee or a group of Senators or Repre-
sentatives were to take over the conduct
of the military operation over there, they
ought to try to decide who is to be the
commander, so we would know to whom
we should look. If he is going to be a
bigger commander, and supersede our
Commander in Chief, it would seem to
me he ought to have an appropriate cos-
tume or uniform.

The General of the Army, General Ei-
senhower, had about as high a decoration
as we had. He was a five-star general;
but I assume if one is to be over the Com-
mander in Chief, he ought to be at least
a six-star general, and perhaps should
have a uniform befitting a six-star gen-
eral. Then the others who would help
him and be his staff perhaps should have
at least five and a half stars, since they
would be over a General of the Army and
over the Commander in Chief.

I would ask the Senator, how would
those who would run the war for the
Chief Executive decide who was in au-
thority, and who takes orders from
whom?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I must re-
spond to my colleague from Louisiana by
saying I do not know. I must say that is
an expression I take no credit for in-
venting though I find it rarely used in the
Senate.

I do not have any idea how we would
do that. I do not have any idea how we
would formulate military strategy here.
By the same token, I am reminded that
there has been conversation, from time
to time, about Congress having equal
time on television and radio for presen-
tation of their views, under the fairness
doctrine, to compare with those of the
President.

As one of 535 Members of Congress,
one of 100 in this body, I wonder, on oc-
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casion, who is going to speak for me, and
what uniform he will wear.

It seems to me that at this point it
might be appropriate, just momentarily,
to think again on the division of pow-
ers—not as a dry, sterile subject, but the
division of powers in this situation as the
Founding Fathers gave it to us, and as
we have burnished and polished it over
the years. Because, in this connection,
I hear people say, time and again, that
there is a grave constitutional crisis
abroad in the land, there is a great con-
frontation between the President and
Congress, and we are going to lose con-
fidence in our institutions.

Mr. President, the kindest thing I
could say is that that is a serious mis-
understanding of the scheme of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, both as to
its inception and its further utilization
and perfection as time has gone by.
There is no constitutional crisis. Some
say Congress has taken a passive role,
and has been virtually feminine in its
activities. In this day and age, I am not
sure that “feminine” and “passive” are
synonymous.

Be that as it may, there is not a con-
stitutional crisis and a confrontation be-
tween Congress and the Presidency over
Southeast Asia, any more than there was
between Congress and the President over
World War II or World War I or the
Selective Service Act in 1940 or many
other things in which the Founding Fa-
thers of this Republic gave partial and
incomplete jurisdiction of powers to the
President and the Senate. The Founding
Fathers intended that they would be
partial and incomplete, that they would
be overlapping jurisdictions, and that it
would be necessary, by this design, for
the dynamics of conflict to produce a
discourse between those two branches
of government in order to produce a for-
eign policy for the United States.

Once again, many misunderstand the
fact that Congress does not take a sepa-
rate initiative, and confuse it with the
fact that they do not involve themselves
in the constitutional function. These, too,
are radically different things. Congress
has never been docile in the matter of
foreign affairs. The Presidency has never
been. There has been a continuing strug-
gle for authority and jurisdiction in this
field between every Congress and every
President, to one degree or another.

So it seems to me that we only injure
our symbolic ability to govern when we
speak of confrontation between Congress
and the Presidency. It does not exist.

Mr, President, I think it is important
to understand, too, that certain people in
this country and certain groups, inten-
tionally or unintentionally, are painting
a picture of a conflict so grave and in-
tensive between the President and the
Senate that they imply—if they do not
in fact say—that if the “Senate position”
does not prevail, there is grave doubt as
to whether we could continue to govern
ourselves because people will lose faith in
the institutions of Government. Once
again, I respectfully suggest that the
kindest and most appropriate remark
that I may make at this moment, in a
temperate mood, would be to say that
these people misunderstand the meaning
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of selfgovernment and partial jurisdic-
tion in the United States. I believe there
is great danger in those who are promot-
ing a crisis of leadership. I think there is
a grave threat to the Republic as we con-
tinue and permit people to say that there
is a confrontation between the President
and Congress and that the Senate will not
win and that, therefore, we cannot
govern.

I am part of the Senate—I will be at
least until January of 1973—represent-
ing 4 million people in the State of Ten-
nessee, and representing this country, as
a Senator of the United States. I am sure
that if there is a call for equal time under
the fairness doctrine of the Federal Com-
munications Act, I will want to monitor
very closely what is said on that equal
time, because I may in fact require equal
time myself. I may say now, for the
Recorp and publicly, that if that is the
case, I will formally request it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I associate
myself with the Senator’s remarks.

If someone wants to claim equal time
to respond to the President’s speech, I
would want equal time for those of us
who do not agree with those who do not
agree with the President.

Having been in Louisiana during the
past week, I am satisfied that if this
Senator had been stampeded by the hip-
pie parade on Washington, the people
of Louisiana would be looking for the
first opportunity to vote him out of office.

So that is just not how the majority of
the people in Louisiana feel.

I would say that if someone wants to
ask for equal time to respond to the
President, some equal time should be
accorded for some of us who think that
the President said pretty much what
the majority of the people think—those
who feel better about the matter and
have better confidence—not that we
necessarily needed it—that the Pres-
ident is doing the best he can in a fry-
ing set of circumstances, and who feel
that he deserves our support, after we
heard his message.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from
Louisiana.

It does occur to me, as I have tried
to list the criticisms to which the Pres-
ident has been subjected and the abuse
he has sustained, that it is important
to point out that those who criticize him
and on occasion those who abuse him
need not bear the responsibility of their
counsel; that frequently they have no
connection with Government, although
many have had at one time, and may
have some latent desire to have some-
thing to do with Government again. But
they are free to snipe from the sidelines
without bearing the great personal re-
sponsibility for American lives and the
future of American foreign policy that
is the President’s and the President's
alone in many cases.

The President has been extensively
criticized by many for his “usurpation of
the constitutional authority” of Congress
when he undertook the Cambodian op-
eration. Let us take a closer look at that
argument for a moment. Any grounds

June 4, 1970

for a constitutional argument must rest
either on the power to declare war, given
to Congress in article I, or the power to
advise and consent on treaties, given to
the Senate in article IT, section 2.

Mr. President, these are the param-
eters of the authority of the Senate of
the United States in foreign policy. It is
not some mystical thing that we have
divined and created by the great burden
of our own efforts as Members of this
body. We certainly have not done that in
any generous measure. It is, rather, be-
cause of these two sections of the Con-
stitution of the United States which have
been extant since the beginnings of this
Republic.

This is not a declared war, and no one
in Congress with whom I am acquainted
has publicly stated that he felt that we
should declare war. Against whom would
we declare war? Would it be North Viet-
nam, the Provisional Revolutionary Gov-
ernment, the Ehmer Rouge, the Pathet
Lao, the Soviet Union, the People's Re-
public of China? Surely, no one would
seriously consider any of these possi-
bilities under the warmaking power of
Congress.

With respect to the treaty power, ar-
ticle II, section 2, it is very difficult to
see how this power could be applied to
the current situation.

Some criticize the President for not
at least consulting with the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations before tak-
ing his action in Cambodia. Is there a
Member of this body who doubts what
such “counsel” would have been from
the committee? Would such counsel
have been representative of the body as
a whole? I am not sure that it would.
Is there anyone who seriously says that
the President should have come to the
Senate as a whole with an open pro-
posal for allied operations in Cambodia,
on which I am sure there would have
been weeks of acrimonious, extended de-
bate? It seems to me that, at the very
least, one might say that any element
of strategic or even tactical surprise
might have been avoided and completely
destroyed. It seems to me, at the very
least, that it is likely that a thousand
young American soldiers would have
died as a result of our being deprived
of the element of surprise against not
Cambodians but North Vietnamese and
Vietcong.

The question is raised as to whether
Congress has abdicated its constitutional
responsibility to the executive. Many say
that if Congress does not adopt the
pending Church-Cooper amendment and
the so-called amendment to end the war
of Senators McGoveErN and HATFIELD,
it will have demonstrated that the insti-
tutions and processes of our Govern-
ment have failed, and cannot respond to
the legitimate needs and demands of the

American people, which seems to me to
be an extraordinary assertion. If there is

any validity to the concept of partial,
overlapping, and incomplete jurisdiction
residing in the President and Congress
and in other cases in the President and
the Senate, it is essential that we con-
sider the relative merit of the conduct
of affairs of state and the relative merit
of the conduet of the military from the
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floor of the Senate or from the floor of
the House of Representatives as distin-
guished from statements of broad gen-
eral policy. The latter I conceive to be
the least requirement of a conscientious
legislative department of government.
The former I consider to be impractical.
Between the range of those concerns lies
the answer. The balance will change and
vary from time to time, depending on the
President and the make up and consti-
tution of the Congress itself.

I believe it may be fairly said, as I said
at the opening of these remarks, that
there is something that supports the
criticism and fuels the criticism of the
President and this administration other
than just the facts and eircumstances,
other than just the intellectual com-
munication between two rational indi-
viduals or groups. There must be some-
thing there, that we are not communicat-
ing on a verbal basis. It must be some-
thing of a nonverbal communication.

I tried, in the earlier part of these re-
marks, to analyze what that might be.
Some of them, at least, I think we may
have identified, but one or two others I
think are important and I should men-
tion as I near the end of these remarks.

I said earlier that in this country—in
fact and indeed—the people are sover-
eign. Any Member of Congress may doubt
the wisdom of that sovereignty and that
judgment, but he had better not doubt
the authority of that sovereignty, be-
cause the authority of that sovereignty,
made active at any polling place on any
given election day, will smite him in the
face and challenge his authority as dis-
tinguished from his judgment.

Mr. President, the authority of the
people is reflected in Congress. It has
been said by writers, on oceasion, that in
addition to the people being sovereign,
the design of Government, of a strong,
central Presidency, really creates the
image of a monarchy in disguise and that
the people give the “erown,” or the robes
of sovereignty, temporarily, to a partic-
ular President, or they withhold i,
depending on their mood and judgment
at that particular moment; that, in ef-
fect, there are two steps to go through in
the creation of the Chief of State in the
United States. One is his selection by the
elective machinery, the electoral col-
lege and all of its imperfections, which
produce one man, who then occupies the
oval office in the White House and is the
Chief of State and President of the
United States, in the same person.

But then there is another step that is
not fulfilled in January, every 4 years,
and that is the “coronation” of the Pres-
ident. That is the giving and the grant-
ing to him by the people of the trappings
of royalty.

If the thesis made by some, half in jest
and half seriously, that this Republic
is, in fact, a vestige of a monarchy, and
that we do give or withhold the trap-
pings of royalty to our Chief Executive,
if that is valid and we examine the situa-
tion, it is fair to say that if the people
grant the trappings of royalty to our
Chief Executive and Chief of State, they
will follow him anywhere, as they have.
But, if they withhold it, or withdraw it,
they will not follow him anywhere.
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That the people are sovereign and are
pretty fickle about it, is not meant to he
a criticism of their sovereignty, which is
unhealthy for politicians, but, rather, is
just an observation as to the giving and
taking away of the trappings of royalty.

To put it another way, and in less
medieval terms, we can see that it is
symbolism, the symbolizing of leader-
ship. Either way, it amounts to the same
thing—a nonverbal form of communica-
tion as between the American people and
their Government—especially as to their
President, which is a verbal and intel-
lectual one. That is part of the problem
that we have in this country.

I hope and I think that none of my
colleagues will believe that I am being
unusually demeaning of the President of
the United States, who is of my party, for
whom I campaigned very hard, and for
whom I have high admiration; but it is
my duty and responsibility to try to look
as deeply as I can into the turmoil and
the conflict of these times, and to try to
look beneath the troubled waters that
beset America today in order to try to
find a solution.

When I do, I realize that we have not
yet held the “coronation.”

Mr. President, I think that if I had
been elected President—which I was not,
and I am under no illusions in that re-
spect, although sometimes when there is
some difficulty found on the part of some
to recognize who is or who is not the
President, I know that I am not—but if
I were, assuming hypothetically for the
moment that I had been elected Presi-
dent in November of 1968, solely for the
purpose of trying better to understand
the turmoil and conflict going on in this
country and the difficulties we are having
at the moment, making a basic reevalua-
tion of foreign policy our first order of
business since World War II, I would
have concluded, shortly after election, in
reviewing the nature and state of affairs
in the country, that if I were to govern,
if I were to provide according to the best
of my ability for the welfare of the Re-
public—if you will pardon me, Mr. Presi-
dent, this additional remark—to provide
as best I could for my own reelection, I
wotuld have found two things intolerable
that had to be changed.

I would have found that in view of the
status quo in Southeast Asia, the con-
tinuing war, and the continuing escala-
tion every week to the point that we
have 550,000 Americans committed to
battle in a country most of us had never
seen and few of us ever heard of except
by other and different names when we
were students in school, I had to do some-
Rdhjng about the status quo in Southeast

a.

The sovereignty I have just spoken of,
and the academicians who would de-
bate the wisdom of the judement of the
sovereignty of the people, as well as the
people’s judgment, that the war had gone
on too long, and that it was time to
do something about it, to reverse the
trend of escalation upwards and the ever-
growing numbers of troops and material
going into Vietnam, that is the first thing
I would have found to be intolerable.

Another thing I would have found was
the hue and cry over a period of years
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against the ravages of inflation, the
steady, inexorable decrease in the value
of our treasury, that in this remarkable
time in our history, as the result of ad-
vances in science and technology, that
we were able to produce wealth at such
an abundant rate that we stand on the
brink of being able to 'do what we have
never done before, or had never been
able to aspire to before, that is, to elim-
inate abject poverty from the face of the
earth, which some would retain in the
name of conservation; but even though
there is a paradox there, in this time of
emerging plenty concerning material
things, that the heaviest tax, the most
linear tax, the least progressive tax im-
posed on the people of the United States
is the tax of inflation, and they know it.
We might wonder, if we examine these
things in their basic nakedness, whether
they really did know, but may I admonish
again that the people are sovereign. We
may doubt their judgment, if we wish, in
private, but do not doubt their authority,
because they are jealous of their prerog-
atives and they tend to destroy those who
challenge that authority—especially pol-
iticians.

I would conclude some day—I will
make a mental note to determine
whether I thought their restlessness
with the rate of inflation was a quan-
tum increase in the rate of wealth—1I will
do that later; but in 1968, I would not
doubt the authority of their sovereignty,
and I would decide that to continue the
inexorable eclimb of the inflationary
spiral was intolerable, and so I would
have concluded at that time that if I
were to serve my country and perform
and function as head of state and lead
the people with every nonverbal com-
munication, with the trappings of roy-
alty, and provide for my own reelection
in 1972—God perish the thought that I
would have to think of such matters—
but had I been elected in 1968, that is
what I would have thought of. And then
I would have thought, good gracious,
what a terrible time this must be to be
elected President because of the issue of
Vietnam which confronted me. I was an
understudy of Dwight D. Eisenhower, a
great President, who will become an in-
stifution within the framework of the
Presidency in time, in my judgment.

I imagine Richard Nixon, the Presi-
dent-elect, may have thought, “You
know, I was the contemporary of and the
adversary of a young Senator from Mas-
sachusetts who succeeded to the Presi-
dency and faced crises, personal and
public, and lost his life in doing so. But
my goodness, under those two adminis-
trations the war increased in its fervor
and tempo. And I served with President
Lyndon Johnson, a man that was cred-
ited with being a consummate politician
and one of the great leaders of the Sen-
ate. My goodness, this war did, as I re-
call, increase and escalate during that
period. And what a difficult time this will
be to occupy the Presidency of the United
States and to supply my own annointing
as the symbolic leader of this country.”

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have not
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been privileged to follow the debate
during the last week. Perhaps I would be
more knowledgeable if I had. However,
I can follow the Senator’s argument.

May I say as one Senator to the Sena-
tor from Tennessee that if I were sitting
there as the President, having seen Pres-
idents of great courage—Dwight Eisen-
hower, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon John-
son, and yes, I think we could go perhaps
& step or two in the other direction and
say men like Harry Truman, Franklin
D. Roosevelt—I do not think I would
leave the field of battle in dishonor and
turn my back on people who were rely-
ing on the commitments of this Nation
when we had never even lost a single
battle and run out on people who were
willing to stake their lives as our allies
and fight by our side against tyranny.

I am not thinking in terms of words
such as those used by Patrick Henry. It
may be too much to ask Americans to
think in terms of liberty or death. I
am thinking simply in terms of stand-
ing one'’s ground when one had not lost
a single battle and had lost no more
than a single skirmish or two when the
issue might well be that of freedom
throughout the world.

I think in terms of the President play-
ing his part with courage and seeing
the thing through. It would be almost
unthinkable to think of any man who
could measure up to that great job.

I would ask the Senator whether he
would think that any man would be
worthy of the Job once held by Abraham
Lincoln, George Washington, or Wood-
row Wilson were he simply to turn tail
and run, against his own better judg-
ment, under the pressure of a hippie
parade. I should hardly think so.

A man to hold the job held by Richard
Nixon today would have to have some
understanding of history and the signif-
icance of it, both past and future.

I would quite agree with the Senator,
Might I say that those in Congress who
want to play the part of the faint-
hearted should be more tolerant. They
can take their case to the American peo-
ple in November. They are not doing too
well so far, and those who have stood
firmly with this Nation seem to be doing
all right at the polis.

I would think that if they really think
that the American people want to throw
in the towel, why do they not go ahead
and rely on the people to support their
opinion in November?

The President should at least expect
some consideration from Congress, and,
particularly if that Congress was not
going to impeach the President, it should
for the next 2 years cooperate with
him in advancing this Nation’s interest.

I would think that those on this side
of the aisle in Congress would like to

present some sort of credible record to
show that we are willing to give the man
the benefit of the doubt that he will fol-
low his conscience and do his duty as the
Good Lord dictated it for him to do.

I wonder if anyone could really doubt
that the President of the United States
is not seeking prayerful guidance every
night, as many of us are, as to what he
should do about the fate of this Nation
day by day.
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Does the Senator have any doubt that
the President is thinking about the fate
of this Nation, quite apart from his own
fate?

Mr, BAEER. Mr, President, I do not
think that anyone doubts that the Pres-
ident must be responsive to the reso-
nance of this great Nation to a degree
that few people are privileged to know.
That may be one great part of the Pres-
idency itself. In trying to describe and
give a vignette of this playlike scenario
of what might have happened in Novem-
ber 1968, I am really saying that the
President-elect would have come to the
realization that these two items, the war
in Southeast Asia, the endless, durable,
terrible status quo must be disrupted and
second, the voracious inflation fed by the
fiscal and monetary policies of the pre-
ceding 4 or 5 years had to be changed,
and that the first great call on the Presi-
dency, the first challenge on the strength
of the Presidency, and the first crisis for
the new occupant of the White House
would be to determine how to do that
and still preserve the rulability of this
country.

I had an idea that the new President-
elect at that point should have decided,
“I got elected President. But they did not
neglect to put the problems that are so
difficult and are apparently insoluble
directly on my doorstep the minute the
polls closed.”

They were so difficult and complex that
previous Presidents had been unable to
solve them.

They represented a great challenge to
his Presidency. And he decided that to
solve the problems was going to take
measures of extraordinary delicacy.

I think he might also have reasoned
at that time that the only way he could
earn his cape and his symbolic leadership
of this great Nation and the only way
the people would follow him anywhere,
as he is their anointed leader, was to
solve these two intolerable and insoluble
problems.

There was not any great design of
background of great family wealth.
There was not the background of a great
leader who had preserved the democracy
of Western European civilization in
World War II.

There was not the background of com-
ing to the presidency with the unanimous
sympathy of the people of the country
because of the assassination of a young
President.

None of these things could supply the
symbolic leadership. He had to earn them.

That is not uncharacteristic of the
present occupant of the White House. I
rather think that historians will record
that of all men who have occupied the
office of President, none has had fewer
breaks than the present occupant and
that he probably in November 1968, or
December or thereabouts, made some
such judgments to the effect that it would
be through the hard and difficult way
that he would have to earn his right,
his spurs, his crown, his symbolic leader-
ship. He would have to do it by solving
these two insoluble problems and dis-
engage this Nation from Southeast Asia
and stop the ravages of linear inflation.

I think the courage of this man, the
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President, probably led him to devise that
sort of solution.

One, fo provide that we are going to
end the war in Vietnam. Believe me, this
is not a paraphrase that the junior Sen-
ator from Tennessee is making of some
other remarks of the President of the
United States. This is what he has said
in the campaign and since, and the latest
was last night on television.

On what other basis of performance,
what other commitments, what other
statements with respect to Southeast
Asia, what other promises does anyone in
this country have to disbelieve this Presi-
dent? Has he failed to withdraw troops
as he promised he would? Has he advised
the people of the country periodically of
developments? Has he failed to commit
himself and his administration, even at
the risk of his political destruction, to
do difficult and unpopular things?

In four Presidencies we have intruded
into Southeast Asia and South Vietnam.
The war has completely dominated that
country. In removing those forces and
Vietnamizing the conflict he believes we
owe a moral responsibility and duty in
a way to give those people a chance to
form their destiny. They may not make
it. I do not know. It would be harsh and
cruel to say I do not care; I do care.

The real basis for judgment is, Have
we performed a moral funection as the
most moral nation on earth, according to
our own manifestations by withdrawing
from Vietnam in a way calculated to give
them that fair chance and still fulfill and
perform on the promise, the boldest
promise any President ever made, that
we will end the war in Vietnam?

Then, to look at the economy, the sec-
ond of those terrible challenges, it might
be said that there are two ways available.
One would be the traditional application
of fiscal restraints, taxation, and reduc-
ing budgetary requirements for the Fed-
eral Government, through making in-
terest cost higher by contracting the
amount of money in circulation, and the
amount of credit available to the eco-
nomic community. Those are traditional
ways. Or to start an endless spiral of
wage and price controls and profit con-
trols and all other kinds of controls, be-
cause once you control a part of the econ-
omy, you better control all of the econ-
omy or the dynamics of that situation
will produce an intolerable situation.

I expect the easy way would have been
to make an immediate presentation to
the people of the United States for the
necessity for wage and price controls be-
cause the problem is out of control and
it is difficult to handle. That would prob-
ably have been the easiest way. But I sub-
mit it would have been the most de-
structive, the most un-American, and the
one least typical of President Nixon.

Not only did he gamble to end the war
in Vietnam and at the same time per-
form on his commitment to give the
South Vietnamese a chance to determine
their destiny, but he elected to run on
that knife edge between restraint and
disaster that was necessary to cool the
economy through the traditional means,
which is certainly more time consuming
and cerfainly more subject to criticism




June 4, 1970

both within and without the Govern-
ment.

I have an idea also in this scenario,
this vignette, the newly elected President
in November or December having made
these judgments might have felt these
are terrible risks for a man to take, a
man who fought so hard to be the chief
magistrate of the greatest nation on
earth. And he said to himself, “I know
things will get pretty rough, but I have
to take it.”

But, Mr. President, the situation now,
I believe, is about to be the undoing of
the prophets of gloom and doom. The
stock market did not go to 250 on the
Dow Jones industrials. It made a rather
healthy decline, a substantial one, but
there was a rise. Neither of those things
may have been good but it is a fact that
it did happen. The demand-pull compo-
nents of inflation have at least abated.

I believe the last encounter with the
stock market is the most encouraging
thing I have seen in a long time, because
it shows me that the tools in our kit,
including the contraction and expansion
of money, are likely to win in the long
run. It would appear the President chose
the most difficult path in each of those
two situations. He did it full well know-
ing that, having struggled for the presi-
dency as he did, this was the right way,
and he said as much on television.

This is the greatness of the presidency
and of this man. This is the gamble we
have taken. This is why in the shadow
of this display of courage and determi-
nation that is so clear and apparent for
all to see, I urge this couniry and Con-
gress not to become embroiled in issues
that are not central and that we keep
our eyes riveted on the two big deals;
How to Vietnamize that war and with-
draw our troops from Southeast Asia—
not when, but how?

How do we look at the situation and
respond to a President who has de-
escalated the war instead of escalating
the war? How do we convince the people
they should not doubt the credibility of
this President when there has not been a
single promise which he has made that
has not had full credence? How do we
convince them that they may be speak-
ing of some real or imaginary credibility
gap of the previous administration, but
surely not this one? How do we convince
the President that the country under-
stands him and backs him and believes
it is the thing to do? I know, and I have
been there. One can hear the chant from
the oval office.

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

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr. LONG. It seems to me that the
President, our Commander in Chief, is
the man who, under the Constitution, is
the only one who can make this kind of a
decision. He had a choice whether he
wanted to do those things which would
risk a war with Red China or a war with
the Soviet Union; the kinds of things
the people in our State Department ad-
vise strongly against, even though I
strongly felt in years gone by we should
have done some of those things. He had
that avenue open to him.

He had the opposite avenue open to
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him: Simply a shameful runout and
surrender. He did not choose that avenue
and I am happy he did not. He chose a
middle course which was a course that
we would help to build up a fighting
force in South Vietnam, a country about
the same size as North Vietnam, which
would have the same opportunity for
defending itself, at least as much as
North Vietnam would have to make war
upon South Vietnam.

Having built up such a force as that,
we would turn the combat, the casual-
ties, and the battle over to the South
Vietnamese to defend against the North
Vietnamese, with the understanding they
had the United States behind them to
the same extent the North Vietnamese
had Red China behind them.

That would appear to be what the
President had in mind. He is making
progress out there. I cannot, for the life
of me, understand why, when he is pro-
ceeding in that fashion, in view of the
commitments he has made and the order
in which he will withdraw men, the
Congress wishes to disbelieve him, not
take his word, distrust him totally and
completely, even though he gives them
all the evidence required that what he is
doing is the wise way to do it under the
circumstances.

The visual demonstration of all the
weapons captured, all the food captured,
the obvious effect on the enemy in deny-
ing him a great deal of logistics and set~
ting back his plans for an offensive
against our Vietnamese allies and the
forces of the United States in South Viet-
nam, are very impressive and convincing.
Without any evidence to the contrary,
the Senator from Louisiana finds it very
difficult to believe that we should support
the theory that the President was seeking
to enlarge the war or that he did not
have enough sense to know what he was
doing. It seems to me the burden of the
evidence is the other way—that the Pres-
ident listened to his military advisers and
his State Department advisers, and after
listening to the advice he thought he
should have, he proceeded to do what he
thought he should do.

Does the Senator believe the President
could have consulted Congress without
anyone who was not consulted getting
his nose out of joint? If the Armed Serv-
ices Committee is consulted, should not
the Foreign Relations Committee have
to be consulted? If a Senate committee
is consulted, should not the equivalent
House committee be consulted? Those of
us on the Finance Committee would be-
lieve we had every right to be consulted
because, after all, if an additional risk
is to be taken and it might cost more,
the members of the Finance Committee
would be expected to vote for additional
taxes to pay for it, or we might be asked
to raise the debt limit, and we would feel
we had a right to be consulted about it.

Then various other committees would
have the right to claim that they should
be consulted. By that time, after every
committee that should have been con-
sulted had been consulted, someone out
of the 12 or 15 who had not been con-

sulted would feel that he should be con-
sulted because everyone else had been

consulted.
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Does the Senator believe that if all
the time needed for that consultation had
resulted in the cost of 500 or 600 Amer-
ican lives, it would have been worth con-
sulting every Senator who thought he
should be consulted on that decision?
Personally, I think not.

Mr. BAKER. Again I thank the Sena-
tor from Louisiana for his observations
on this point, with which I agree. I think
it is incumbent upon us to consider the
entire picture, and not just parts of it,
in looking at this subject.

Mr. LONG. The Senator knows that in
any military operation against the
enemy, surprise is a very important ele-
ment for success. The element of sur-
prise can oftentimes reduce casualties
to a mere fraction of what they would be
if there were not the element of sur-
prise. Certainly, if the President had
taken the time to consult everyone in
Congress, would it not be frue that the
element of surprise would have been lost?

Mr. BAKER. I agree with the Senator.
I thank him very much for his contri-
bution to the colloquy.

As each of us here knows, the Con-
gress has been presented time after time
with bills, amendments, and resolutions
offering different solutions to the war in
Vietnam. Each time the Congress has
acted, invariably by refusing to adopt
such an arbitrary and inflexible policy.
Just because the Congress has openly
and thoughtfully declined to take the
action that some want, the President’s
critics assert that the Congress has
failed to stand up to the President, to
exercise its constitutional and moral re-
:{oonsibilities to the people of the Na-

on.

Such a simplistic, moralistic, and re-
markable view of what we are debating
here today seems to me to express noth-
ing but contempt for the very heart of
the democratic, representative process in
8 large, variegated, diverse society such
as ours. It is natural and human to be
disappointed if your point of view fails to
win majority support and to prevail; to
claim that the system itself is corrupt
and failing seems to me to be a kind of
myopic self-indulgence that should not
be seriously considered, except as a sign
of potential danger.

It is important that we here in the
Congress air this issue fully and care-
fully, because the various actions that
have been proposed have many far-
reaching and serious potential conse-
quences. It is important that we not act
precipitously or emotionally in the heat
of the moment. It is also true that each
of us should express his thoughts and
feelings as best he can, so that the Amer-
ican people can be exposed to the broad-
est possible airing of these critical issues
and so that they can hold us accountable
for what we say and do here.

One serious responsibility that I think
we have to the American people as
elected representatives and makers of
policy is to speak honestly and openly
and not seek to manipulate and to prey
on the emotions and fears of a given
moment. I know that there are many

people in this country who are looking
for a leader in the so-called peace move-

ment. I know that there will be con-
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tenders for that job. There are also many
who are looking for a champion for swift
and total victory in Indochina., There
will be candidates for that position, as
well.

But our responsibility is to study the
complex issues and to debate reasonable
directions for policy, not to come up with
simple jingles and false solutions that
might have public relations appeal.

I think that the amendment offered by
Senators CEUrcH and CooPER has been
substantially improved by the modifying
language that has been added to the pre-
amble of the amendment. I recall point-
ing out to the Senate on May 15 that the
effect of the Church-Cooper amendment
as originally proposed could have been
to suspend pay and benefits to American
soldiers in Cambodia prior to their with-
drawal by June 30. I pointed out at that
time that simple language could be
drawn to eliminate that unintended am-
biguity. As a result, such language was
drawn up and accepted by the Senate on
May 26.

Several other amendments to the
amendment have been offered and will
be offered. I think that the pending
amendment by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) has a
great deal of merit, and I think it should
be carefully and fully considered. I know
that it will be, and I would not be sur-
prised if the vote on his amendment
proved to be the decisive vote on this
whole matter.

In summing up, I believe that the Pres-
ident of the United States has performed
with the most unusual personal and pro-
fessional skill and courage throughout
this entire episode. I think that, when
all the smoke has cleared, he will have
earned and will be given the gratitude
and admiration of the American people.
I think that his speech last night was one
of the best of his career, and I think that
it should demonstrate to his persistent
critics that the man should be trusted.
I do not believe that the President has
usurped any power from the Congress or
anyone else during the course of the past
few weeks, and I am confident that the
Congress will not repudiate him.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator for his very incisive state-
ment. I am glad to know he feels that
the vote on the amendment which I have
offered, and which is cosponsored by sev-
eral Senators, will be the decisive vote.
I share that feeling. I feel that this is
the key amendment. I believe that, if
this amendment is adopted, it will then
allow some of us who are presently op-
posed to the Cooper-Church language as
presently written to vote for the Cooper-
Church amendment as amended by my
amendment.

I personally would like to vote for the
Cooper-Church language in large part,
but unless this amendment which I have
offered is adopted, I would find it impos-
sible to vote for the Cooper-Church
amendment. I think that the amendment
which I have offered has great merit.

I believe that the great majority of the
American people, if they understand the
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full intent of my amendment clearly,
will support it.

Our U.S. Government has sent Amer-
ican servicemen to Vietnam. We have
428,000 American servicemen there now.
They were sent there by the U.S. Govern-
ment. Some of them—most of them, I
would say—went through no choice of
their own. I think it is the responsibility
of the U.S. Government to protect their
lives while they are there, and to do
everything possible to see that they re-
turn home safely. This is all that I and
other Senators who are supporting my
amendment are trying to accomplish. We
just want to make sure that the Presi-
dent has flexibility, and that he has au-
thority and power—which we think he
has in any event, but we want to make it
doubly clear to the enemy and to every-
one concerned that the President has
this power, this authority, and this flex-
ibility—to take whatever action is nec-
essary to protect the lives of the Amer-
ican servicemen who have been sent by
the U.S. Government to South Vietnam
and to do everything possible to bring
them back home safely.

I think the parents, the grandparents,
the other relatives and the friends of
servicemen throughout this country
would say “Amen” to my amendment, if
we can just get the message out to the
people of the country as to exactly what
the amendment would do.

I thank the Senator for his contribu-
tion, I agree with him in his evaluation
that this will be a decisive vote, and once
it is taken, if the amendment is adopted,
I feel that all ranks can close here, and
that most of us—or certainly many of us
who cannot now do so—can then vote
for the Cooper-Church language, and
that it will be an improved amendment
by virtue of the adoption of my perfect-
ing language.

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from West Virginia. I en-
tirely agree with his observations. I think
that there is a point in his remarks just
now that would bear further comment.

There are some guoted in the press—
some in this body, some commentators,
and others—who in effect say that there
is a filibuster going on, that there is an
extended debate, that there is some pur-
pose to be served by continuing it for
some time, to July 1 or some other date.

I recall that there have been a number
of extended debates since I have been
a Member of the Senate. I do not recall
one that has been punctuated with votes
every 4 or 5 days, as this one has.

In reading the REecorp, I notice that
everyone, without exception, who has
had something to say has said it, and
that it has been germane and relevant
to the issue at hand. Although the issue
is a broad one, the speeches have been
remarkably succinet, in my view.

I think that the very fact that it is

beginning to appear that the vote on the
amendment of the distinguished Sena-

tor from West Virginia may be the deci-
sive vote is the purest vindication for dis-
cussing these issues at length, because I
doubt that anyone will deny or challenge
that some sort of accord and harmony
within the Senate would be desirable. I
expect that there will be other speeches
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and other detailed analyses of this situ-
ation, but I expeet also that we are head-
ing, surely, toward a time when the Sen-
ate will have performed and discharged
its full responsibility, and, in retrospect,
we will all recognize it that way.

So I commend the distinguished Sena-
tor from West Virginia for having offered
this amendment, and for having tinkered
with it until he got it in such shape that
it appeared that it would cover the most
territory, would reflect the general at-
titude, and would do its part toward
bringing about unity within this body
and this country.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BAKER., I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think I
should state for the Recorp that I was
willing to submif my amendment several
days ago. I discussed it with the able
majority leader and the able minority
whip, who was present in the Chamber
at the time, with the intention of notify-
ing them that I had such an amendment,
and that at some time before reaching
a final vote on the Cooper-Church lan-
guage, I wanted to be protected in the
opportunity to submit my amendment,
have it debated, and have it voted on up
or down.

So I did not delay until yesterday for
the sake of delay the submission of my
amendment. The Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DoLE) indicated several days ago
that he would like to have his amend-
ment submitted first and voted on. He
and I discussed the matter, and we dis-
cussed it with the majority leader, and
I acceded to the request of the Senator
from Kansas. The able majority leader
assured me that I would have an oppor-
tunity to present my amendment, and
when the amendment of the Senator
from Kansas was disposed of on yester-
day, then, under the previous unani-
mous-consent agreement, which had
been secured by the majority leader, I
brought up the amendment which we
are now considering.

So, lest anyone think that there has
been any attempt to delay on my part,
or on the part of those who were co-
sponsoring my amendment, I want to
dispel that idea here and now. The
amendment was ready, the intention
that it would be offered was expressed,
and I merely tried to accommodate my-
self to the wishes of other Senators who
wanted to bring their amendments up
ahead of mine.

As far as I am concerned, we can vote
on this amendment Wednesday or
Thursday of next week. I think we owe
it to the four Senators who have gone to
Cambodia, to delay a vote until they can
return and have an opportunity to study
this amendment. We also owe it to the
American people to get the message out
to them as to what this amendment is

all about. I think it is that important;
and it would seem to me that by Wednes-

day or Thursday of next week, we can
have done both of these things. Our col-
leagues will have returned. The Ameri-
can people will have been informed as to
the intent of the amendment, and as far
as %ta.m concerned, we can have a vote
on it.
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If my amendment is agreed to, as far
as I am concerned, I shall be ready to
vote on the Cooper-Church amendir 2nt.
However, I am only 1 of 100 Senators.

I thank the Senator from Ten.:.essee.

Mr. ALI.OTT. Mr. President, wiil the
Senator yield?

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALL.OTT. First of all, I commend
the Senator from Tennessee very much
on a very forceful speech today, clearly
setting forth his position on the contents
of the Byrd amendment.

I will say to the Senator from West
Virginia that I am not sure whether or
not, if his amendment were adopted, I
would be willing to support the Church-
Cooper amendment, unless we had had
an opportunity to look at some other con-
siderations in connection with it, de-
spite the great merits of the amendment
offered by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, which most of us, I believe, or at
least many of us, will support.

I do wish to say that I think the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee relating to the value of the
debate on this matter are very well taken.
When this matter first came up, there
was among some Senators, and in some
areas of the country, almost a feeling of
panic, one might say—certainly a feeling
of frustration. The events of the last 2
weeks, and particularly the report by the
President last night, have shown the peo-
ple of America three things. The first is
that the American incursion into Cam-
bodia was an incursion into Cambodia
only as far as map lines are concerned.
For 5 years Prince Sihanouk’s govern-
ment and the one which has succeeded it,
the Lon Nol government, have not actu-
ally controlled Southeastern Cambodia.

The second thing is that this has been
a very highly successful military opera-
tion. No one can deny that that opera-
tion, the ordering of which took tremen-
dous personal courage on the part of the
President, has resulted in the destruc-
tion of military madteriel, which is bound
to save many, many American lives and
actually increase the safety of Americans
and speed up the withdrawal.

Third, the President is keeping his
promise to the people with respect to the
troop withdrawals, Already we have seen
the withdrawal of 17,000 troops from
Cambodia. This total is over half of the
American troops that participated in this
action.

I might say, if the Senator will indulge
me for just a moment, that I am still very
concerned with the guestion of the pris-
oners of war, not alone in Cambodia but
those in North Vietnam as well. I am
perhaps dense in not being able to un-
derstand the panic of those who say they
want to shut down appropriations as of
a given time and who do not think of the
some 1,200 men who are involved and
are prisoners of war in North Vietnam
as well as in Cambodia. Perhaps we will
have another opportunity, on the floor
of the Senate, before this matter is dis-
posed of, to consider other ways to deal
with the prisoner of war matter.

I shall speak later this afternoon on
some of these matters, but I just wanted
to thank the Senator for his tremendous
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contribution and his very critical and
brilliant analysis of the situation.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from
Colorado, wh2 is chairman of the Re-
publican Policy Committee, and who has
performed magnificently in his long and
distinguished service as chairman of that
committee. I appreciate his remarks and
look forward to the additional remarks
he will make later this afternoon.

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

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I should
like to express my gratitude and genuine
appreciation to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee for the vitally im-
portant contribution he has made this
afternoon.

I am inclined to agree with him and
with the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia that it could very well be
that the vote on the Byrd amendment
will be the decisive vote on the whole
proposition that has been before this
body for some days. I say that, first of all,
because it is my conviction that the
language itself cuts right down to the
basic issue that must be faced by the
people of America. I read from the
amendment:

Except that the foregoing provisions of
this clause shall not preclude the President
from taking such action as may be neces-
sary to protect the lives of United States
forces in South Vietnam or to facilitate the
withdrawal of United States forces from
South Vietnam.,

The reason why I commend the Sen-
ator from West Virginia for having pre-
sented this body with an opportunity to
face up to this issue is that he has focused
attention upon the very purposes that
prompted the President to move Amer-
ican forces into Cambodia in the first
place. This is true despite the cries of
anguish and dismay by many who said
that this holds broad import for all
Americans because it constiutes an in-
vasion of yet another country and those
who say that it reflects an expansion and
an escalation of the war.

I think, by contrast, the amendment
focuses attention wupon the precise
thought that the President of the United
States had when he entered Cambodia.
These two objectives, to protect the lives
of United States forces in South Viet-
nam and to facilitate the withdrawal of
forces from South Vietnam, are exactly
what he had in mind, and it is well that
we face up to that issue. Along with
every other Member of this body, I have
received a number of letters from eon-
stituents in my State and from other
States as well. I have been more than a
little dismayed as I have received mime-
ographed strips of paper signed by a per-
son, with one color of ink and an address
written in another color of ink, indicat-
ing that it was a pretty mechanical op-
eration, and simply saying, “Dear Sen-
ator, please support the peace amend-
ment,” or “Please support the end of the
war amendment.”

I cannot believe that people who avail
themselves of an opportunity to com-
municate with their legislators, or who
are unable to articulate more clearly
than such a petition would indicate,
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really know what we are talking about
here. Who does not want the war to
end? Who is not for peace? Everybody is.
I would hope that every American—and
the people throughout the world as well—
would join all of us in saying that we
would hope that we might have peace
and that the war might end. What is not
realized by those people who support the
measures which I think would delay the
day of peace, would postpone the time
when Americans could return home from
Southeast Asia, and would add to the
burdens of the South Vietnamese now
faced with the dual responsibility of try-
ing to bring into being a viable govern-
ment for themselves and to undertake at
the same time the defense of their coun-
try, is that the action the President has
taken will help achieve all these goals.

So it seems perfectly reasonable to
me—and I agree wholeheartedly with
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see—that the Byrd amendment is the
key amendment. So far as I know, it
really brings the issue into sharp focus
and calls upon each Member of this body,
as well as every other American, to ex-
amine his own conscience; to see if we
want to take steps now that might bind
the President’s hand and deny him the
opportunity to accomplish the goals
which constitute an important part of
the prayers of every American.

I hope that we will understand, as I
believe some do—as I hope many will—
that what the President has done directs
itself to the attainment of ending the
war and bringing peace. It is a matter
that will require some understanding
and some explaining; because the very
fact that we have had so many people
coming into this city in the last several
weeks and so many writing to us, saying,
“Support the peace amendment; support
the end of the war amendment,” indi-
cates to me that not everyone does
understand. Only by understanding
what the issues are can we hope to clarify
the issues, increase the determination
of this country and add strength to the
present ability of this country to achieve
these goals. They are commendable
goals.

As I have pointed out on previous oec-
casions and as I said the very night the
President announced his decision to
move into Cambodia, the significant
thing to me, was, as the President made
clear: we are fighting the same enemy
in Cambodia we have been fighting for
the past 9 or 10 years in Southeast Asia.
There is no difference. It is the same
enemy. He has been using the sanctu-
aries in Cambodia. The only thing that
has been changed by the courageous and
crucial decision the President of the
United States made in ordering our
forces to go in and take steps so as to
deny to the enemy further use of the
sanctuaries, was that for the first time
we have refused to continue to let the
enemy exclusively decide where the
battlefield shall be. That is the only dif-
ference that I can see that came about
when troops were ordered into Cam-
bodia.

Mr. President, I think that the remarks
of the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee will go a long way toward helping
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all of us better to understand what the
issue is, and what actions are necessary
in this complicated and difficult year of
1970, in order to bring about the kind of
successful resolution to an action which
has taken altogether too long.

I share the sentiments of the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana that per-
haps had these things been done several
years ago, we might be nearer to peace
than we are today. As a matter of fact,
I am one of those who believes that we
might have had peace by now had these
steps been taken previously. But, never-
theless, both as Governor of Wyoming
and now as a Member of this body, it has
been my privilege, and I have considered
it a very important duty, to support the
President whether he was, as first was the
case when I took office here, the late
John F. Kennedy, Lyndon Baines John-
son, or the present President, Richard
M. Nixon. I believe that each of these
persons certainly could not be faulted on
their dedication to the proposition of the
survival of this Nation. They have been
interested in seeing that our strength be
expended to further peace and freedom
throughout the world. We can argue
about the manner in which the war has
been directed, but we cannot argue at all
with the commitment of each of these
distinguished Americans to serve as best
they could and as best as they knew how,
the people of this country. Feeling con-
vinced of that, I have felt that it was
a real privilege to do what I could to
support the high office of the President.

As we try to make certain that Con-
gress exercises its duties and responsi-
bilities, on the one hand, in a manner
consistent with the best interests of the
people of this country, and to do it in
a manner that will be consonant with
the duties and constitutional responsi-
bilities of the President, on the other,
I think that the Senator from Tennes-
see has made a most important and valu-
able contribution to a better understand-
ing of the issues involved.

Mr. BAKER. I thank my colleague
from Wyoming who, in his usual incisive
way, has commented on the subject of
debate on the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia and, of course, paid to me an un-
iiesenred compliment—but I appreciate
L.

THE PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS
ON CAMBODIA

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, last night
President Nixon spoke to the Nation
about the operations in Cambodia. I do
not know what other people expected to
hear in the President's address, especially
those who have been critical of the Cam-
bodian operations, but this Senator from
Florida heard exactly what he thought
the President was going to speak about.

It was a serious, thoughtful, and thor-
ough accounting to the Nation and all of
its people of what the Cambodian opera-
tion was all about. The President re-
stated fully and carefully why it was nec-
essary to go into Cambodia and that was
to prevent a further and continued build-
up of Communist forces and Communist
supplies in the Cambodian sanctuaries
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along the border of South Vietnam. He
again stated that this buildup if allowed
to continue without interruption would
have meant further loss of life of Ameri-
can soldiers in Vietnam as well as to put
in serious jeopardy the orderly and
steady Vietnamization of the war and
withdrawal of U.S. troops, which has
been going on under the Nixon adminis-
tration.

The President pointed out that the op-
eration has been a brilliant success,
something that has been readily appar-
ent, to all objective-looking people, al-
most from the beginning of the Cam-
bodian incursion. The President outlined
the enormous amounts of supplies which
have been captured—weapons, ammuni-
tion, food and communication equip-
ment and medical supplies, a capture
and destruction of war material, which
has seriously injured the enemy's ca-
pability to wage war in South Vietnam. It
has set him back 9 months to a year.

President Nixon again reiterated his
pledge to withdraw American troops from
Cambodia by the end of this month of
June, and he stated that more than one-
half U.S. troops had already been with-
drawn. This promise he made when our
forces first went into Cambodia.

He again set forth his program of troop
withdrawal from Southeast Asia, the
additional 150,000 American troops which
would be home within a year. Specially
on this score, he stated that 50,000 or
one-third of the projected withdrawal
would be accomplished by October 15.

I think it is well fo note at this time
that the pledges and promises that the
President has made on Vietnam since
his becoming Chief Executive of the
United States have been carried out in
full. To use his words, “we have kept
the pledge.” And I say to that amen,
for he certainly has.

For me, there were two outstanding
features to his address to the Nation.

First, there is the kind of address
which it was. I would call it the Nixon
manner and presentation. He was thor-
ough and candid. He did report to the
Nation and level with its people to keep
them fully advised on what is going on
in Southeast Asia, something that was
severely lacking in previous administra-
tions. He exhibited the kind of leader-
ship qualities that are greatly reassur-
ing and encouraging, and that is the
thoroughness with which the President
approaches a solution and the dedication
and resolution with which he carries it
out.

There was no pyrotechnical display,
which we have seen so often in past ad-
ministrations in connection with major
decisions. I for one am glad to see the
absence of pyrotechnics. The time has
come for thoughtful and thorough ac-
tion, instead of barrages and offenses of
words. The President has displayed this
kind of leadership throughout his ad-
ministration and it is a comforting and
reassuring thing to witness in action.

The other main thrust of the speech
which encouraged me was his talk about
the basic commitment of his administra-
tion. He said it was to end this war and
to bring peace. Of course, we all knew
that was a basic aim. The important
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thing is that President Nixon has the
overall grasp of foreign policy which is
s0 important to securing world peace and
keeping such a peace.

The President realizes, and there are
those who share his views, including this
Senator, that peace in Vietnam cannot
be divorced from peace in the Middle
East, or any other trouble spot the world
around. Vietnam and Southeast Asia are
simply a portion of a worldwide picture
puzzle. Fitting it in place properly, effects
the whole picture of world peace.

Ducking out of a commitment in Viet-
nam, throwing this free nation, which is
valiently struggling to preserve its free-
dom, to the Communist wolves, is not
going to satisfy their voracious appetite
either in this part of the world or in
other parts of the world. As all of us in
the Chamber know, Russian Communists
furnish 80 percent of the war supplies to
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong.
Our fight there is more with them, at
least as far as supplies are concerned,
than it is with the North Vietnamese
enemy. It is the Russian Communists
that we are having the confrontation
with right now in the Middle East, It
was the Russian Communists which we
had the confrontation with in Cuba some
years ago. It was communism again in
the past in the Dominican Republic. This
is what many nations in Latin America
are faced with today. This is what
brought on the invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia just a short time ago by Russian
armed forces, an invasion which dwarfed
that of Hitler’s in another time.

The President is eminently correct
when he says that in resolving Vietnam
he is, “determined to end the war in a
way that will promote peace rather than
conflict throughout the world.”

The speech was excellent. It was re-
assuring. It will be well received by the
Nation as a whole.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR PERCY ON MONDAY, JUNE 8,
1970, FOLLOWING THE REMARKS
OF SENATOR THURMOND

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
Monday next, immediately following the
remarks by the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina (Mr, THUERMOND),
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY) be recognized for not to
exceed 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Bager). Without objection,
ordered.

(Mr.
it is so

SENATOR. RANDOLPH RECEIVES
HONORARY DEGREE FROM BETH-
ANY COLLEGE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, my distinguished colleague, Sena-
tor JENNINGS RANDOLPH, was honored at
the annual commencement at Bethany
College on Saturday, May 30.

There were 195 graduates from 15
States, the District of Columbia and
Greece. The invocation was delivered by
the Reverend Werdie S. VanArsdale, Jr.,
First Christian Church, Charleroi, Pa.
and the benediction by the Reverend
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James L. Stoner, National Council of
Churches, New York City.

Five persons received honorary de-
grees from this institution nestling in
the beautiful hills of West Virginia near
the Pennsylvania border. In addition to
Senator RANDOLPH, Joseph C. Gluck, dean
of student education services at West
Virginia University, was awarded the de-
gree of doctor of laws; James M. Moudy,
chancellor of Texas Christian University,
received doctor of humane letters;
Charles Crank, executive minister for
the Christian Church—Disciples of
Christ—in West Virginia, doctor of
divinity, and Vernon R. Alden, former
president of Ohio University and presi-
dent and chairman of the board, the
Boston Company, Inc., was awarded doc-
tor of letters.

Dr. Perry E. Gresham, the beloved
president of Bethany and Dr. Wilbur
Haverfield Cramblet, a former president,
joined in conferring the degree of doctor
of public service on Senator RANDOLPH,

Dr. Gresham commented:

Because you, J Randolph, have
maintained sweet reason when others came
down with Potomac madness,

And because you have loved learning and
devoted your talents to the colleges of West
Virginia,

And because you have loved mankind and
served your fellowman,

I confer upon you the honorary degree,
Doctor of Public Service, with all the rights
and privileges which this honorable and old
college can grant.

The President was so right in calling
his institution an “honorable and old”
college because it was chartered by the
Virginia Assembly in March, 1840.

The commencement speaker, Mr.
President, was Vernon R. Alden, of Bos-
ton. I ask unanimous consent to have
excerpts from his excellent address
printed at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, Senator RANDOLPH, 85 8 member
of the Subcommittee on Education, and
I are very much interested in small col-
leges and we work together for the bene-
fit of West Virginia institutions of high-
er learning. We feel that small colleges
have a very valid place in the educa-
tional process. I call to the attention of
my colleagues, two recent articles rela-
tive to the plight of small colleges. Henry
Steele Commager, the noted historian,
wrote an article “Has the Small College
a Future,” in the February 21 issue of
Saturday Review. Eric Wentworth
wrote “Crisis Hits Private Colleges” for
the May 30 issue of the Washington
Post. Both make very important observa-
tions regarding small colleges.

Examir I
CHANGE CALLS FOR BUILDERS

Dr. Perry Gresham and Bethany College
stand in sharp contrast to the chaos, con-
fusion and loss of momentum experienced
by so many colleges and universities today.
It i1s for this reason I have chosen to speak
about change . . . and the crisizs of leader-
ship in America.

Change, of course, has always been fun-
damental in the affairs of mankind. But for
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long periods of history, change unfolded
slowly, barely touching the lives of individ-
uals, and imperceptibly altering the condi-
tions of men over generations. But in the
middie of the twentleth century, change
has become a way of life, affecting each in-
dividual so powerfully that every year, it
seems, produces violent contrasts in both
technology and life style. As we look ahead
to the 18970's, change will continue to ac-
celerate.

Our nation today is undergoing profound
changes in mood, in attitude and in outlook.
Nowhere is this more dramatically reflected
than on the college or university campus.

One of my favorite philosophers is Henrl
Bergson. In his book entitled “Creative Evo-
lution,” he says: “To exist is to change, to
change is to mature, to mature is to go on
creating oneself endlessly.”

As we look ahead to the next quarter-cen-
tury, changes and new developments will be
even more fantastic than those we have ex-
perienced in the 25 years since I left college.

Consider the field of transportation, for
example. When I took my first airplane ride—
in a Navy plane in 1943—it took us two days
to go from New York City to San Francisco.
Today many people travel from Coast to
Coast and back agaln the same day. The jet
plane—developed since World War II—has
given unbelievable mobility to all of us,
and the Apollo Program has made sclence
fiction transportation commonplace. It won't
be too long ... (the lifetime of most of
us) . .. before new generations of planes
will carry us at speeds of 8,000 miles an hour.
Perhaps, before the end of this century,
we'll be able to travel by rocketliners to any
other place on earth in about 45 minutes.
Technology seems to be moving much faster
than our ability to cope with it. Airlines
with their special problems of alr traffic con-
trol, handling and access to alr-
ports vividly illustrate this problem.

Consider the changes in the fleld of com-
munication. In 1939 my parents took me to
the New York World's Fair, making sure that
I visited the wondrous “Science Exhibition
Hall.” Tucked away in the far corner of the
building was a large black box with a fuzzy
screen. My father said, “I think they call
that television.” Marshall McLuhan's par-
ents may have taken him to the same exhibit.
In those days not a single commercial tele-
vision set existed; today 93% of all Ameri-
can homes have television. In our own homes,
night after night, we watch riots, the war
in Vietnam and other dramatic events tak-
ing place all over the world, This is the first
time a war has even been fought in the liv-
ing rooms of American families, and I think
this is one of the reasons why the mood of
the American nation—our attitude towards
war—has been so profoundly changed.

Today, a one-gquarter ton communication
satellite can out-perform tons of transoceanic
cables. We are overwhelmed with communi-
cations coming to us in a variety of forms;
we almost seem to have too much data and
not enough information. In the years ahead
there will continue to be new breakthroughs
in communication. I have been told that it
will be possible to snap electrodes to our
heads when we go to bed and take French
lessons while we sleep. Some day we may be
able to place tiny recelving sets in our back
molars so that we can communicate with
each other wherever we are. Wives will be
able literally to chew their husbands out
when they are taking too long on the golf
course, Some people wouldn’t call that
progress!

Consider with me for a moment our
population growth. The rapid growth In
population may affect the style and quality
of our lives more than any other phenomenon
taking place today, especially in urban cen-
ters with their speclal problems of poverty,
pollution, racial unrest, transportation tie-
ups and lack of supporting services. Eeep in
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mind that it took eight million years for the
first one billion people to be born on the
face of the earth. But in a thirteen year
time-frame—from 1962 to 1975—the world
population will have grown by another one
billion.

By 1975, earth will contain four billion
people, and at our present rates of growth,
the population of the world will be over seven
billion at the end of this century. Thereafter,
an additional billion people will be added
every five years.

I could present other remarkable and dev-
astating statistics which dramatize how the
world is changing; I am sure that you could,
too. We could refleet upon how the pace,
the style and the quality of our lives will
be influenced by these changes. They will
affect all institutions in our society—almost
too rapidly for us to prepare to cope with
them.

My concern—and this is really the thrust
of my message—Is that most established
institutions have not kept pace with change.
Many of our major problems—the riots in
cities, prolonged strikes in companles, stu-
dent protests over curriculum—are the result
of our not having planned in anticipation
of difficulty. All too often we are forced to
respond defensively In 8 moment of crisis,
because we have not planned and organized
ourselves in advance.

Why haven't our urban school systems been
able to develop creative programs to reach
youngsters who have been short-changed in
their schooling because of race or poverty?
And why has our society been so slow to
respond to the needs of those whom it has
condemned to poverty and discrimination. It
took the efforts and funding by the Federal
government to create such programs as Head-
start, Upward Bound, Vista Volunteers and
the Job Corps, and even now, six years later,
they are still pitifully underfinanced.

When Sargent Shriver and I were planning
the War on Poverty in early 1964, we invited
representatives of all the major textbook
publishers to meet with us in Washington.
We wanted to review the so-called “inte-
grated readers” that had been publicized in
the press. I must say that I was terribly dis-
appointed to be handed what loocked to me
like the familiar old “Jack and Jane and
Spot” readers. But they had been defily
modified; the main characters had now been
painted in sepia tones so that the mother
looked like Lena Horne and the father like
Harry Belafonte. But they were still living
in a suburban setting with a white picket
fence around a lush green backyard with a
garden hose playing on a shiny car in the
driveway.

We discovered that we would have to create
our own materials by sending people out to
Watts, Harlem and the Hough district of
Cleveland to take photographs of children
playing together and to write textbooks using
language with which these youngsters would
be familiar.

Now, I don't believe that a paternalistic
Federal government ought to solve our prob-
lems for us, any more than you do. But the
Federal government has been forced to step
in where there has been a vold left in plan-
ning by businesses, by hospitals, by schools,
by labor unions, by courts, and by other
organizations. In the years ahead, we must
be much more creative in our plan-
ning. And much more sensitive to the pace
and direction of change. This is beginning
to happen as concerned people throughout
the country are sharing their experience and
talents, Task forces, composed of representa~
tives from foundations, universities, busi-
nesses, corporations and government agen-
cies, are addressing themselves to the major
problems of this country, Coalitions, alli-
ances, consortiums and committees are pro-
ducing a new layer of capabllity and effec-
tiveness on the community level.

Whether the mayor of a city or a governor
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of a state is a Republican or a Democrat will
become increasingly less meaningful than
the quality of the man himself and the qual-
ity of the people with whom he surrounds
himself. State boundary lines are becoming
less relevant. New York City, for example,
has little in common with up-state New
York, but it has many of the same prob-
lems as Newark, Philadelphia or New Haven.
Cleveland's problems are not those of south-
ern Ohio, southern Indiana or West Virginia,
but Cleveland has much in common with
Detroit, Buffalo, Toledo or Chicago, For this
reason, I predict that we shall be forced to
approach our problems in the years ahead on
a regional basis, forgetting narrow geograph-
fcal allegiances. We must accelerate our
urban planning, but we must not neglect
rural, hon-farm America. Many of our urban
problems are compounded by the fact that
thousands of people from Appalachia or the
deep south have flooded into our big cltles
and have overwhelmed the poor school dis-
tricts, the welfare agencles, the hospitals and
other public service agencies. And they have
done this because we permitted change to
rob them of their land, their livelihood; and
their dignity as productive human beings.

In the years ahead, we must utilize private
institutions to solve our massive social prob-
lems to a much greater extent than we have
in years past. When I was working with Pres-
ident Johnson and Mr. Shriver, I made the
comment that private business—with Federal
funding—had developed our enormous mili-
tary defense system. Private corporations also
planned and built our impressive capability
for space exploration. Why can't we—I
asked—draw upon this same talent, these
incredible resources of our large corporations,
to assist us in finding ways to solve human
problems—the problems of poverty, of racial
relationships, of housing, of education?
Major corporations—IBM, Xerox, Westing-
house, Litton Industries, to name just a
few—did take on Job Corps tralning centers
and did an impressive job until diversion of
funds to the Vietnam War curtailed govern-
ment funding.

As change continues to accelerate in the
years ahead, a special burden of responsibil-
ity will be placed upon leaders. As all of you
know, it is not easy in these times to be a
leader in either the public or private sector.
No leader is immune from harsh criticism, or
second-guessing, or destructive opposition.
John Gardner has sald that we seem to be
immunizing people with “an anti-leadership
vaccine.”

Today a university education is no guaran-
tee of leadership. It is true, however, that
opportunity to lead ls likely to come to those
with the best preparation. The nature of the
struggle you face as you leave Bethany is far
different than that faced by any other gen-
eration in history. Throughout history, most
men have been forced to devote their ener-
gles to the task of mere survival. Today’s
college graduate is not bound by this crip-
pling necessity. Since he can supply his ma-
terial wants in many flelds, he is, therefore,
free to look beyond prosperity for the area in
which he can be of greatest service.

President Gresham and the faculty have
tried to prepare you to become more than
articulate observers or critics. I am sure that
they have endeavored to make you active
participants in the reshaping of society . . .
builders rather than destroyers . . . leaders
rather than followers.

At the time of our natlion's Declaration of
Independence in 1776, Alexander Hamilton
was 19, James Monroe was 18, James Madison
was 25, Aaron Burr was 20, Thomas Jefferson
was 38, and Thomas Paine was 38. These
young men, together with elder leaders such
as Benjamin Franklin, John Adams and
George Washington, shaped the beginning
of a new and grand experiment. Somehow,
Benjamin Franklin, at the age of 70, was
able to work effectively with these young
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men, and they respected him. Thirteen years
later they formed the Constitution of the
United States. Several of them went on to
lead our nation as Presldent.

I don't have the foreknowledge to tell you
what our future institutions will be like, or
whether the institutions which serve people
will be better or worse than those we now
have. But I am quite sure that there will be
institutions; and if they are better than we
have now, it will be because dedicated build-
ers labored mightily to build and maintain
them.

What kind of future role do you choose
for yourselves? Do you want to be a destroyer
of institutions? Do you wish to settle only
for being a critic? Do you want to be one of
those silent indifferent people who don’t
know what is going on and care less? Or, do
you want to be a builder? Whether your con-
tribution is great or small does not matter.
It's an age-old choice: Do you destroy the
good in the name of perfection, or do you
work to make the good better in the name
of humanity?

If you want to be a bullder, are you will-
ing to take the trouble to know what is the
right action for you and to prepare your-
self to be effective at: it? Shortly after the
late John Kennedy was elected President of
the United States, one of his classmates in
the Class of 1940 at Harvard was asked why
he was not President rather than Mr. Een-
nedy. His poignant reply was . . . "I was
just as smart as Jack Kennedy was, but Jack
never stopped learning and growing.”

For some of you in this class, today’s cere-
monies may mark the highpoint, the peak
achievement in your lives. Others of you
will continue to grow, to develop responsi-
bility and to soar to new heights of accom-
plishment.

The Welsh poet, Dylan Thomas wrote to
his dying father, “Do not go gentle into that
good night.” His message is equally appli-
cable to the young people who are leaving
our campuses today. Do not be apathetic
toward injustice and insensitive to human
suffering, Do not, as Robert Frost said, go
with the drift of things, but bend change
to the benefit of mankind. You will need all
the wisdom and courage you have gained to
address the problems that beset our planet.
And this work of your lives will be the high-
est test of the love you have for your fellow
man and for the unborn generations which
will follow us.

THE OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, it was
with concern and misgiving that I read
of the President’s proposal to renounce
our rights to billions of barrels of oil and
trillions of cubic feet of natural gas off
our shores underlying the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf.

I am afraid the Department of State
has again prevailed over more reasonable
voices in other departments having di-
rect responsibility for and jurisdiction
over the energy requirements and re-
sources of this country.

Hearings by a subcommittee of the
Senate Interior Committee had been
postponed by the chairman, the distin-
guished Senator from Montana (Mr.
MeTrcarr) until the administration had
decided on its position in the matter of
the seaward extent of U.S. sovereign
rights to explore and exploit the natural
resources of the seabed and subsoil of
our legal Continental Shelf.

But before the hearings, which had
been scheduled last week, were held, the
President announced his proposal for a
treaty among coastal nations under
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which we would place the oil, natural
gas and other minerals under interna-
tional trusteeship as the “common herit-
age of mankind”—and to share an un-
specified percentage of revenues even
with Communist governments—if other
coastal nations will similarly relinquish
sole rights to minerals off their shores
and join in a treaty regulating explora-
tion and exploitation.

Mr. President, on April 13, 1970, I
made some remarks here on what I con-
sidered the imprudence of giving up our
national rights to our Continental Shelf
for any reason.

As I observed at that time, about one-
half of our estimated national reserves of
petroleum and natural gas are located
on our Continental Shelf. Therefore, the
disposition of such a vast national asset
is something that deserves the most
careful consideration by all concerned.
The consequences of a hasty or improvi-
dent disposal of this vital natural re-
source could visit upon us difficulties
and problems of unknown magnitude for
generations to come,

As Senators know, article IV, section
3, of the Constitution vests in the Con-
gress the power and the responsibility of
disposition and the making of all need-
ful rules and regulations respecting the
territory or other property belonging to
the United States. Since only Congress
has been granted that authority by the
Constitution, the role of Congress in the
disposition of our Outer Continental
Shelf is paramount, and history will
judge whether the Congress has ade-
quately met its responsibility as trustee
of the Nation’s property.

The treaty proposal contained in the
White House statement would make it
the nonnegotiable duty of the United
States to pay to an international agency
“substantial royalties” for minerals ex-
tracted on our continental margin be-
yond the 200 meter depth limit.

The treaty would make it the duty of
the United States to act as trustee for
an international agency in a trusteeship
zone near our coast but beyond the 200
meter depth limit.

I understand that there are some 37
points around the coastline where the
200 meter depth limit occurs within the
3-mile limit, so-called, or within a dis-
tance of 3 miles from our coastline.

The international agency would au-
thorize and regulate all nations of the
world and their citizens in the explora-
tion and exploitation of mineral re-
sources beyond the continental margins.

In addition, the White House state-
ment noted that it was this administra-
tion's intention to impose a so-far-un-
known condition on all U.S. leases in the
area of our continental margin beyond
the 200 meter depth limit. All leases is-
sued beyond the 200 meter depth limit
would be subject to the terms of a future
treaty and the authority of an interna-
tional agency it would create.

The White House statement said the
President would seek legislation to im-
pose such conditions.

Such legislation could possibly come
under the jurisdiction of a number of
Congressional committees. As Senators
know, three Senate committees have al-
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ready taken an active interest in gues-
tions concerning the Outer Continental
Shelf, including the Foreign Relations
Committee, the Commerce Committee,
and the Interior Committee. The Presi-
dent’s announcement will add at least
one more committee to that list, and per-
haps more. I am speaking of the Finance
Committee, under whose jurisdiction
the taxing proposals will fall,

The President’s announcement stated,
in part:

I will propose necessary changes in the do-
mestic import and tax laws and regulations of
the United States to assure that our own
laws and regulations do not discriminate
against U.S. nationals operating in the trus-
teeship zone off our coast or under the au-
thority of the international machinery to be
established.

As a member of the Senate Finance
Committee, I will be most interested in
reviewing and analyzing such proposed
changes in our import and tax laws.

A number of questions come to mind:
Will such royalties and taxes paid to an
international body be given similar treat-
ment as taxes and royalties paid to a
foreign government? Will production off
our own coast be treated as foreign pro-
duction and thereby be subject to import
quotas and duties and such other regula-
tions as may be applicable at that time?
What will be the treatment of taxes paid
to a foreign coastal nation which imposes
taxes in addition to those imposed by the
international agency?

The President’s proposal also contem-
plates the “collection of substantial

mineral royalties to be used for inter-

national community purposes, particu-
larly economic assistance to developing
countries.” Is this not an avoidance of
the appropriation process and congres-
sional serutiny of foreign aid obligations?
What would prevent the international
regime from using such funds for mili-
tary air or ancillary aid of military op-
erations, such as food rations, medical
supplies, transportation equipment, and
so on? It is well known that in certain
circumstances, economic aid can be aid
to the military since it may allow the
diversion of the resources of a nation
from civilian needs to the military.
Another area of concern is the safety
of the drilling and producing operations.
It is clear that the people of this Na-
tion want such operations conducted in
such a manner as will minimize the
possibility of an oil spill, commensurate
with existing technology. How much au-
thority will the coastal nation have in
regulating and monitoring such opera-
tions? Or, to put it another way, at
what point will the international regime
declare that the affected coastal nation
is interfering with its authority over the
exploitation and disposition of minerals
outside the 200 meter boundary, and sim-
ply ignore the protests of that nation?
These are but a few of the important
questions raised by the President’s an-
nouncement. Congress has a deep inter-
est and great responsibility in all
of them. It was, therefore, gratifying that
Under Secretary of State Richardson,
during the May 27 hearings before the
Senate Interior Committee, indicated the
intention of the administration to
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achieve an accord with Congress before
proceeding with treaty negotiations.

This is of very real importance, and
is the area that a number of members
of Congress including myself will be fol-
lowing closely.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR PROXMIRE TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
tomorrow, following the remarks of the
able Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne),
that the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIRE) be recognized
for not to exceed 30 minutes.

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

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 15628) to
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the jun-

jor Senator from Arkansas recently
reached a significant milestone in his
distinguished career. He became the
Senator with the longest service as
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in all of American his-
tory.
The junior Senator from Arkansas is
a man of strong beliefs. He has a record
of forceful advocacy of those beliefs.
This is fortunate. Those of us seeking
guidance during this difficult debate con-
cerning foreign policy can usefully con-
sult the words of Senator FULBRIGHT.

For example, I think we can all find
much useful insight in words the junior
Senator from Arkansas spoke in this
Chamber in 1951.

That was a dangerous moment in re-
cent history—almost as dangerous as the
present. American froops were engaged
in a land war in Asia. There, in Korea,
America was having its first bitter taste
of limited war. In the grim slogan of
the front lines, American soldiers com-
plained of being asked to “die for a tie.”
American men were being asked to fight
without recourse to the full might of the
American arsenal. Our troops were en-
dangered by the existence of Communist
sanctuaries north of the Yalu River.

In Europe the wartime amity between
the Soviet Union and the Allies had long
since vanished. America was once again
being asked to send troops to Europe.

The American people were weary of
war and sacrifice. Yet once again they
were debating the general issue of Amer-
ican commitments overseas. They were
also debating the question of congres-
sional restraint on the President in his
difficult role as Commander in Chief.

That was the setting on January 22,
1951, when the junior Senator from
Arkansas spoke the following words:

The Congress has the right and power to

raise the Armed Forces, but the President
has the responsibility for the command of
those forces. If in the exercise of his best
judgment the defense of this country re-
quires the sending of troops to Europe, he
has the power and the duty to do so. Con-
gress, of course, can refuse to appropriate
the money for the troops but that is a deci~
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sion for whicn Congress must take the re-
sponsibility. In the long run decisions on
military strategy are best left to the Execu-
tive. That is the plain intent of our constitu-
tional system. It would be dangerous for our
future welfare to change the underlying
principle simply because a strong minority
or even a majority of the Congress may lack
confidence in the wisdom of the Executive in
some particular instance such as the present
one.

Mr. President, I think the junior Sen-
ator from Arkansas was correct in that
interpretation of the intent of the
Founding Fathers, and especially the
Father of our Country, George Washing-
ton, agreed with the Senator’'s doctrine
that “decisions on military strategy as
best left to the Executive.”

I think the junior Senator from Ar-
kansas was not only right about the
timeless constitutional doctrine, but also
about the danger that can spring from
tampering with fundamental constitu-
tional principles. It is worth repeating
his words:

In the long run decisions on military
strategy are best left to the Executive. That
is the plain intent of our constitutional sys-
tem. It would be dangerous for our future
welfare to change the underlying principle
simply because a strong minority or even a
majority of the Congress may lack confidence
in the wisdom of the Executive in some par-
ticular instance such as the present one.

At this time the junior Senator from
Arkansas was also vigorously defending
the policies summarized under the name
of the President whose vigorous leader-
ship created them—the policies known
as the Truman doctrine. After giving
:aitg-iei summation of this doctrine, he

A foreign policy, of course, cannot be ade-
quately described in so few words, but I
think these brief descriptions are sufficient
to give us a basis for discussion, One mistake
that we are often prone to make, in dealing
with matters of the greatest complexity, is
to over-simplify the proposed solution. It is
human nature to want to find quickly a sim-
ple, clear answer to the most difficult prob-
lem so that we can stop worrying about what
we should do and get about dolng it, We
Americans are an impatient people and we
cannot understand why our leaders do not
tell us right off just exactly, in detall, what
we should do and quit arguing about it. With
a little reflection, I believe it becomes ap-
parent that, in a matter as difficult as com-
bating the imperialism of the Russian Polit-
buro, there is no simple blueprint for ac-
tion, and it is a dangerous illusion to accept
one even if it is offered.

In dealing with an enemy as ruthless, as
resourceful, and as unpredictable as the
Politburo, we must be prepared on the one
hand to meet wholly unexpected moves and
at the same time to agree upon certain posi-
tive objectives of our own from which we
must not allow ourselves to be diverted. This
means that, although we agree upon broad
policy objectives, we cannot follow blindly
and stubbornly a preconceived pattern, but,
on the contrary, we should be able to adapt
ourselves promptly to changing clrcum-
stances, There must be an element of flexi-
bility in any policy.

The Senator’s thesis was true then and
it is true today. That is the way it always
is with arguments of true philosophic im-
portance—they are timeless, The princi-
ples the Senator enunciated are not so
insubstantial that their truth values vary
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with time and place. To suggest that they
do vary would do a grave injustice to the
sagacity of the junior Senator from
Arkansas.

He is especially cogent in stating the
case for flexibility in policy designed to
cope with a resourceful Communist
enemy. And he understands that this
requires congressional respect for Execu-
tive prerogatives in foreign dealings.

As the Senator surveyed the troubled
world in 1951, he was especially con-
cerned to draw some lessons about the
nature of our Communist enemies:

Our leaders have been severely criticized
for misjudging the character and intentions
of the Politburo during and immediately
after the war. Our hindsight, of course, tells
us that we should not have trusted the Rus-
sians. However, in America we are accustomed
to taking men at their word, and I submit
that it i1s almost beyond the capacity of
civilized people to understand, even now, let
alone anticipate then, the savage and relent-
less attack of the Russians upon allies who
80 recently have saved them from annihila-
tion.

Recognizing that we were tardy in
coming to understand the nature of our
Communist enemy, the junior Senator
from Arkansas argued that we ca:_mot.
rely on a policy which limits American
involvement and commitments to the
Western Hemisphere. While the guns
roared in Korea, he argued vigorously for
further expanding America’s effort in
Europe. He said:

Regardless of what might have been, we
are now confronted with ever bolder aggres-
sion by the Communists, and we must agree
upon a course of action. The first of the
proposed policies, which I mentioned a mo-
ment ago, calls for the lmitation of our
commitments to the defense of the Western
Hemisphere, with emphasis upon air and
sea power, and was advocated recently by ex-
President Hoover and former Ambassador
Kennedy. More recently, the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Taft) advocated a program quite
similar, with some extensions of our respon-
sibilities to what he called island bases and
to such key places as the Suez Canal and
certain strategic airfields. The all-important
distinction between the position of these
gentlemen and the third policy mentioned
above, is the policy toward Western Europe.
The Hoover-Kennedy view would pr;vent the
suppl of ground troops to a European
armypp ﬁr::f- the defense of Western Europe.
This view, in short, would abandon Western
Europe to the tender mercies of the Kremlin,
Although some of the advocates of this po-
sition seek to deny that this is the inten-
tion or would be the result, I am unable to
agree with their reasoning. It seems clear
to me that if we refuse not only to make
an equitable and fair contribution to the
ground forces of a European army, but also
fail to take the leadership in organizing it,
we will, in effect, have abandoned those peo-
ple to domination by the Kremlin. I believe
that such a course is dangerous to our secu-
rity and is morally dishonorable. It is dan-
gerous to our securlty because the great in-
dustrial potential of Europe would fall to the
Russians. It is dishonorable because it re-
pudiates obligations to friends and allies
and denies our debt of all those generations
of Europeans who struggled through the
centuries to bring liberty and justice to
mankind.

The junior Senator from Arkansas was
especially harsh in denouncing the the-
ory that the Communist world would
crumble of its own accord. He recog-
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nized that such theories are the sort of
rationalizations that result when a weary
people allow their wishes to father their
thoughts.

He said:

One of the arguments upon which Mr,
Hoover and Mr, EKennedy rely very heavily
is that it is our primary duty, not only to
ourselves but also to the free world, to with-
draw to the Western Hemisphere and bulla
up impregnable military strength in order
that he may be the bastion of freedom. The
idea seems to be that when the Communist
world begins to crumble in the distant fu-
ture, we will sally forth to reestablish free-
dom and civilization, This thought seems to
me to be a rationalization of a desired course
of action rather than a serious and genuine
argument. It is too obviously an attempt to
justify saving oneself at the expense of oth~
ers to be acceptable by any of our friends
across the seas. If we accept this reasoning
and voluntarily follow this course, I believe
that, for the foreseeable future, we will be
regarded by civilized people as unworthy of
trust and confidence.

I am quite willing to concede that some-
thing needed to be done to awaken the Euro-
peans to the deadly peril of their position
and to induce them to bear their full share
of the burden of rearming. If the speeches
advocating withdrawal into our shell had this
objective in mind, they may have had some
merit, but, as an expression of sound policy
for us to follow, I cannot agree with them.

The argument is also made that Europe
has lost the will to resist and, therefore, it
is useless to try to assist her. It is an insidi-
ous argument, and I believe it is unsound
and misleading. Europeans may well be hes-
itant to assume a belligerent attitude toward
Russia—at least until some progress is made
toward developing a respectable army. I do
not believe that basically the people of West-
ern Europe have lost their spirit of inde-
pendence or their desire to remaln free men.
The fact is that a few people realize how
much the Europeans have already done in
increasing their industrial production and
in putting their house in order so that they
can support increased armed forces.

Mr. President, I would like to call spe-
cial attention to the Senator’s clear-
sightedness with regard to an argument
that amounts to nothing more than “an
attempt to justify saving oneself at the
expense of others.”

The Senator was very severe—but not,
I think, excessively severe—in pointing
out how insidious it is to argue that we
should not defend an embattled people
because they are a bit reluctant to take
on a totalitarian enemy in unassisted
combat. As he said, a nation may become
a fine fighting force when it is assured
that it is not alone. Thus he argued for
an extension of American involvement
in Europe:

The Europeans need assurance, not that we
will furnish all, or even a major fractlion, of
the ground troops for their defense, but

assurance that the shifting political scene
in our own country will not expose them to
sudden death in a futile undertaking. In
other words, they want to feel that we are

in this struggle with them, that we will not
repudiate our Atlantic Treaty obligations nor
by legalistic Interpretation nullify the

treaty's meaning.

The resemblance between the Sena-
tor's thinking about embattled Euro-
pean nations and President Nixon's
thinking about embattled Asian nations
is indeed striking.

The Senator also spoke convincingly of
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the danger that the rhetoric of public
men in our free society might undermine
American attempts to exert leadership
in an entire region of the world. He de-
nounced influences toward ‘“fatalistic
defeatism,” warning that such defeatism
could bring about a return to the Dark
Ages:

When influential public men like the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. Taft) insist that we
should not assume the leadership or the
initiative in organizing the defenses of Eu-
rope, in effect they are saying there can be
no leadership of the western allies. Whether
we like it or not, ours is the only country with
the prestige and power necessary to organize
and lead the free peoples in opposition to
the Eremlin. To refuse to accept the leader-
ship and to provide the initiative, when it is
obvious that we alone among the free peo=
ples have the power to provide both, seems
to me to be tantamount to ultimate sur-
render. I believe the most powerful influence
toward fatalistic defeatism in free Europe is
the doubt they entertain about our willing-
ness to lead them vigorously and confidently
in this struggle. We and the Europeans pos-
sess sufficient resources and manpower to
restrain or, if we must, to defeat the Rus-
sians, but as yet we have neither unity of
purpose nor strong leadership. The masters
of the Kremlin lead their slave world in no
uncertaln manner. Unless we can do likewise
for the free world, a return to the Dark Ages
is no idle fantasy.

The junior Senator from Arkansas
struck a judicious balance in the recom-
mendations he made in the Senate that
day. On the one hand he urged the Con-
gress to affirm the President’s plans to
strengthen America’s commitments over-
seas. On the other hand, he urged Con-
gress to abstain from meddling with de-
tails, which are properly the responsibil-
ity of the Commander in Chief:

The broad question of policy, as to whether
or not the best interests of this country re-
quire that we help Europe defend itself with
troops as well as guns, is properly a question
for Congress to decide. But the question of
the precise number of men and machines
needed to achieve the objectives should be
left to the judgment of our military leaders.
Such decisions are inherently executive in
character.

The Senator chose a particularly felici-
tous and precise phrase in describing
such decisions as “inherently executive in
character.” His defense of the Executive
was of a piece with his strong denuncia-
tion of those whose handwringing and
carping about our allies makes the United
States appear to be a pitiful, helpless
glant:

It is high time that some of our public
men—and I do not exclude Senators—stop
wringing their hands, stop searching for
scapegoats, stop bemoaning our fate, and stop
condemning our allies. What a spectacle we
must be to lttle Finland, or Turkey, or
Sweden, calm and determined as they are,

and yet confronted at their very doors by the
Russlan bear, We are a great Nation, a rich,

powerful, productive people capable of ac-
oomplishments beyond our imagination.

Mr. President, the words I have quoted
thus far were spoken by the junior Sen-
ator from Arkansas in 1951. But they did
not represent a position lightly adopted
or easily discarded. On the contrary, they
represented the sober reflection of a ma-
ture statesman. Proof of the Senator's
enduring commitment to the principle of
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presidential latitude in foreign dealings is
to be found in words spoken much later
in his career.

A full decade later, in 1961, after more
than a decade and a half in the Senate,
the junior Senator from Arkansas was
still speaking on the question of Presi-
dential power. He was still consistent and
resolute in offering a sturdy defense of
presidential prerogatives in foreign
affairs.

On August 17, 1961, the Senator en-
gaged in a significant debate concerning
a proposed amendment designed to pro-
hibit the President from giving any assis-
tance to nations in the Sino-Soviet bloc.
In the course of this debate, he spoke
with commendable warmth and clarity.
He was especially forceful in discussing
the need for Congress to respect the Pres-
ident’s latitude in foreign dealings. His
reasoning is so cogent that I would like
to quote from it at length. The following
passage is from pages 161501 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcoORrDp, August 17, 1961, and
related to Senator Dopp’s advocacy of the
restricting executive action:

Mr. FoLeriGHT. The Senator has made a
very moving appeal about the constitutional
responsibilities of this body. As I understand
the Constitution, it gives to the President
of the United States primary responsibility
for the conduct of our foreign relations. The
Senate basically, in most cases—with respect
to recognition of countries, recognition of
independence, acceptance of ambassadors,
and so on—is in a position of advising and
consenting; scarcely in a position of dictating
to the President.

What the Senator proposes, I think, is to
usurp the legitimate function of the Presi-
dent in this particular instance, by tying his
hands in advance in a bill passed by Congress.
If the bill were finally accepted, it would, of
course, tie the President’s hands. I do not
think there is anything of value to the argu-
ment made in that respect.

There are many things of a domestic na-
ture, concerning which we have primary re-
sponsibility—agriculture, roads, domestic im-
provements, and so on—with respect to which
I think there has been perhaps a loss of some
of our responsibility over the years, or an
erosion of our responsibility. The remarks
may be appropriate in that respect. I do not
think the remarks are appropriate in respect
to this issue.

With regard to the position of the Presi-
dent, the Senator stated he knew of no oppo-
sition from the President. It mever occurred
to me that the Senator thought the ad-
ministration favored his amendment as writ-
ten. I wrote to him, as I sald before, and ex-
pressed our criticism of the amendment; not
of the objective of the amendment, but of
the terms of the amendment, which specifi-
cally named the nations involved and which
also would deprive the President of any dis-
cretion, an authority the President has had
in the past, as he has under the present law.

In order that this may be clear, without
any question, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp a
statement of the position of the executive
branch, which I hold in my hand. It is rather
long. I do not think it adds anything to what
I have already said. I shall read only a sen-
tence or two, but I am willing to read the
remainder, if any Senator wishes to have
me do so.

“The executive branch strongly opposes
the amendment as being inconsistent with
both the President’s program and the Sen-
ate’s own policy in this matter.

“First, the amendment would be contrary
to a critical part of the President’s program
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as outlined in his state of the Union address
of January 30, 1961.”

The last sentence is:

“The executive branch is at a loss to
understand what conditions would now war-
rant a repudiation of the President’s pro-

and the Senate's recorded policy on
this important question.”

There being no objection, the statement
was ordered to be printed in the RECOERD,
as follows:

“PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO SINO-SOVIET
Broc ExecUTIVE BRANCH PoOSITION

“The executive branch strongly opposes
the amendment as being inconsistent with
both the President’s program and the Sen-
ate's own policy on this matter.

“Pirst, the amendment would be contrary
to a critical part of the President’s program
as outlined in his state of the Union ad-
dress of January 30, 1961. In that address,
he stated:

“‘Pinally, while our attention is centered
on the development of the non-Communist
world, we must never forget our hopes for
the ultimate freedom and welfare of the
Fastern European peoples, In order to help
reestablish historic ties of friendship, I am
asking Congress for increased discretion to
use economic tools in the area wherever this
is found to be clearly in the national in-
terest.’

“The amendment would, for the first time
since the inception of the foreign aid pro-
gram, impose an absolute prohibition on the
furnishing of assistance to the satellite coun-
tries at the very time that the President has
made a special plea for increased authority.

“Second, the amendment would be at varl-
ance with the Senate's passage of S. 1215 on
May 11, 1961, That bill amends the Battle
Act s0 as to permit the President, upon a
finding that it is important to the national
security, to use authorities not only under
the Foreign Ald Act but also under Public
Law 480 and the Export-Import Bank Act to
furnish nonmilitary assistance to satellite
countries. In passing S. 1215, the Senate
clearly recognized the need for discretionary
authority in the President to respond to sit-
uations in these areas.

“The executive branch is at a loss to un-
derstand what conditions would now warrant
a repudiation of the President's program and
the Senate’s recorded policy on this impor-
tant question.”

Mr. FoueriGHT. Mr. President, I do not
think there is any question about the atti-
tude of the administration. I can only reiter-
ate what I have sald with regard to the
position of the senior Senator from Connect-
fcut. It has been stated very clearly by the
Senator from Eentucky, who has had ex-
perience in the executive branch under the
previous administration. Those things are not
all black and white. They are fluld. They
shift. That is why the Executive must have
discretion.

Also in 1961, in the fall edition of the
Cornell Law Quarterly, the junior Sena-
tor irom Arkansas deployed other ele-
ments of his theories about the Presi-
dent’s prerogatives in foreign dealings:

The source of an effective foreign policy
under our system is Presidential power. This
proposition, valid in our own time, is certain
to become more rather than less, compelling
in the decades ahead.

The dynamic forces of the 20th century—
communism, fascism, aggressive nationalism,
and the explosive awakening of long quies-
cent peoples—are growing more and more
unmanageable under the procedures of lei-
surely deliberation which are built into our
constitutional system. To cope with these
forces we must be able to act quickly and
decisively on the one hand, and persistently
and patiently on the other.
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The President is the symbol of the nation
to the external world, the leader of a vast
alliance of free nations, and the prime mover
in shaping a national consensus on forelgn
policy. It is important to note, however, that
while this responsibility is indeed very broad,
his authority is often infringed upon or
thwarted in practice by unauthorized
persons.

In 1961 the junior Senator from Ar-
kansas also spoke as follows:

With their excessively parochial orlenta=-
tion congressmen are acutely sensitive to
the influence of private pressure and to the
excesses and inadequacles of a public opin-
ion that is all too often ignorant of the
needs, the dangers, and the opportunities in
our foreign relations.

I think the Senator’s 1961 enthusiasm
for Presidential prerogative led him to
overstate the disabilities of Congress in
the field of foreign policy. I am sure the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee does not think that
Congress should have no role at all in
the formation of foreign policy.

Judging from various disquisitions on
this subject which the Senator has es-
sayed during his long service in the Sen-
ate, I would judge that he feels as I
do on this matter.

I would judge that he thinks that it
is for Congress to cooperate with the
President in stipulating the general goals
and broad contours of American foreign
policy, but that Congress must leave to
the President decisions about details and
tactics—such decisions being, in the
words of the Senator, “inherently execu-
tive in character.”

Mr. President, I think the words I
have quoted from the record of the
junior Senator from Arkansas can give
us real guidance in this troubled time.
The words I have quoted were spoken a
decade apart. They defended the power
and latitude of the presidency for two
different Presidents, President Truman
and President Kennedy.

But obviously the junior Senator from
Arkansas was not defending the power
of any particular man or men at that
time. I know he considers this a Gov-
ernment of laws and not of men. I know
that his defense of the powers of the
presidency was a defense of the office,
not a defense of any officerholder’s con-
venience.

There is one clear lesson to be drawn
from the thinking of the junior Senator
from Arkansas. It is that Congress
should not curtail the vital freedom Pres-
idents have traditionally enjoyed in for-
eign dealings. If I read the Senator's
words correctly, he thinks that Congress
has the legal power to hinder the Presi-
dent, but that such hindrance would be
evidence of the arrogance of power on
the part of Congress.

As the junior Senator from Arkansas
declared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
February 2, 1954, page 1106, when op-
posing the Bricker amendment:

It was never intended by the Founding
Fathers that the President of the United
States should be a ventriloguist dummy sit-
ting on the lap of the Congress.

Mr. President (Mr, ALLEN), this con-
cludes that portion of my remarks. But
I want to make a few more remarks
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based upon material] which has come to
me.

I have been surprised and astounded
at the breadth and depth of the support
that has come from the academic com-
munity in the last few weeks with re-
spect to the President’s position concern-
ing his powers as Commander in Chief.
I have received many letters and memo-
randums expressing this support. I intro-
duced one of these into the REcorp and
made a few remarks concerning it earlier
this afternoon.

The letter I now introduce is from
Jon W. Fuller, assistant professor of po-
litical science at Davidson College, in
Davidson, N.C. Professor Fuller is a
young scholar, educated at Oxford Uni-
versity and Princeton University. His let-
ter contains an extremely brilliant de-
fense of the President’s situation., Mr.
Fuller starts his letter by saying:

As a political scientist and a specialist in
the field of national security pollcy, I am
seriously concerned about several proposals
now before the Senate, most immediately the
Cooper-Church amendment, which would
seek to challenge the constitutional power
of the President as Commander in Chief,
elther directly or by implication.

He goes on and discusses the entire
question in complete detail. But I think
one part of his letter is particularly per-
tinent, and it should be listened to by
all Americans. It reads as follows:

President Kennedy was sald to be fond of
quoting some lines from a Spanish poet,
Domingo Ortega; they summarize, as he
surely realized, the awesome and necessary
responsibility which our system must assign
to the President alone:

Bull fight critics ranked in rows

Crowd the enormous plaza full;

But only one man is there who knows,

And he’s the man who fights the bull.

I am certain that nothing could ex-
press better than those few lines Presi-
dent Kennedy’s own feeling of solitude
when he faced some of the great crises
with which he was confronted.

I ask unanimous consent that Profes-
sor Fuller’s 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:

DavinsoNn COLLEGE,
Davidson, N.C., May 23, 1970.
Senator Gorbpon ALLOTT,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: AS a political scien-
tist and a specialist in the field of national
security policy, I am serlously concerned
about several proposals now before the Sen-
ate, most immediately the Cooper-Church
amendment, which would seek to challenge
the constitutional power of the President as
Commander in Chief, either directly or by
implication. The President's authority and
the range of his discretion are indeed great,
but this is because they are the product of
a need equally great. The facts which justify
this aspect of our constitutional develop-
ment remain clear and persuasive. In the
past, these facts have seemed clear to vir-
tually all who have served in our national
government and to all who have studied its
structure and functions with care. Now
some, including a few of those whose argu-
ments for a strong Presidency have been
most persuasive, are advocating a dangerous
weakening of Presidential authority. They
do so0 because they disagree strongly with
the way in which some recent Presidents
have used their awesome authority. I admit
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that I share many of their concerns and mis-
givings about specific aspects of our policy
in South-East Asia during the past decade.
But such disagreements about the wisdom
of specific policies are not adequate grounds
to deny the continuing logic of our consti-
tutional arrangements or to suggest that
the realities of the world In which we live
have changed in some dramatic way. In fact,
so far as I have seen, those who propose these
unwise and probably unconstitutional meas-
ures do not deny that continuing logic, nor
do they suggest that world politics have
somehow become dramatically different.
They discuss only their disagreement with
specific policies, and seem to ignore the con-
stitutional implications of the means they
have chosen to express that disagreement.

We have been more keenly aware of the
great and necessary power of the President
as Commander in Chief in the Cold War
years, as problems of national security have
become more demanding and more persist-
ent. Yet the vast power implicit in our con-
stitutional arrangements have been recog-
nized from the first years of our Republic.
The records of the debates In the Constitu-
tional Convention clearly show that the des-
ignation of the President as Commander in
Chief was quite deliberate. They had known
a brief and unhappy experiment with com-
mand by committee early in the War for In-
dependence, and they were prepared to recog-
nize that such arrangements were illogical
and unworkable, Command must be a uni-
tary and decisive function, and this must
ultimately involve the decision and respon-
sibility of one man. Even in Washington’'s
Administration, there was a need to use the
powers as Commander in Chief. Almost every
President has made some use of these powers.
Most students agree that in the first 150 years
of the Republic, before World War Two and
the most obvious growth of Presidential
power, there were approximately 150 in-
stances of the use of military forces by a
President without specific authorization of
Congress.

The constitutionality of this broad use of
the authority of the President as Commander
in Chief has been upheld by the courts in
dozens of cases. Perhaps as significant, the
necessity and logic of such power has been
accepted by the Congress and by the people.

There are, of course, some dangers in giv-
ing such enormous authority to one man.
In an important sense, all government is
dangerous. But no government, or a govern-
ment too weak to perform its essential func-
tion of protecting its people, is even more
dangerous. We simply cannot operate suc-
cessfully as a nation in the contemporary
world without the capacity for decisive and
coherent action which the President, acting
as Commander in Chief, provides. This argu-
ment applies most dramatically to the prob-
lems of nuclear weapons, and to the need for
rapid decision from the President if those
weapons should ever have to be used, Indeed,
we have come to realize that it is this ca-
paclty to use such weapons rapidly and deci-
sively which gives important credibility to
our deterrence, and thus provides us the best
chance of escaping the terrors of nuclear war
altogether.

But the argument for decisive action in
the case of possible nuclear war, which is
not under direct challenge now, cannot be
separated from the need for wide discretion
in the use of the President’s authority over
all of our Armed Forces. The capacity to use
more limited forces effectively is another im-
portant component in our deterrence capac-
ity, and is thus part of a single argument for
the necessity of unimpaired Presidential
authority.

The proper authority of Congress is not
challenged by this necessity for wide Presi-
dential discretion in the use of military
forces. Congress has the responsibility for
determining the size and general composition
of our military forces. Further, it is the re-
sponsibility of Congress, with the President,
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to determine the goals and commitments of
the United States in its national security
policies. IT members of Congress now disagree
with some of these goals or commitments,
it is entirely right and proper that they
should speak out and offer resolutions to
give effect to their proposals for alternative
policies. A majority of the Congress has sup-
ported our general policy in South-East Asia,
by means of appropriations and specific res-
olutions. It appears now that a majority of
Congress and of the people as well support
the policy of President Nixon to reduce our
involvement in South-East Asia and to with-
draw American troops from that war zone.

The matters in dispute are essentially mat-
ters of tactical decision. The precise pace of
withdrawal, and the kinds of actions needed
to make it as safe and responsible as pos-
sible are not decisions appropriately made
by a vote of the 100 SBenators or 435 Repre-
sentatives. Indeed these are exactly the kind
of guestions which can only be made by a
single, decisive commander. In our consti-
tutional system, this single command respon-
slbllity belongs properly to the President and
to him alone.

The simple argument of efficlency would
seem powerful enough to make the neces-
sity of such arrangements clear. Fortunately,
this assignment of responsibility is also en-
tirely compatible with ultimate control by
the people. Indeed, clearly fixed responsibility
is absolutely essential if such ultimate pop-
ular control is to be meaningful, The entire
Congress, and certainly the citizens of the
nation, are neither prepared nor able to
make the detalled decisions appropriate to
the President as Commander in Chief. But
they can, very properly and appropriately,
judge the results, and thereby determine the
proper future course of American policy and
the sultability of the President to continue
in hig responsible office If it is decided that
he has performed poorly, he can expect to
be replaced. President Nixon showed that
he was specifically and clearly aware of this
during his address to the nation concerning
our operations in Cambodia. I is in this way
that our system reconciles responsibility and
efficlency. If we are to survive as a democ-
racy, we must have both. A sirong President,
prepared and able to make the specific de-
cisions and take the crucial risks, allows us
w have both responsibility and efficiency. We
will neither increase democracy nor improve
policy by taking action which ignored either
logic or the real state of the world in which
we must live, Any attempt to substitute the
Judgement of Congress for that of the Presi-
dent on a technical issue, which the Con-
stitution has given to him alone to decide,
will serve neither to improve our system for
making national security decisions, nor will
it improve the quality of those decisions. In-
deed all evidence would lead us to expect
that group decisions on issues of this kind
will be vastly less effective, and at best no
wiser.

President Kennedy was sald to be fond
of quoting lines from a Spanish poet, Do-
mingo Ortega; they summarize, as he surely
realized, the awesome and necessary respon-
sibility which our system must assign to the
President alone:

Bull fight crities ranked in rows
Crowd the enormous plaza full;

But only one man is there who knows,
And he's the man who fights the bull,

The deep and properly emotional concern
which our war in Viet-Nam has evoked must
not be allowed to distort our judgment about
fundamental constitutional and logical ques-
tlons. And yet, I fear that the proposals now
being made, which would reduce the power
and discretion of the Commander in Chief,
violate both constitutional and logical prin-
ciples.

I commend you for your stand in favor of
full and constitutional authority for the
President in national security policy, and I
urge you to redouble your efforts to persuade
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a majority of the Senate that on issues of
such seriousness and importance, emotional
response and tactical disagreements must not
prevall over logical and tested principles of
government.
Sincerely yours,
Jon W. FULLER,
Assistant Professor of Political Science.

Mr. ALLOTT. Another letter I have
just received is from Mr. William
Schneider, Jr., Ph. D., strategic analyst
of the Hudson Institute. He is a leading
member of the staff of one of the Nation’s
most respected policy research institutes.
I shall read only two or three lines from
the letter. Of course, these lines are
extrapolated from the letter, and I will
put the complete letter in the REcoRrb.
Dr. Schneider says:

I wish to take this opportunity to register
my serious concern over the character of
proposed legislation currently under consid-
eration by the Senate which would have
the effect of imposing significant constraints
upon the conduct of foreign policy in South-
east Asia by the Presldent of the United
States.

Legislation which is designed to have the
effect of limiting the power of the President
to commit the armed forces of the United
States to the fulfillment of foreign policy
objectives in situations where a declaration
of war would be inappropriate could have
catastrophic consequences for the United
States and the cause of world peace.

Then I skip a few lines and continue:

Varlous U.S. Presidents in nearly two cen-
turies of history have employed military
forces outside of U.S. territory over seventy
times without a declaration of war while
only flve such actions were declared wars
by the Congress.

Mr. President, he concludes by listing
“six potentially disastrous consequences”
which could result from unwise restric-
tions on the President. The sixth one is
very important.

Hesays:

The possibility of U.S. participation in
multinational peace-keeping efforts, either
on an ad hoc basis or through existing inter-
national organizations is seriously dimin-
ished, reminiscent of the situation which
obtained during the “isolationist” period in
the U.S. between the World Wars.

He concludes the letter by saying:

It is clear, however, that the effect of such
legislation would be to inhibit the President
from acting in XKorea, the Middle East,
Europe, or elsewhere without a declaration of
war. The national interest of the United
States and the cause of world peace would be
ill served by the passage of such legislation
at this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the complete letter printed
in the Recorb.

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

HupsoN INSTITUTE,
Croton-on-Hudson, May 25th, 1970.
Sen. GOrRDON ALLOTT,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEwnATOR ALrrorr: As an individual
professionally concerned with defense and
foreign policy issues, I wish to take this
opportunity to register my serious concern
over the character of proposed legislation
currently under consideration by the Senate
which would have the effect of imposing sig-
nificant constraints upon the conduct of
foreign policy in Southeast Asia by the Presi-
dent of the United States.
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Legislation which Is designed to have the
effect of limiting the power of the President
to commit the armed forces of the United
States to the fulfillment of foreign policy
objectives in situations where a declaration
of war would be inappropriate could have
catastrophic consequences for the United
States and the cause of world peace.

It should be noted that historically the
President of the United States has frequently
employed U.S. armed forces outside of our
borders to accomplish foreign policy objec-
tives without the benefit of a formal declara-
tlon of war under the explicit constitutional
power granted to the President to conduct
foreign policy. Indeed, the employment of
military forces under a formal declaration of
war is the overwhelming exception in T.S.
history. Various U.S. Presidents in nearly two
centuries of history have employed military
forces outside of U.S. territory over seventy
times without a declaration of war while only
five such actions were declared wars by the
Congress.

In the highly dangerous times in which we
live, it is crucial that the President retain
his historic power to conduct foreign policy.
I would argue that there are at least six
potentially disastrous consequences which
could follow from the passage of such legis-
lation.

1. Inhibiting the President from respond-
ing to low level military threats without a
Congressional declaration of wars could dra-
matically increase the likelihood of nueclear
war by making every future international
conflict escalation-prone by limiting the
President to a choice between inaction and
requesting a Congressional declaration of
War,

2. Any future military conflict in which the
U.S. became involved would be far more cost-
ly in terms of lives, treasure, and political
commitment because of the “all out” na-
tional effort which has historically been asso-
ciated with declared wars.

3. All US. alliance relationships could be
seriously weakened, perhaps beyond repair
because of a loss of confidence in the ability
of the United States to respond to levels of
international violence which are below that
which would justify a declaration of war.

4. The world level of violence would rise
in areas where the “umbrella” of American
alliances formerly acted to mitigate the scale
of conflict (e.g. the Middle East) because of
the uncertainty of possible U.S. intervention.

5. Limiting the flexibility of the President
to respond to various levels of violence fiies
in the face of every serlous study of the use
of Presidential authority in foreign affairs
silnce World War II. The President should
have greater rather than less flexibllity of
response.

6. The possibility of U.S. particlpation in
multi-national peace-keeping efforts, either
on a ad hoc basis or through existing inter-
national organizations is seriously dimin-
ished, reminiscent of the situation which ob-
talned during the “isolationist” period in the
U.8. between the World Wars.

Most of the legislation under considera-
tion is narrowly focused upon efforts to limit
the freedom of the President to conduct mili-
tary operations in Southeast Asia to carry out
our foreign policy objectives. It is clear, how-
ever, that the effect of such legislation would
be to inhibit the President from acting in
Eorea, the Middle East, Europe, or elsewhere
without a declaration of war. The national
interest of the United States and the cause
of world peace would be ill-served by the
passage of such legislation at this time.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM SCHNEIDER, Jr., Ph. D.,
Strategic Analyst.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
just one more letter to which I shall re-
fer this afternoon. I have a multitude
of these letters which I hope to discuss
and analyze fully at another time. This

18357

afternoon, perhaps, but which I think
are significant in light of the distin-
guished academic backgrounds of the
writers of the letters.

The letter I hold in my hand is from
Prof. Myron Rush of the Department of
Government at Cornell University. Pro-
fessor Rush is one of the Nation’s fore-
most experts on the Soviet Union. I will
Jjust read two sentences:

In the past, uncertainty about how the
United States would respond to offensive
actions has helped to deter such actions,
The proposed restrictions upon Presidential
action would reduce this uncertainty and
consequently lessen its deterrent effect on
the Communist states,

Mr. President, I want to state at this
time that T am very deeply indebted to
all the distinguished gentlemen who have
written to me in support of the Presi-
dent’s position regarding the powers of
the Commander in Chief.

I ask unanimous consent to have Pro-
fessor Rush's letter printed in the
RECORD.

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

CoORNELL UNIVERSITY,
ItEACA, N.Y., May 24, 1970.
Senator GorboN ALLOTT,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: I am writing to ex-
press my concern about Senate proposals
that would limit the President’s capacity to
perform his Constitutional functions as
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces.
Quite apart from the serious Constitutional
issues which they raise, action by the Senate
along these lines would have the effect of
restricting the President's capacity to re-
spond to threats and to aggressive moves by
the Communist states. In the past, uncer-
tainty about how the United States would
respond to offensive actions has helped to
deter such actions. The proposed restric-
tions upon Presldential action would reduce
this uncertainty and consequently lessen its
deterrent effect on the Communist states.

The result could be to further weaken the
stability of the international order at a time
when some Communist states are already
engaged in probing actions to test the United
State's will and capacity to respond.

Yours truly,
MyroN RUSH.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I men-
tioned awhile ago that I hope all relevant
issues will receive full discussion on the
Senate floor. I also mentioned some of
the reasons why I hope that they will.

The President’s speech last night cer-
tainly did several things. Most impor-
tant, it clarified the situation in Cam-
bodia. One of the reasons why this de-
bate and this discussion should continue
is to see what the results of the Cambo-
dian situation will be. I am sure it will
be the greatest military success of the
Vietnam war. In fact, it may be the only
thing we can speak of in the Vietnam
war as being a brilliant military success.

I am sure that it is heartening to all
Americans to know that of the 31,000
Americans who entered Cambodia, 17,000
have already been withdrawn, and that
it is the intention to withdraw the re-
mainder before the end of the month.
The President is doing exactly what he
previously stated to the American people
that he would do. I have never doubted
gohs:lt he would do exactly what he pledged

0.
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It was also gratifying to hear that he
would withdraw another 50,000 troops by
the fall, and that he intended fully to
keep up the timetable of withdrawal of
150,000 troops between now and April
of next year.

Mr. President, it seems to me that we
are seeing some light and progress in a
war that many people believe was a great
mistake. This has been a difficult war
for all Americans, especially for those
who have lost their loved ones, and for
those who will bear the scars of that
war for the rest of their lives.

It seems to me that the President’s
policy provides some light and makes the
effort that was made in Vietnam begin
to have meaning.

As his aspirations and goals, as stated
to the country last night and in previous
speeches, are reached, we can indeed, be
thankful for a President of such great
courage and statue.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ALLOTT. 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. PERCY. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

DEATH OF MILBURN D. AKERS,
FORMER EDITOR OF CHICAGO
SUN-TIMES
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the State

of Ilinois and the Nation have suffered a
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great loss in the death of Milburn D.
Akers. Mr. Akers, known as Pete, was the
former editor of the Chicago Sun-Times,
the president of Shimer College, and a
distinguished citizen of my State for
many years.

Last week, after staying with his dy-
ing sister all night, he drove his car
toward Springfield, Ill., after only an
hour’s sleep, in order to testify on behalf
of State aid to private, higher educa-
tion in Illinois. While en route, he was
killed in an aubomobile accident.

Pete Akers loved life. He loved the
State of Illinois. He loved the newspaper
business. He particularly loved young
people, and spent the final years of his
life strengthening higher education in
Illinois. He devoted his entire life to try-
ing to find a way to make this a better
world for young people.

I think it is a tragic thing that his
death occurred when he had so many
years of life ahead of him in which to
contribute so much to society.

Pete Akers loved to talk, to share ideas
late at night with friends and acquaint-
ances on any subject of importance that
was current to the day. I have engaged
in such conversations with him, and
they were immensely enjoyable, I re-
member telling him after a discussion
downstate that he should get more sleep
before driving back to Cook County and
to Chicago to his job with the news-
paper. But I do not know of anyone who
knew the highways and the byways of
Illinois as well or better than he did, and
I always admired his capacity for driv-
ing steadily after just a few hours of
sleep. I often drove with him myself
while downstate.

It is, I suppose, symbolic that Pete
Akers should die while giving his atten-
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tion to the needs of others—to his dying
sister and then to the problems of the
young people of his State. Those of us
who have been privileged to be his
friends through the years, shall miss
him a great deal.

Mr, President, I am pleased to have
the honor to pay tribute to him on the
floor of the U.S. Senate.

He loved this country. He loved the
free institutions of the country. As an
editor and as a distinguished -citizen
throughout the course of his lifetime, he
did everything possible to strengthen
and build America. I know of no person
in the State of Illinois or in the Nation
who has contributed more as & citizen to
the growth of his country and his State.
In the role of a private citizen, he played
a responsible and valuable role in par-
ticipatory government.

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. 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.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, there being no further business
to come before the Senate, I move, in
accordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 21 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
June 5, 1970, at 12 o’clock noon.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, June 4, 1970

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.
William F. Ruhl, president, B. C. Good-

pasture Christian School, Nashville,
Tenn.,, offered the following prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, we thank Thee
for this quiet moment before the press-
ing needs of a new day come upon us.
‘We are thankful for those who have dedi-
cated their lives to public service, and
we pray Thy richest blessings to be upon
the Members of Congress today. We ask
for Thy overruling providence in a day of
world confusions and uncertainty. We
pray, our Father, bless our President and
leaders of nations around the world. May
a spirit of brotherhood, an awareness of
Thy equal concern for all men, and a gen-
uine desire to live together in unity guide
all their deliberations. We ask this pray-
er in the name of Him whose truth makes
men free. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the

Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 17868) making ap-
propriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activi-
ties chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and
for other purposes; and pending that
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate continue not
to exceed 1 hour, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. Davis) and myself.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair designates
as Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Brooks) and requests the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. FurTon) to tem-
porarily assume the chair.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House

on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 17868, with Mr.
Furron of Tennessee, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the unanimous consent agreement, the
gentleman from EKentucky (Mr. Nar-
cHER) will be recognized for one-half
hour and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr, Davis) will be recognized for
one-half hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. NATCHER).

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, at this time we submit
for your approval the annual District of
Columbia appropriation bill for fiscal
year 1971.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
the District of Columbia Budget, it is a
distinet honor for me to serve with the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. DavIs),
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
Giamvmo), the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. RiecLE), the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PATTEN), the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. Wyarr), the gentleman
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